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ABOUT THE SERIES

T

he book series, Canada’s Primary Constitutional Documents, has been undertaken by the Canadian
Constitution Foundation with the goal of making available a complete record of all surviving primary
documents relating to each part of Canada’s constitution. Only if these primary documents are available
for consultation, can it be possible for scholars to be certain that they understand what the framers and the
contemporary public intended each part of the constitution to achieve.
The primary documents reproduced in this series include early drafts of many parts of the constitution,
along with abandoned drafts, correspondence between various framers, records of their public remarks
and also of the remarks of those critics who doubted the merits of what was being proposed.
The series takes the form of a set of volumes in which these documents are ordered chronologically, with
some allowances for the fact that there was sometimes some overlap between different events. Each volume
is available in either book or eBook form.
The series is an attempt to breathe life back into these documents by making them universally available.
All of the primary materials published in this series are in the public domain. But they have often been
hidden from public view in manuscript form in various archives, or in the form of microfilmed images of
old newspapers, or in parliamentary papers published in very small numbers and long since out of print.
However, it is important to remember that each book and eBook in this series remains a provisional and
imperfect snapshot of the relevant part of the universe of primary documents. It is always possible that in
future years further records will be recovered, which are not included in the present volume.
Scholars are therefore advised to consult the regularly-updated collection at the PrimaryDocuments.ca
website. Users of the website also have some additional functionality at their fingertips which cannot be
replicated in a paper-and-ink book. These include links, annotations, user commentary, and access to
photographic images of the original form of each document, all in downloadable form. Users also have the
ability to leave their own comments and suggested corrections at the website.
Scott Reid
Series Editor
Perth, Ontario, July 2021
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THE CONFEDERATION DEBATES IN THE
PROVINCE OF CANADA

introduction
The goal of the present editors of The Confederation Debates is to make available the complete record of the
debates that took place in the Parliament of the Province of Canada in 1865 and 1866, on the subject of a
constitution for the proposed confederation of Britain’s North American provinces.
In order to fulfil our goal of completeness, we have reconstructed the records of the debates that took
place in the following legislative sessions:
•
•
•

The Third Session of the Eight Parliament, Jan. 19 - Mar. 18, 1865;
The Fourth Session of the Eight Parliament, Aug. 8 - Sept. 18, 1865; and
The Fifth Session of the Eight Parliament, June 8 - Aug. 15, 1866.

Together, these constitute a complete record of all relevant debates in the province’s Legislative Council
and Legislative Assembly, in the period between the drafting of the Quebec Resolutions in October 1864
and the coming-into-force of the British North America Act on July 1, 1867.
We have chosen to present this complete set under the title, “The Confederation Debates.” In doing so,
we are breaking with tradition, as the term “Confederation Debates” has traditionally been applied to only
one part —specifically, to the debates which took place between February 3 and March 14, 1865 on a motion
for an humble Address to Her Majesty for the purpose of uniting the colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island.1
Prior to 1871, Canada’s Senate kept no verbatim record of its debates, and the verbatim record of House
of Commons debates were not kept until 1875. Anyone attempting to obtain a record of the debates as they
were occurring would therefore, by necessity, have had to hire a series of reporters to take copious notes,
or else would have relied upon the reports of the debates being published daily in the newspapers.
It was obvious to all members of the provincial parliament that if the motion was to be adopted and a
new federal constitution based on the Quebec resolutions were to follow, Canada would be forever
changed. So, with the debate’s importance in mind, on February 6, an inquiry to fully transcribe and publish
the parliamentary debate on the resolutions (which had only just started) was voiced by a lone independent
member of the opposition, and referred to the Joint Committee on Printing, where it was assented. This
would permit the contemporary reading public to have a record of the proceedings. As a result, the debate
on the motion was duly published later in the year— as a 900-page volume —by a Quebec-based printing
firm, Hunter, Rose & Co. 2

1

2

For the full motion, see the Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (Feb. 3, 1865), pp. 67-74. The first part of the
motion read: “That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty, praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a measure to be
submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and
Prince Edward Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the following Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference of Delegates
from the said Colonies, held at the city of Quebec, on the 10 th of October, 1864…” The second part consists of the text of the Quebec
Resolutions adopted at the Quebec Conference, 1864.
Parliamentary Debates on the subject of the Confederation of the British North American Provinces, 3rd Session, 8th Provincial Parliament
of Canada (Hunter, Rose, & Co., Parliamentary Printers, 1865).
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However, the committee which authorized the printing of the debates only did so for those on the motion
for an Address to Her Majesty, foregoing the many days’-worth of debates on constitutional subjects that
took place outside the confines of that motion. While legislative debates on the Address took place every
evening and were adjourned at the end of the legislative sitting, members of the opposition raised questions
pertinent to confederation outside this motion, and continued to raise further questions well after the
Address was assented in both Houses.
The Quebec Conference had been a negotiation between the delegates of several British colonies, and had
sought common ground on the issues on which agreement would be necessary, if the confederation project
was to succeed. The resolutions however had not dealt with a number of other important constitutional
issues.
For example, the delegates at Quebec had discussed, at considerable length, questions relating to the
division of powers between the central government and the provinces, but the conference had not dealt
fully with the practical arrangements that would be needed for the creation of two new provinces
(eventually named Quebec and Ontario), which would be created when, with the creation of the new
federation, the “united province” of Canada would be dissolved. 3 How these two new provinces would be
constituted was regarded as being a question internal to the Province of Canada, and at the Quebec
Conference, delegates had left the subject to be discussed within the parliament of the united province. 4
The constitutions of the two new provinces became the subject of debate in the 1865 and 1866 legislative
sessions.5 Both debates were reported by the newspapers (albeit less systematically than is the case for the
debates compiled by Hunter, Rose & Co.). These newspaper records are included in the present volume. 6
The agreed-to structures would become in 1867 sections 58 to 87 of the British North America Act.7
Likewise, although the Quebec Conference had designed an appointed upper house for the new
confederation, some of the implications of this were left by the delegates to be worked out at a later date.8
The conference had agreed that the Ontario and Quebec (then called Upper and Lower Canada) members
of the new upper house could be selected for appointment from amongst the sitting membership of the
Legislative Council of the Province of Canada. But there were more incumbent Legislative Councillors in
1865 than there would be available seats.9 This problem meant that while some incumbents would be
reappointed to the new body, those who were not selected would lose their seats. The process of
recommending names for reappointment was undertaken, in the months before the new constitution went
into effect, with a careful eye fixed on the goal of ensuring that neither of the two dominant parties would
gain a firm majority over the other in the new upper house. The debates of this period leave a record of this
delicate balancing process.10
The editors have also included, in the present volume, proceedings from the two houses of the provincial
parliament that provided contemporary observers with glimpses into the behind-the-scenes negotiations
and power shifts amongst the various participants in the governing multiparty coalition (which later
historians would label “the Great Coalition”). The relevant records include:
3

4

5
6
7
8
9

10

See Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions, including several never-published preliminary drafts by George Brown and John A.
Macdonald (CCF, 2021).
The debates in the 1865 legislative sessions did not address local constitutions directly, and this was a matter of much complaint
from the opposition. It was not until much later in the 1866 legislative session that additional resolutions were introduced and
debated. See Confederation Debates, Legislative Assembly, starting on July 13, 1865 to Aug. 2, 1865, p. 2144.
Supra no. 4
See Appendix B in the present book series.
For sections 58-87 of the British North America Act, 1867, see PrimaryDocuments.ca.
Supra no. 3.
There were at this time 48 elected legislative councillors, and an additional 21 nominated legislative councillors serving out their
appointments. According to Quebec Resolution no. 8 “Upper Canada shall be represented in the Legislative Council by 24
members, Lower Canada by 24 members, [...]”. See supra no. 3.
See especially Confederation Debates, Legislative Assembly, Aug. 2, 1866.
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the Speeches from the Throne, at the very start of the legislative sessions, in which the
constitutional agenda of the coalition ministry is outlined by the Governor General, Viscount
Monck;11
The drafting of the formal addresses that accompanied the resolutions sent to Her Majesty the
Queen;12
Adjustments to the structure of the coalition, made necessary by the retirement and appointment
of the prominent Reformer, Oliver Mowat (postmaster general) to the Upper Canadian Court of
Chancery, the death of the prime minister, Sir Étienne-Pascal Taché, on July 30, 1865, and by the
resignations of George Brown from his ministerial post as president of the Executive Council, on
Dec. 21, 1865, and of Alexander Galt from his post as Finance Minister, on Aug. 12, 1866; 13
The presentation to the provincial parliament of official correspondence from, and reports of, the
Cabinet negotiations at London in 1865; 14
And private correspondences between Governor General, Lieut-Governor Generals, Colonial
Office, and members of the Canadian cabinet;

Knowledge of what was said in these debates is therefore essential to understanding what the framers of
the 1867 constitution had in mind, including what considerations prompted the reluctant support of those
participants who supported the proposed new constitution with reservations. Likewise, it is only by
consulting these debates that we can determine what was on the mind of those who rejected the Quebec
Resolutions.
Legislative debates also took place in the parliaments of each of the other British North American
Provinces. The British government had a clear policy of not imposing constitutional changes on its North
American provinces; changes would be made only in response to some form of request from the provincial
governments. 15 Therefore, it was necessary for the Quebec Resolutions to be debated in each colonial
legislature.16
It was understood by all participants, in each of these debates, that approval of the Quebec Resolutions
would lead to the resolutions being presented to the Imperial government in London, with the likely result
that a new federal constitution along the lines proposed at Quebec would be adopted for British America.
Failure to adopt the resolutions would preserve, in the Province of Canada, a constitutional status quo
universally regarded as inadequate and therefore would likely have been the first step in a new legislative
process leading to some other outcome, such as the splitting of the Province of Canada into a smaller, twopart federation consisting of what is now Ontario and Quebec (presumably, the constitutional status quo
would have prevailed in the colonies to the east).
The debates in the parliaments of the other provinces and in the Imperial Parliament are no less important
than the debates that took place in the Province of Canada, and will be reproduced in a companion volume
of the projected series, Canada’s Primary Constitutional Documents.17

11
12
13
14
15

16
17

Confederation Debates, Legislative Council, Jan. 19, 1865, pp. 7-9; Aug. 8, 1865, pp. 1643-1644; June 8, 1866, pp. 1579-1585.
Confederation Debates, Legislative Assembly, March 13, 1865, pp. 1579-1585.
See the tables of cabinet shuffles at the front of the present volume.
Confederation Debates, Legislative Council, Aug. 9, 1865.
In fact, the Colonial Office also only authorized constitutional discussions on the initiative of the colonial legislatures. See
“Despatch from the Duke of Newcastle to the Earl of Mulgrave, Lieutenant-Governor of Nova Scotia, dated 6th July 1862, on the
subject of the confederation of the B.N.A. Provinces” in Confederation: Being a Series of Hitherto Unpublished Documents Bearing on
the British North America Act, edited by Joseph Pope (Toronto: The Carswell Co., 1895), pp. 303-304.
See PrimaryDocuments.ca for each of these sets of Confederation Debates.
ibid.
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Publication History: parliamentary debates on the Quebec Resolutions
The Hunter, Rose & Co. edition (henceforth referred to as the “1865 edition”) was intended to permit
public-spirited citizens in the Province of Canada to have a record of the debates in that province’s
parliament, and was printed at considerable expense by order of the legislature; it remained the only
published edition for nearly a century. But it was not the only record available to contemporary readers,
who also had resort to the reports being published daily in the newspapers.
Unlike the 1865 edition, newspaper reporting of these debates offered an unedited and unrevised
coverage of members’ speeches. This is important for the following reason: when commissioned by the
provincial parliament in February 1865, the legislature permitted members to edit transcripts of their own
speeches, after they had been delivered. Thus, the 1865 edition is not strictly a verbatim, word-for-word,
account of what was actually said on the floor of the provincial parliament. The extent of editing is evident
in the 1865 edition, at spots where members quote each other during debate – quite often referencing,
verbatim, passages that simply do not exist in the Hunter, Rose, & Co. edition, but which can be found in
the newspaper reports.
While newspapers at the time were typically partisan and tended to be more complete in covering the
speeches of the politicians they supported, than of politicians they did not support, for the most part, a
genuine effort seems to have been made, by the editors of the 1865 edition, to publish full speeches. To fully
guarantee that one is seeing a complete record of what was said by each participant in the debate, it is
necessary however to consult more than one newspaper’s account of a particular day’s legislative
proceedings. These shortcomings show the 1865 edition was an imperfect guide to what had been said in
the debates.
In 1963, selections from the 1865 debates, amounting to one twelfth of the total word count of the 1865
edition, were republished by P.B. Waite in a volume titled, The Confederation Debates in the Province of
Canada.18 Waite reproduced, in abridged form, the speeches that he felt to be the most important
contributions to the debates, as well as representative selections from the less important speeches.
Additionally, he collated the Hunter, Rose & Co. official reporting with reports from the Quebec Morning
Chronicle, adding four minor instances where the newspaper reporting was more comprehensive. 19 Waite
did this after examining the records of debates found in other newspapers, and added these records to the
base text of the 1865 edition. Waite’s 1963 edition can therefore be regarded as superior to the 1865 edition—
at least, for the new debates that he was able to fit into his abridgment. In 2006, a new edition of Waite’s
selections was issued, with updated explanatory notes and new prefatory remarks. 20
In 1999, another set of selections from the 1865 debates was published, along with selections from the
legislative debates from various provincial legislatures, by Janet Ajzenstat, Paul Romney, Ian Gentles, and
William D. Gairdner under the title, Canada’s Founding Debates.21 This selection compiled thematic excerpts
of legislative debates from all the colonial parliaments between 1864-1873, and it inserted prefatory
explanatory essays and annotations which tell the story of Canada’s origins. While Ajzenstat’s source
material for the debates in the Province of Canada was the Hunter, Rose, & Co. edition, the Ajzenstat et al
selection reinforces the importance of the debates in the other colonial legislatures (and the Imperial
Parliament).
Another source of information, described below, seems to have made no impact on these Twentieth
Century editions. In the mid-nineteenth century, newspapers in Canada and elsewhere made a practice of

18
19
20

21

See P.B. Waite, The Confederation debates in the Province of Canada, 1865: a selection (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1963).
These instances have been noticed in our collations and included in this volume.
See P.B. Waite, The Confederation Debates in the Province of Canada, 1865, Second Edition (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University
Press, 2006).
See Janet Ajzenstat et al., Canada's Founding Debates (Toronto: Stoddart Publishing, 1999).
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publishing detailed summaries of the speeches given in legislatures. A determined and patient present-day
scholar can therefore reconstruct much of what was said, by finding and reading these yellowed pages (or
the microfilms that frequently contain the images of the now-lost originals). In this manner, some of the
debates of the Parliament of the Province of Canada, covering the entire period from 1841 to 1856, were
reconstructed by a team led by Elizabeth Gibbs. A very small print-run of the thirteen-volume collection
was published, in stages, between 1970-1994; and copies may be consulted at the libraries of a few of
Canada’s larger universities, as well as at the Library of Parliament. 22
However, the period from 1856-1867 was not reconstructed this way. Instead, it has been necessary to
rely upon an earlier source, the Scrapbook Hansard. Recognizing that there was, from time to time, a need
for legislators to consult the detailed record of previous debates, staff at the parliamentary library clipped
out the coverage of each day’s debates from the various newspapers, and glued them onto pages in large
folio scrapbooks.23 Augustin Laperrière, the first Clerk of the Library of Parliament, did this work for many
years, including the entire period of 1865-1866 (except for the Fourth Session of the Eight Parliament in the
summer of 1865, which is missing from this compilation). 24 The Scrapbook Hansard remains available, in a
single copy, at the Library of Parliament. Additionally, it has been scanned onto microfilm, which is
available at select institutions such as Library and Archives Canada.
Many newspaper records have now been scanned and are available online. Many Lower Canadian
newspapers, including Quebec City’s Morning Chronicle are available online at the Bibliothèque et Archives
nationales du Québec website (banq.qc.ca). And many newspapers from across the other British North
American Colonies can be found on Google’s Newspaper Archive (https://news.google.com/newspapers).
Google has scanned the Ottawa Times, Halifax’s Morning Chronicle, and Montreal’s Le Pays, among others.
And finally, ProQuest (https://www.proquest.com/) offers the complete record of The Globe and The
Montreal Gazette which can be accessed through many public and university libraries.
Based on the foregoing, it is accurate to say the following:
1.

2.
3.

the complete 1865-1866 debates in the Parliament of the Province of Canada, laying out the public
intentions of the framers of the Constitution Act, 1867, have never been published in a manner that
is accessible to the public, or even to most scholars and jurists;
even the imperfect record of the Confederation Debates produced by Hunter, Rose & Co. has been
out of print since prior to Confederation;
the efforts of earlier scholars, most notably P.B. Waite and Janet Ajzenstat, to remedy this situation,
have been only partly successful, due primarily to abridgment.

The present edition of The Confederation Debates seeks to make available the entire series of relevant
debates for the twenty-first century, while remaining faithful to the full, original 1865 texts. In addition to
reprinting every word of the 1865 edition, the present edition contains the following:

22

23

24

See Elizabeth (Gibbs) Nish, Debates of the Legislative Assembly of United Canada 1841-67 (Montréal: Presses de l'École des hautes
études commerciales, 1970-).
The Scrapbook debates are surprisingly not complete. First, in a note left by Augustin Laperrière, reads: “the pages from 66 to 71
were torn out by some person unknown, but their contents may be found by referring to the file of the Ottawa Times deposited in
the Library.” But, secondly, the entire summer session for the Province of Canada , 1865, is missing in that compilation.
See Augustin Laperrière, Decisions of the Speakers of the Legislative Assembly and House of Commons of Canada, From 1841 to June 1872
(Ottawa: Times Printing and Publishing Company, 1872). Laperrière writes that he was “instructed to collect and arrange in folio
volumes, for use in the Library of Parliament, the Debates of the two Houses of the Legislature, as reported by the principal
newspapers published at the Seat of Government,” in 1859. A note contained in the middle of the 1866 Scrapbook Debates is
signed by a “Aug. Laperrière, Lib. Clerk”. The initials “A.L.” also appears on the last page of the index in at least two copies. It
must also be noted that the Assistant Librarian A.G. Lajoie may have also used the same initials.
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The proceedings that took place between the opening of Parliament on January 19, 1865 and the
February 3 debate with which the editors of the Hunter, Rose, & Co. edition open the
Confederation Debates. We have councluded, just as P. B. Waite did sixty years ago,25 that the
Morning Chronicle (Quebec City), is the most useful source for records of this period. These
additional debates include the Speech from the Throne, the addresses in response, procedural
motions, and questions on the parameters of debate;
The proceedings that took place during the February 3 - March 18 period. This includes materials
found in the Hunter, Rose & Co. debates, and also some additional debates that were not
included in that edition. These additional debates (i.e., on “dissentient education” in Lower
Canada, finances, and the potential acquisition of the North Western Territories) were not part
of the motion to adopt the resolutions, but are related to Confederation;
The proceedings occurring after the Resolutions were adopted on March 14, including the
prorogation speech on March 18;
An entire parliamentary session that took place during the summer of 1865. This session is
entirely missing from the Scrapbook Debates microfilm reels at Library and Archives Canada, and
in Laperrière’s Scrapbook Debates at the Library of the Parliament of Canada. This session, which
spans August 8 to September 18, 1865, was put together using contemporary newspapers—
Quebec’s Morning Chronicle and The Quebec Daily Mercury;
The entire 1866 parliamentary session (June 8 to August 15), which we sourced from the Scrapbook
Debates microfilm reels at Library and Archives, and supplemented by the present editors with
their original source, The Ottawa Times newspaper. These debates include discussions on local
constitutions and the formation of the Senate;
Tables showing changes to the Coalition Ministry between June, 1864 until the end of 1866,
including tables of when members of both houses were either elected or appointment (as in the
case of the Legislative Council), and a list of supporters and opponents of Confederation; 26
All procedural motions, amendments, etc. which were absent from across these debates,
supplemented by using the Journals for both the Legislative Assembly and Council;
Explanatory footnotes; and
A comprehensive stand-alone index;27

Modern Layout
The 1865 edition fills over one thousand pages of densely-packed text, in a font small enough to challenge
even youthful eyes. The typeface is unhelpfully old-fashioned and non-intuitive to a modern reader. The
paper on which the original was published was of high quality and has not turned dark brown like so many
late-nineteenth century books printed on high-acid paper, but no book’s readability improves with age,
and after a century and a half, the original copies that may be found in the Library of Parliament and
assorted archives are somewhat yellowed.
Some of these problems are even worse in the newspaper debates we have consulted in the preparation
of the present edition. The newspaper reports of parliamentary debates often contain spelling errors,
including more than one spelling of the same word or name. In some cases, this is due to their hasty

25
26

27

Supra no. 20.
These replace the tables found at the beginning of the Hunter, Rose, & Co. edition. See the “omissions” sub-section below for
further details.
The index is in the process of being updated and will be available for both the next edition of the e-book and a print edition
expected for release later this year. For now, the reader may consult the 2019 index at PrimaryDocuments.ca.
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production—as reporters scrambled to get the verbatim record to their newspapers in time for the morning
printing.
The present edition fixes these obvious problems. The guiding principles, for the style adopted in the
present edition, are:
1.
2.
3.

We have retained all sourcing information from the 1865 edition (and those of newspapers),
including original page numbers;
We have rendered transparent all updates made in the present edition, so that these may be set
aside by the reader whenever they are deemed unhelpful or unneeded; and
We have replicated, as closely as possible, the example of the present-day Hansard in which
contemporary debates of the Canadian House of Commons are being recorded.

New Paragraphs
As any reader of Victorian novels already knows, readers at that time were much more tolerant of pagelong paragraphs than are modern readers. We have solved the issue of large, dense paragraphs by breaking
up the text into modern-length paragraphs.28 We have made this change for two reasons: to comply with
modern Hansard style and to break up massive blocks of text, which can be genuinely hard to read.
While this has necessitated a series of arbitrary choices, an attempt has been made to follow the logic of
the text, with paragraph breaks often following natural breaks suggested by the text itself, such as verbal
interjections by other debate participants, and periodic indications of audience approval, which the original
editors recorded as “hear, hear”
Readers of the present edition will fund numerous references of “Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear”
scattered throughout the pages. Such interjections were often inserted in newspaper coverage of
parliamentary debates. This record of the reaction to each speech is a part of the historical record, and for
this reason we have retained it.
. For interjections such as cheers or laughter, we have used italics to show that these words are references
to the reaction of the other members—rather than being a record of the fact that someone actually said
“cheers” or “laughter.”
We have also used a capital H for “Some Hon. Members” rather than the modern, “Some hon. members”
to comply with the nineteenth century usage.
For pagination, we have copied the practice, used currently in Hansard, of using periodic notations to
record the detailed progress of the debate. In a modern Hansard, each five minutes’-worth of debate is noted
by means of a discreet dot (known to editors as a “bullet”) near the left-hand margin of each page, followed
by a time-stamp. This level of detail as to the exact time of day does not exist in the 1865 edition. However,
we have attempted to retain the original pagination, so that any reader of the present edition will be able
to tell at a glance the page on which, in the 1865 edition, the passage that is being consulted may be found.
Therefore, we have adapted Hansard’s discreet numbering system to record the page numbers from the
1865 edition.29
Names
28

29

P.B. Waite first attempted to solve this problem in The Confederation debates in the Province of Canada, 1865: a selection (Toronto:
McClelland and Stewart, 1963), but was not assertive enough in them. As a result, his volume contained the same problem of
large, page-long blocks of text.
This allows our edition to align with page references in court decisions and in the academic literature, which invariably cite the
Hunter, Rose, & Co. edition. In order to maintain consistency, all of the present edition’s footnote and index references cite page
number from the Hunter, Rose & Co. edition. When citing newspaper reports from newspapers that do not have page numbers,
we have inserted the numbering system A:1, A:2, etc.
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The names have been standardized across all of our debates, particularly when:
•
•

a participant speaks; or
a participant moves a procedural motion or amendment

In the 1865 edition, the names of debate participants were recorded entirely in capitals (for example,
“Hon. Atty. Gen. MACDONALD” or “Mr. A. MACKENZIE.”) Today, this kind of capitalization seems
jarring, so instead we have employed bold text, with standard capitalization, like this: “John A. Macdonald”
and “Alexander Mackenzie.” Unlike the editors of the 1865 edition, we always record the full given name
of each speaker.
The 1865 edition also frequently identifies the same speaker in various ways. Misspelled names are not
uncommon. We have opted to standardize all names. For members of the Legislative Assembly, we have
added each MLA’s first and last name, his riding, and, if applicable, his ministerial post.30
In some instances we have added a middle initial or name for clarification. The most notable examples
of this are John A. Macdonald and John Sandfield Macdonald—the first prime minister of the new
dominion, and the first premier of the new Province of Ontario, respectively. For members of the
Legislative Council, we have additionally included information indicating whether each speaker was an
elected or an appointed member of that body, and have noted the year the individual had assumed office.
This allows readers to easily distinguish between the two different types of Legislative Councillors in what
was a partly elected, partly appointed legislative body.
When, in the course of debate, a member is referred to by his riding name or by his ministerial post, we
have added the name of the member in square brackets, like this: [Christopher Dunkin]. When proper
names were added by the editors of the Hunter, Rose, & Co. edition, and the reference is therefore original
to the text, we have placed the name in rounded brackets So a reference to George Brown that had been
added in the Hunter, Rose & Co. edition appears in the present edition as “(Hon. Mr. Brown)” while a
name added by the editors of the present edition appears as “[George Brown].”
In newspapers, members were sometimes referred to by abbreviated titles–for example, “Mr. B.” for
George Brown. We have decided to retain these anachronistic abbreviations wherever we have
encountered them, to preserve the feeling of the original reporting.
Finally, names have been standardized wherever we record vote divisions. Family names are listed in
alphabetical order, as opposed to being out-of-order (presumably in the order in which the members
voted), as is the case in the original version. Riding names have been added beside the names of any
members who share a family name. To remain faithful to the original, we have added the titles for the
attorneys-general, but not for any other cabinet post.
Motions/Amendments
In the Hunter, Rose & Co. edition, votes are recorded somewhat arbitrarily. Moreover, when the 1865
edition records the results of a vote, it does not restate the amendment that is being voted upon. This forces
readers to flip back through the pages to work this out for themselves. To eliminate this need, we have
inserted the wording of each amendment at the spot in the text where the relevant vote is recorded. Also,
wherever the 1865 edition indicates that debate is continuing on a motion from a previous day we have
restated the text of the relevant motion. All such added text is clearly distinguished by way of a footnote,
to avoid confusion as to which content has been added by us.

30

As members resigned their posts, their titles were removed from their names in the debates.
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It was particularly important for us to eliminate this confusion in the debates which we sourced entirely
from newspaper reports. In these reports, motions are sometimes left out entirely (or the text of motion
then under discussion can only be found by consulting the newspaper for a previous day). This leaves the
modern reader confused as to what exactly is being debated. We have remedied this problem by inserting
each relevant motion, as recorded in the Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada and
Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada. We have inserted the wording of all motions and
amendments into the text of the present edition at the point where debate commences on that motion, and
again immediately before the vote is taken on that motion. For motions and amendments that are reported
in the newspapers in summary or short-hand manner, we have provided a footnote with the full wording.
Each insertion which is not found in the original newspaper coverage is accompanied by a footnote.31
Other Additions
We have inserted additional material which we believe helps to supplement the proceedings. This
includes further debates that took place as part of a particular day’s proceedings, documents submitted to
Parliament, etc. Each such addition is clearly indicated by a footnote. While the newspapers often added
headers such as “Local Constitutions” to indicate a change in topic, this practice was not consistent. When
such dividing headers are missing, we have inserted them, using the same wording as was used by the
newspapers during other debates.
In some instances, we also added to brief procedural matters. For example, in the Journals, after an
amendment was passed, the motion in question would then be voted on, as amended. However, the
Journals do not reconstitute the new motion, post-amendment. Therefore, we have opted to reconstitute
the motion after the amendment had passed. Like all our incursions into the text we have notified the reader
with a footnote.32
Omissions
The only text from the 1865 Hunter, Rose & Co. edition that has been omitted from the present edition is
a series of prefatory pages featuring a primitive index, a brief review of motions that were introduced in
the course of the debates, and a list of the members who participated in the debates.33 Most of this
information has, however, been retained in other, more user-friendly form. For example, the list of
members of the two houses of the parliament of the Province of Canada has been expanded to feature
additional information as to when each one was first elected. As well, the names of legislators are arranged
in alphabetical order, rather than listed in chronological order. These new tables are located at the start of
this book series. We have also greatly expanded the index and amalgamated it into our stand-alone
volume.34
Whenever our source is newspapers, we have omitted text that is irrelevant to the topic of Confederation
by using ellipses in the following, easily-distinguished way:“[…]” Each such instance is accompanied by a
footnote. Should our readers wish to see the full debates as recorded in the newspapers, they can consult
each one, in full, at PrimaryDocuments.ca.
Spelling Mistakes
31

32
33

34

The only exception to this rule are insertions such as “The Legislative Assembly adjourned for recess,” a line that only sometimes
accompanied the original.
The only exception being adjournment. Supra no. 10.
See Parliamentary Debates on the subject of the Confederation of the British North American Provinces, 3rd Session, 8th Provincial
Parliament of Canada (Quebec: Hunter, Rose, & Co., Parliamentary Printers, 1865), pp. iii-ix.
Supra no. 5.
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We have endeavoured to correct every spelling mistake found in the Hunter, Rose & Co. edition, or in
newspaper reports, without resorting to the use of sic. This approach has been taken because these were
errors of the editors of these previous versions, rather than of the participants in the debates.
We have, however, kept anachronistic spellings, to preserve a sense of the nineteenth century (e.g.,
multiple uses of “negociate” are left unchanged in the present volume). We have also kept the inconsistent
spelling of words like “honorable” and “honourable”, as they reflect the then-widespread acceptability of
both uses.
Finally, most abbreviations have been lengthened. For example, in the present volume “Atty-General”
becomes “Attorney-General”. The few exceptions are abbreviations that are still in use in present-day
parliamentary reporting, such as “My hon. colleague” or “An hon. member”, etc.
Italics
In the 1865 edition, italics were occasionally used for emphasis. These have been retained within the
present edition and further applied to additional instances. For example, we have applied them where
editorial commentary (including descriptive sentences like this one: The Legislative Assembly stopped for
dinner recess), is found in the Hunter, Rose & Co. edition. In the 1865 edition, such editorial interjections are
indistinguishable from the text. We have preferred to italicize them to assist readers in distinguishing the
words of the editorial content from the words of the actual debate.
Block Quotations
All block quotations and procedural motions/amendments have been clearly demarcated in a smaller
font with a line for emphasis on the left column, with the exception to motions/amendments that are
summaries of procedures. As with other editorial notes, these are italicized, and each one is accompanied
by footnote, where the full procedural text can be read.
Footnotes
The present editors have also inserted brief editorial commentaries intended to facilitate greater
comprehension of context. In particular, we provide explanatory footnotes for common knowledge in 1865,
but which has, with the passage of time, grown obscure. This is the case, for example, of the colloquial
names for recently-enacted statutes, which debate participants refer to as “the militia bill,” and so forth.
Additionally, the present editors provided references for any source quoted by a debate participant, such
as the oft-quoted Durham Report.35 All footnoted sources are hyperlinked, when possible, to allow readers
to access any cited original source.
Concluding Remarks
Of course, none of the foregoing editorial conventions is set in stone. Our aim is to faithfully reproduce
the original text and make it as accessible as is possible to a modern reader. If any of our stylistic changes
or insertions are unhelpful, we welcome reader feedback drawing the matter to our attention. Furthermore,

35

Some references have proved elusive. This may be either that the debater has misquoted them, has been mistranslated, the source
is lost to time, or that we haven't found it yet. Such references are listed as unconfirmed and we will continue to look for them in
future revisions to the present edition.
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users can consult all the originals, alongside thousands of other documents, at the PrimaryDocuments.ca
database.
We hope that, via periodic updates, we will be able to improve the present edition. While any attempt to
create a perfect record of the past will always remain a work in progress, the ever-improving copy can
always be found online at PrimaryDocuments.ca.
Ottawa, September, 2022.

-

- Scott J. Reid, series editor
Charles Dumais & Michael J. Scott and, editors of this volume.
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Reconstruction of the Canadian Ministry
and Delegations in 1864-18661

Taché-Macdonald Ministry – Great Coalition
Taché-Macdonald Ministry
(Mar. 30, 1864 to Jun. 29, 1864)
Member

Party
Affiliation

Member

Bleu
(Canada East)

Hon. Sir Étienne
Pascal Taché

Hon. John A.
Macdonald
Hon. George
Étienne Cartier

Premier, Minister
of the Militia, and
Receiver General
Attorney-General
West
Attorney-General
East

Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada West)

Hon. John
Simpson

Provincial
Secretary

Hon. Isaac
Buchanan

Office Held

Party
Affiliation

Hon. John A.
Macdonald
Hon. George
Étienne Cartier

Premier, Minister
of the Militia, and
Receiver General
Attorney-General
West
Attorney-General
East

Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu (Canada
West)

Conservative
(Canada West)

Hon. William
McDougall

Provincial
Secretary

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

President
Executive Council

Old Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. George
Brown

President
Executive Council

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. Alexander
Galt

Minister of
Finance

Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. Alexander
Galt

Minister of
Finance

Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. Michael
Hamilton Foley

Postmaster
General

Old Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. Oliver
Mowat

Postmaster
General

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee

Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)

Hon. Alexander
Campbell
Hon. Jean
Chapais
Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin
Hon. James
Cockburn

Hon. Sir Étienne
Pascal Taché

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee
Hon. Alexander
Campbell
Hon. Jean
Chapais
Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin
Hon. James
Cockburn

1

Office Held

“Great Coalition” Ministry
(Jun. 30,, 1864 to Nov. 19, 1864)

Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands
Commissioner of
Public Works
Solicitor General
East
Solicitor General
West

Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands
Commissioner of
Public Works
Solicitor General
East
Solicitor General
West

Bleu (Canada
East)

Conservative
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)

Lord Monck was appointed Governor General of the Province of Canada from Nov. 28, 1861 to Jun. 30, 1867. Lord Monck was
then appointed Governor General of the Dominion of Canada on Jul. 1, 1867. The Secretary to the Governor General was Mr.
Dennis Godley (from Oct. 25, 1861 to Jun. 30, 1867). The Provincial “aides-de-camps” to the Governor General was LieutenantColonel Irvine (from Nov. 1, 1852 to Jun. 30, 1867). Other members of the Executive Council were the Speaker of the Legislative
Council, the Hon. J. U. Tessier (from Aug. 13, 1863 to Jun. 30, 1867); the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly, the Hon. L.
Wallbridge (from Aug. 13, 1863 to Jun. 30, 1867); Adjutants General of Militia: Colonel P. L. MacDougall (Adjt.-Gen., Canada
between May 13, 1865 to Jun. 30, 1867), Lieut.-Col. A. de Salaberry (Deputy Adjt.-Gen. L. C. from Jun. 26, 1848 to Mar. 27, 1867),
Lieut. Col. Walker Powell (Deputy Adjt.-Gen., U. C. from Sep. 1, 1862 to Jun. 30, 1867); Auditor of Public Accounts, Hon. J.
Simpson (Asst. Auditor from Aug. 1864 to Jun. 30, 1867); Commissioners of Customs, R. S. M. Bouchette (from Mar. 18, 1851 to
Jun. 30, 1867). In the Executive Council Office, Mr. W. H. Lee, Clerk of the Ex. Council (from Nov. 26, 1853 to Jun. 30, 1867), and
Mr. W. A. Himsworth, Con. Clerk (from Nov. 26, 1853 to Jun. 30, 1867). John A. Macdonald’s Office – Mr. H. Bernard, Secretary
(from Feb. 15, 1858 to Jun. 30, 1867).

The Canadian ministry

xiii

The constitutional conferences
Canadian Delegation for
Charlottetown Conference (Sep. 1864)
Member

Office Held

Party
Affiliation

Canadian Delegation for
Quebec Conference (Oct. 1864)
Member

Hon. Sir Étienne
Pascal Taché
Hon. John A.
Macdonald
Hon. George
Étienne Cartier
Hon. William
McDougall
Hon. George
Brown
Hon. Alexander
Galt

Attorney-General
West
Attorney-General
East
Provincial
Secretary
President
Executive Council
Minister of
Finance

Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. John A.
Macdonald
Hon. George
Étienne Cartier
Hon. William
McDougall
Hon. George
Brown
Hon. Alexander
Galt
Hon. Oliver
Mowat

Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee

Hon. Alexander
Campbell

Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands

Conservative
(Canada West)

Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin

Solicitor General
East

Bleu
(Canada East)

Hon. Alexander
Campbell
Hon. Jean
Chapais
Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin
Hon. James
Cockburn

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee

Office Held
Premier, Minister
of the Militia, and
Receiver General
Attorney-General
West
Attorney-General
East
Provincial
Secretary
President
Executive Council
Minister of
Finance
Postmaster
General
Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands
Commissioner of
Public Works
Solicitor General
East
Solicitor General
West

Party
Affiliation
Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Conservative
(Canada East)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Conservative
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)
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THE GREAT COALITION MINISTRY – DEATH OF TACHÉ

Cabinet Shuffle2
(Nov. 24, 1864 to July 30,, 1865)

Member

Portfolio

Party
Affiliation

Member

Portfolio

Party
Affiliation

Hon. Sir Étienne
Pascal Taché

Premier, Minister
of the Militia, and
Receiver General

Bleu
(Canada East)

Hon. Sir Narcisse
Belleau

Premier and
Receiver General

Bleu
(Canada East)

Hon. John A.
Macdonald

Attorney-General
West

Conservative
(Canada West)

Hon. John A.
Macdonald

Hon. George
Étienne Cartier
Hon. William
McDougall
Hon. George
Brown
Hon. Alexander
Galt

Attorney-General
East
Provincial
Secretary
President
Executive Council
Minister of
Finance

Bleu
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. William
Howland

Postmaster
General

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee
Hon. Alexander
Campbell
Hon. Jean
Chapais
Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin
Hon. James
Cockburn

2

3

Canadian Ministry After the
Death of Sir Étienne Pascal Taché 3
(Aug. 7, 1865 to Dec. 21, 1865)

Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands
Commissioner of
Public Works
Solicitor General
East
Solicitor General
West

Hon. George
Étienne Cartier
Hon. William
McDougall
Hon. George
Brown
Hon. Alexander
Galt

Attorney-General
West, and
Minister of Militia
Attorney-General
East
Provincial
Secretary
President
Executive Council
Minister of
Finance

Bleu
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)
Conservative
(Canada East)

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. William
Howland

Postmaster
General

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee

Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)

Hon. Alexander
Campbell
Hon. Jean
Chapais
Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin
Hon. James
Cockburn

Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands
Commissioner of
Public Works
Solicitor General
East
Solicitor General
West

Conservative
(Canada West)

Conservative
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)

From Nov. 20, 1864 to Nov. 23, 1864, the Coalition Ministry was without Hon. Oliver Mowat. The member left cabinet for an
appointment as Vice-Chancellor of the Upper Canada Court of Chancery.
Sir Etienne Pascal Tache passed away on July 30th 1865

The Canadian ministry
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RESIGNATION OF GEORGE BROWN – RESIGNATION OF ALEXANDER T. GALT
Canadian Ministry After the
Resignation of George Brown4
(Jan. 3, 1866 to Aug. 12, 1866)
Party
Affiliation

Member

Portfolio

Party
Affiliation

Bleu
(Canada East)

Sir Narcisse
Belleau

Premier and
Receiver General

Bleu
(Canada East)

Conservative
(Canada West)

Hon. John A.
Macdonald

Attorney-General
West, and
Minister of Militia

Conservative
(Canada West)

Bleu
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. George
Étienne Cartier
Hon. William
McDougall

Attorney-General
East
Provincial
Secretary

Bleu
(Canada West)
Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

President
Executive Council

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. A.J.
Fergusson Blair

President
Executive Council

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. Alexander
Galt

Minister of
Finance

Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. William
Howland

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. William
Howland

Postmaster
General

Liberal / Reformer
(Canada West)

Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin

Conservative
(Canada East)

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee

Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)

Hon. Alexander
Campbell
Hon. Jean
Chapais

Minister of
Finance
Solicitor General
East and
Postmaster
General
Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands
Commissioner of
Public Works

Hon. James
Cockburn

Solicitor General
West

Conservative
(Canada West)

Member

Portfolio

Sir Narcisse
Belleau

Hon. George
Étienne Cartier
Hon. William
McDougall

Premier and
Receiver General
Attorney-General
West, and
Minister of the
Militia
Attorney-General
East
Provincial
Secretary

Hon. A.J.
Fergusson Blair

Hon. John A.
Macdonald

Hon. Thomas
D’Arcy McGee
Hon. Alexander
Campbell
Hon. Jean
Chapais
Hon. Hector Louis
Langevin
Hon. James
Cockburn

4

Canadian Ministry After the
Resignation of Alexander T. Galt
(Aug. 13, 1866 to June 30, 1867)

Minister of
Agriculture and
Statistics
Commissioner of
Crown Lands
Commissioner of
Public Works
Solicitor General
East
Solicitor General
West

From Dec. 23, 1865 to Jan. 2, 1866, the Coalition Ministry was without George Brown.

Bleu
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada East)
Conservative
(Canada West)
Bleu
(Canada East)

T h e l e g i s l a t i v e c o u n c i l o f t h e p r o v i n c e o f c a n a d a xvii

Appointed members of the legislative council

1

2
3
4
5
6

Name of Member

Division

Date Appointed

Armstrong, David
Belleau, Narcisse F.
Boulton, George
De Beaujeu, George Saveuse 1
Dickson, Walter
Ferrier, James
Goodhue, George
Gordon, James
Hamilton, John
Leslie, James
Matheson, Roderick
Mills, Samuel
Moore, Philip
Morris, James
Panet, Louis
Perry, Ebenezer
Quesnel, Frederick
Ross, John
Seymour, Benjamin
Taché, Étienne Pascal
Wilson, Charles

Canada East
Canada East
Canada West
Canada East
Canada West
Canada East
Canada West
Canada West
Canada West
Canada East
Canada West
Canada West
Canada East
Canada West
Canada East
Canada West
Canada East
Canada West
Canada West
Canada East
Canada East

1855
1852
1847
18482
1855
1847
1842
18453
1841
1848
1847
1849
1841
18444
1852
1855
18485
1848
1855
18486
1852

George de Beaujeu's political status as a member of the Upper Chamber is unclear. In the original Confederation Debates (1865),
and J.O. Côté’s Political Appointments and Elections in the Province of Canada from 1841 to 1865 (1866), De Beaujeu is listed as a Life
Member for Canada East. However, in the Dictionary of Canadian Biography, they have stated that he was appointed, and then
subsequently ran twice and won as an elected councillor for the Division of Rigaud. This seems to be unlikely as no other
appointed member had to then run for election. Furthermore, Côté and the Assemblée nationale du Québec both claim that
Eustache Prud’homme was the elected Legislative Councillor for the Rigaud Division during this time. Therefore, we have listed
De Beaujeu as an appointed member to be faithful to the original publication (1865), Coté (1866) and report from the government
of Quebec website. The Dictionary of Canadian Biography seems to be in error. For a full alphabetical list of members of the
Legislative Council appointed by the Crown from 1841 to 1856, see Côté (1866).
Died in office in 1865.
Died in office in 1865.
Died in office in 1865.
Died in office in 1866.
Died in office in 1865.
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Elected members of the legislative council

7
8

Name of Member

Division

Date Elected

Aikins, James
Alexander, George
Allan, George
Archambault, Pierre-Urgel
Armand, Joseph
Bennett, Thomas
Blair, A.J. Fergusson
Blake, Oliver
Bossé, Joseph
Bull, Harcourt
Bureau, Jacques-Olivier
Burnham, Asa
Campbell, Alexander
Chaffers, William
Christie, David
Cormier, Charles
Crawford, George
Currie, James
Duchesnay, Antoine
Duchesnay, Elzéar
Dumouchel, Léandre
Flint, Billa
Foster, Asa
Gingras, Jean
Guévremont, Jean-Baptiste
Hamilton, John
Lacoste, Louis
Leonard, Elijah
Letellier de Saint Just, Luc
Macpherson, David
Malhiot, Charles
McCrea, Walter
McDonald, Donald
McMaster, William
Olivier, Louis
Price, David

Home
Gore
York
Repentigny
Alma
Eastern
Brock
Thames
De La Durantaye
Burlington
De Lorimier
Newcastle
Cataraqui
Rougemont
Erie
Kennebec
St. Lawrence
Niagara
La Salle
Lauzon
Mille Isles
Trent
Bedford
Stadacona
Saurel
Inkerman
Montarville
Malahide
Grandville
Saugeen
Shawenegan
Western
Tecumseth
Midland
De Lanaudière
Laurentides

1862
1858
1858
1858
1858
1862
1860
1862
1864*7
1864
1862
1863
1858
1864
1858
1862
1858
18628
1858
1856
1864*
1863*
1860
1864*
1858
1860
1861*
1862
1860
1864
1862
1862
1858
1862
1863*
1864

All instances marked by an * indicate that the Legislative Councillor was elected in a by-election.
Resigned in 1866.

T h e l e g i s l a t i v e c o u n c i l o f t h e p r o v i n c e o f c a n a d a xix

Elected members of the legislative council

9

Name of Member

Division

Date Elected

Proulx, Jean-Baptiste-Georges
Prud’homme, Eustache
Read, Robert
Reesor, David
Rénaud, Louis
Ryan, Thomas
Sanborn, John
Shaw, James
Simpson, John
Skead, James
Tessier, Ulric (Speaker)
Vidal, Alexander

De Le Vallière
Rigaud
Quinté
King’s
De Salaberry
Victoria
Wellington
Bathurst
Queen’s
Rideau
Gulf
St. Clair

1860
1863*
1862
1860
1856
1863*
18639
1860
1856
1862
1858
1863

Elected by acclamation.

T h e l e g i s l a t i v e A S S E M B L Y o f t h e p r o v i n c e o f c a n a d a xxi

members of the legislative assembly

10
11

12
13

Name of Member

Constituency

Date Elected

Abbott, John
Alleyn, Charles
Archambeault, Louis
Ault, Samuel
Beaubien, Joseph-Octave
Bell, Robert
Bellerose, Joseph
Biggar, James
Blanchet, Joseph-Goderic
Bourassa, François
Bowman, Isaac
Bown, John
Brousseau, Jean
Brown, George
Burwell, Leonidas
Cameron, John
Cameron, Matthew
Carling, John
Caron, Louis
Cartier, George-Étienne
Cartwright, Richard
Cauchon, Joseph
Chambers, Fitzwilliam
Chapais, Jean
Cockburn, James
Cornellier dit Grandchamp,
Hippolite
Coupal dit La Reine, Sixte
Cowan, James
Currier, Joseph
Daoust, Jean-Baptiste
De Boucherville, Charles

Argenteuil
Quebec West
L’Assomption
Stormont
Montmagny
Russell
Laval
Northumberland East
Lévis
St. Johns
Waterloo North
Brant East
Portneuf
Oxford South
Elgin East
Peel
Ontario North
London
L’Islet
Montreal East
Lennox & Addington
Montmorency
Brockville
Kamouraska
Northumberland West
Joliette

1860
1854
186310
1861
1857
1861
1861
1861
1861
1854
186411
1861
1861
1851
1857
186112
186413
1857
1863
1848
1863
1844
1863
1851
1861
1863

Napierville
Waterloo South
Ottawa
Two Mountains
Chambly

1863
1860
1863
1854
1861

Previously elected in 1857. Defeated in 1861. Re-elected in 1863.
He defeated Michael Foley in a by-election in 1864 when the latter accepted the position of Postmaster General. Legislation since
1852 (16 Vic. Cap. 154, Sec. 3) required newly appointed ministers resign their seats and run for re-election before joining the
Ministry.
Previously elected in 1846 and 1854. He did not run in the 1851 and 1857 elections. Re-elected in 1861.
Defeated William McDougall in a by-election when McDougall became a Minister.
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members of the legislative assembly

14
15
16
17
18
19

20
21

Name of Member

Constituency

Date Elected

De Niverville, Charles
Denis, Paul
Dickson, James
Dorion, Antoine-Aimé
Dorion, Jean-Baptiste-Éric
Duckett, William
Dufresne, Alexander
Dufresne, Joseph
Dunkin, Christopher
Dunsford, James
Evanturel, François
Ferguson, Thomas
Ferguson, William
Fortier, Moïse
Gagnon, Adlophe
Galt, Alexander T.
Gaucher, Guillaume
Gaudet, Joseph
Geoffrion, Félix
Gibbs, Thomas
Harwood, Antoine
Haultain, Frederick
Higginson, Thomas
Holton, Luther
Houde, Moise
Howland, William
Huntington, Lucius
Huot, Pierre
Irvine, George
Jackson, George

Three Rivers
Beauharnois
Huron & Bruce
Hochelaga
Drummond & Arthabaska
Soulanges
Iberville
Montcalm
Brome
Victoria
Quebec County
Simcoe South
Frontenac
Yamaska
Charlevoix
Sherbrooke
Jacques Cartier
Nicolet
Verchères
Ontario South
Vaudreuil
Peterborough
Prescott
Chateauguay
Maskinongé
York West
Shefford
Quebec East
Megantic
Grey

186514
1861
1861
1854
186115
1863
1861
186216
186217
1861
1855
1857
1863
1861
1861
1853
186418
1857
1863
186419
1863
186420
1863
1854
1863
1857
1854
185521
1863
1854

Joseph Turcotte died in 1865. De Niverville was elected in a by-election in 1865.
Previously elected in 1854. Defeated in 1857. Re-elected in 1861.
Previously elected in 1854. Defeated in 1861. Re-elected in 1862.
Previously elected in 1857 for Drummond—Arthabaska. He was elected in a by-election for Brome in 1862.
François Tassé resigned his seat to accept another post. Gaucher was elected in a by-election in 1864.
Oliver Mowat accepted the position of Vice-Chancellor of the Court of Chancery of Upper Canada. Gibbs was elected in a byelection in 1864.
Elected in a by-election in 1864 when Wilson Conger died.
He was elected in an 1855 by-election for Saguenay. In 1860 he was elected in a by-election for Quebec East.
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members of the legislative assembly

22
23

24
25

26
27
28

Name of Member

Constituency

Date Elected

Joly, Henri
Jones, David
Jones, Francis
Knight, Albert
Labrèche-Viger, Louis
Laframboise, Maurice
Lajoie, Charles
Langevin, Hector-Louis
Le Boutillier, John
Macdonald, Donald
Macdonald, John
Macdonald, John A.
Macdonald, John Sandfield
Macfarlane, Robert
MacIntyre, Robert
Mackenzie, Alexander
Mackenzie, Hope
Magill, Charles
McConkey, Thomas
McDougall, William
McGee, Thomas D’Arcy
McGiverin, William
McKellar, Archibald
McMonies, James
Morris, Alexander
Morrison, Angus
Munro, Henry
Notman, William
O’Halloran, James

Lotbinière
Leeds South
Leeds & Grenville North
Stanstead
Terrebonne
Bagot
St. Maurice
Dorchester
Gaspé
Glengarry
Toronto West
Kingston
Cornwall
Perth
Renfrew
Lambton
Oxford North
Hamilton
Simcoe North
Lanark North
Montreal West
Lincoln
Kent
Wentworth North
Lanark South
Niagara
Durham West
Wentworth North
Missisquoi

1861
186422
1861
1861
1861
1857
1863
1857
1854
1857
1863
1844
1841
1863
1863
1861
186323
186524
1863
186425
1857
1863
1857
186526
1861
186427
1854
184828
1861

Albert Richards accepted another position. Jones was elected in a by-election in 1864.
Previously elected towards the end of the 5th Parliament, in 1861, for Lambton. He did not serve in the 7th Parliament, which was
in session from 1861 to 1863. He was elected in 1863, but died in office in 1866. He was replaced by Thomas Oliver.
Isaac Buchanan resigned in 1865. He was replaced by Charles Magill.
He was elected in 1858 for North Oxford. In 1861 he was re-elected. In 1863, he was re-elected for North Ontario. He accepted a
cabinet position, but was then defeated in by-election by Matthew Cameron. Robert Bell resigned in 1864, allowing McDougall to
be elected for Lanark North.
Elected in a by-election following the death of William Notman.
John Simpson resigned. Morrison was elected in a by-election in 1864.
Notman died in 1865 and was replaced by James McMonies.
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members of the legislative assembly

29
30
31
32
33

Name of Member

Constituency

Date Elected

Oliver, Thomas
Paquet, Ansèlme
Parker, Thomas
Perrault, Joseph
Pinsonneault, Alfred
Pope, John
Poulin, Joseph
Pouliot, Jean-Baptiste
Poupore, John
Powell, William
Rankin, Arthur
Raymond, Rémi
Rémillard, Edouard
Robitaille, Théodore
Rose, John
Ross, John J.
Ross, John S.
Ross, Walter
Rymal, Joseph
Scatcherd, Thomas
Scoble, John
Shanly, Walter
Smith, Alexander
Smith, John
Somerville, Robert
Stirton, David
Street, Thomas
Sylvain, George
Taschereau, Henri
Thibaudeau, Isidore
Thompson, David
Tremblay, Pierre
Wallbridge, Lewis (Speaker)

Oxford North
Berthier
Wellington North
Richelieu
Laprairie
Compton
Rouville
Témiscouata
Pontiac
Carleton
Essex
St. Hyacinthe
Bellechasse
Bonaventure
Montreal Centre
Champlain
Dundas
Prince Edward
Wentworth South
Middlesex West
Elgin West
Grenville South
Toronto East
Durham East
Huntingdon
Wellington South
Welland
Rimouski
Beauce
Quebec Centre
Haldimand
Chicoutimi & Saguenay
Hastings South

186629
1863
1863
1863
1863
1857
1851
1863
1861
1854
186330
186331
1861
1861
1857
1861
1861
1863
1857
1861
1863
1863
1863
1861
1854
1857
186132
1861
1861
1863
1863
186533
1857

Elected in a by-election following the death of Hope Mackenzie.
Previously elected in 1854. Defeated in 1857. Re-elected in 1861. Election declared invalid in 1863. Re-elected in 1863.
Elected in by-election of 1863. Louis-Victor Sicotte resigned to accept an appointment as judge.
Previously elected in 1851. Defeated in 1854 and 1857. Re-elected in 1861.
David Price resigned to run for the Legislative Council. Tremblay was elected in a by-election in 1865.
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members of the legislative assembly

34
35

Name of Member

Constituency

Date Elected

Wallbridge, Thomas
Walsh, Aquila
Webb, William
Wells, James
White, John
Willson, Crowell
Wood, Edmund
Wright, Alonzo
Wright, Amos

Hastings North
Norfolk
Richmond & Wolfe
York North
Halton
Middlesex East
Brant West
Ottawa County
York East

1863
1861
186334
1863
185835
1851
1863
1863
1852

Previously elected in 1857. Defeated in 1861. Re-elected in 1863.
Previous elected in 1851. Defeated in 1854. Re-elected 1857.

P art I
The

CONFEDERATION
DEBATES

January 19 – February 2, 1865

“Parliament was opened with the usual forms to-day. The Council Chamber was densely crowded, and
the speech listened to with anxious attention. The Governor General read the document with marked
emphasis, which apparently gave great satisfaction to the audience. There is much discussion in the city
as to the speech, and the general tone is strongly laudatory.”
-

The Globe, Friday, January 20, 1865.

T

he first edition of the Confederation Debates, published by Hunter, Rose & Co. in 1865, begins its
coverage of the debates on February 3, 1865 at the moment when Sir Étienne-Pascal Taché, the Prime
Minister of the united province, introduced a motion in the Legislative Council to endorse the Quebec
Resolutions.1 But some important discussions on the Quebec Resolutions had already taken place, both in
the Legislative Council and in the Legislative Assembly, over the course of the preceding two weeks. The
present volume encompasses these preliminary debates. Part I, below, is a reconstituted record of the
debates on the Speech of the Throne, at the opening of the 1865 legislative session.
As was tradition, the new session of Parliament opened with a Speech from the Throne, outlining the
Government’s agenda. 2 By 1865, Canada had been governed for nearly two decades under the set of
constitutional conventions known as “responsible government.” Under responsible government, the
governor general’s speech was a statement of the agenda of the elected officials who form the cabinet of
the day (or, as it was frequently referred to in the nineteenth century, “the ministry”). Therefore, Governor
General Lord Monck’s speech may be taken as being an accurate representation of the consensus view in
the coalition ministry then governing Canada.
A multiparty coalition had been cobbled together in June 1864; later historians would refer to it as “the
Great Coalition.” It was, in fact, an extraordinary formation of bitter opponents—a coalition ministry of
Conservatives and Reformers united for the sole purpose of seeking ambitious constitutional reforms as a
permanent solution to the chronic ungovernability of the province. By mid-1864, there had been a total of
two general elections and four ministries and two general elections in two years, with no prospect of
stability in the future. The speech represents this consensus agenda.
The underlying problem was the profound linguistic, religious and legal cleavages that existed between
the two former provinces as a result of the fact that in 1841 they had been forced, by the Act of Union, to
1
2

For the full motion, see Legislative Council, (Feb. 3, 1865), pp. 61-66, in the present volume.
Legislative Council, (Jan. 19, 1865), pp. 7-9, in the present volume.

2

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

coexist as a single political unit within the British Empire. A unique system of dual premiers had been
developed to accommodate the differences between the two sections of the united province, but it was a
decidedly imperfect arrangement, and there was widespread agreement on the need for constitutional
change.3 Less clear however was the sort of change that would best resolve these problems.
Upon taking office, the Great Coalition had worked with remarkable speed to involve itself in the
Charlottetown Conference in the summer of 1864 and to host a second conference at Quebec in October,
1864.4 The report of the Quebec Conference proposed to resolve the “constitutional problem”5 by the novel
expedient of splitting the Province of Canada into two provinces, while at the same time creating a new
federation of all the British provinces in North America, in which the two new provinces would
participate.
The governor general’s address laid out how constitutional change would proceed. First, “an Imperial
Act of Parliament” would “be necessary… to give effect… to the Union.” 6 And second, “the sanction of the
legislatures representing the several Provinces affected by it” would be required. 7 It was now, the Governor
read, “with the public men of British North America… to decide.” 8 When viewed from the distance of over
a century, it is sometimes difficult to untangle the technicalities that were involved in designing and
adopting the new constitution that would come into effect in 1867; Viscount Monck’s crisp description of
the necessary steps is as helpful to modern observers as it would have been to intelligent members of the
public in his own day.
If the tone of contemporary newspaper reports is to serve as our guide, it would appear that the level of
public interest in the Speech from the Throne was high. 9 On January 20, 1865, the public learned that the
constitutional solution was in the “the creation of a new Nationality,” and that “the general design, and the
particular plan” at Quebec had “received the cordial approbation of the Imperial Government.” 10
On Monday, January 23, 1865, an elaborate, sixteen-paragraph motion was moved in the Legislative
Assembly by Théodore Robitaille, a Bleu from Canada East and seconded by Colonel Haultain, a Reformer
from Canada West. 11 The choice of a mover and a seconder from different parties, and representing the two
sections of the united province, was almost certainly intended as a show of the unity of the two most
disparate wings of the governing coalitions; it remain the practice, to the present day, to have relatively
junior members, representing minority parts within the governing party, move the acceptance of the
Speech from the Throne.
Each paragraph of the motion endorsed one of the policy initiatives that had been outlined in the Speech
from the Throne, including the defense of British North America and the contemplated union of the
colonies.12 Antoine-Aimé Dorion, the leader of Les Rouges and the most prominent Opposition member of
the Assembly, then moved the following amendment to Robitaille’s motion, intended to kill the debate on
the Quebec Resolutions in the cradle:
[...] this House believes it a duty respectfully to express His Excellency their firm conviction that the people of this Province fully
appreciating the blessings of their existing political relations with the Great Empire of which they form a part, neither wish nor seek
to create a new nationality. 13
3
4

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

The system of dual Premiers decidedly ended with confederation in 1867, under the expressed wishes of Lord Monck.
See Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions: Including Several Never-Published Preliminary Drafts by George Brown and John A.
Macdonald & a Collection of all Previously-Published Primary Documents Relating to the Conference (CCF, 2021).
Legislative Council (Jan. 19, 1865), p. 8.
ibid.
ibid., p. 9.
ibid.
See in particular The Globe (Jan. 20, 1865).
ibid.
Legislative Assembly (Jan. 23, 1865), pp. 11-12.
ibid.
Legislative Assembly (Jan. 19, 1865), p. 41.

Part i: introduction
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The debate on the motion, and the amendment thereto, lasted just a day, but the stage had been set in
two ways.
First, the Speech from the Throne itself had laid out the coalition government’s constitutional agenda
with admirable clarity.
Second, Antoine-Aimé Dorion’s motion was rejected by a margin of 64 votes to 25. This margin would
remain intact, and when the final vote on the Humble Address to the Throne took place more than a month
later.14
Dorion’s inability to split this coalition with his amendment is an indication of the coalition’s unity of
purpose. Dorion’s specific allegation, that the creation of “a new nationality” involved challenges to the
cultural stability of the province, found no market outside his own party. As La Minerve (a French
newspaper aligned with George-Étienne Cartier’s Bleus) noted, on January 26, 1865, the expression did not
imply the creation of a new race or people but a new power from the unity of existing British North
American provinces; a new power intended to balance that of the American’s on the continent and provide
the British North American provinces security.15
Third, the defeat of Dorion’s amendment meant that the question of Confederation would not be put to
the people of the province, via an election. According to an editorial published in Le Pays, an antiConfederation newspaper in Lower Canada several days after the vote on Dorion’s amendment, the most
significant issue was whether the current parliament itself would decide the question or whether it would
be put to the people. 16 There is a sense in which this commentary was moot, as the vote had already taken
place. But it also leaves a trace, in the documentary record, of an alternative legislative and legitimation
process that was not used.
Referenda on constitutional issues, which have since become widespread in Commonwealth countries,
were unknown in 1865. But it was common to call an election in order to get a mandate for a particularly
important policy initiative—within the next two months, New Brunswick would hold an election on the
issue of joining the new confederation. 17 Had Dorion’s amendment, rejecting a part of the Throne Speech,
been adopted, the probable impact would have been an immediate election, with the people of the province
voting, in essence, on whether or not they approved the Quebec Resolutions.
An alternative process for ratifying the Quebec resolutions, without recourse to an election, was clearly
established by the Speech from the Throne. The Canadian coalition ministry resolved to debate the
resolutions in the legislature. And Ministers opened the first week of February with lengthy speeches on
Confederation each evening and permitted open debate from February 16 to March 10, when a final vote
on the resolutions were passed and an address to Her Majesty was presented to His Excellency the
Governor General on March 13.18
A Note on the Sources
In order to reconstitute these debates, the editors of the present volume have consulted the Journals of the
Legislative Council of the Province of Canada and the Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada,
for the Speech from the Throne and for the exact wording of motions. These constitute parts of the official
record, and therefore they were officially recorded at the time. By contrast, individual speeches in
Parliament do not constitute part of the official record, and there was not yet, in 1865, an equivalent in
14
15
16
17
18

Legislative Assembly (Jan. 23, 1865), pp. 41-42.
“Correspondance Parlementaire,” La Minerve (Jan. 26, 1865).
Le Pays (Jan. 26, 1865).
Legislative Assembly (Mar. 6, 1865), p. 1031.
Legislative Assembly (Mar. 13), 1865, pp. 1579-1585.
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Canada to Hansard, the verbatim record of every word spoken in the House Commons. Therefore, for the
wording of individual speeches, we have relied upon newspaper reports in Quebec’s Morning Chronicle
and in Toronto’s Globe. We have also compared these two sources with the French-language editorials
published in La Minerve.
-

Charles Dumais and Michael J. Scott

P art i
Debates of the legislative council

JANUARY 19 – JANUARY 27, 1865

January 19 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

Debates of
The

Legislative
Council
Thursday,
January 19, 1865 1

Speech from the Throne

H

is Excellency the Right Honorable
Charles Stanley, Viscount Monck—
Honorable Gentlemen of the Legislative
Council, Gentlemen of the Legislative
Assembly: In calling you together to resume
the performance of your constitutional duties,
I desire to express my thankfulness to a
1
2

7

beneficent Providence that I am enabled to
congratulate you on the general prosperity
and contentment of the people of this
Province, and the continuance to us of the
inestimable blessing of peace.
Outrages have been committed on the
commerce and territory of the United States of
America by persons who, after the
perpetration of these acts, have, sought refuge
on Canadian-soil.
In order to prevent the organization of any
such enterprises within this Province, and also
to enable me to discharge in an effective
manner my duties towards a neighbouring
power on terms of friendship with Her
Majesty, I have seen fit to organize a system of
detective Police on the frontier line of the
United States, and with the same design I have
called out for permanent duty a portion of the
Volunteer Force of the Province.
Similar considerations have suggested the
propriety
of
arming
the
Executive
Government with stronger powers than it now
possesses for dealing with persons, who, while
availing themselves of the right of asylum
which has always been allowed on British soil
to political refugees from all foreign countries,
may be unmindful of the implied obligations
which, by their residence amongst us, they
contract to obey our laws and to respect the
declared policy of our Sovereign.
A Bill framed for this purpose will be laid
before you, and I ask for it your early
consideration2.
I am happy to be able to inform you of the
zeal and alacrity displayed by the members of
the Volunteer Force when called upon to turn
out for active service.
Their conduct shows that the present
population of Canada has not degenerated
from the manly virtues which characterise the
races from which it derives its origin, and that
it may be relied on, under all circumstances, to
respond to the call of duty, either for the

Source: Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (Jan. 19, 1865), pp. 13-15.
The bill would become An Act for the Prevention and Repression of Outrage in Violation of the Peace on the Frontier of this
Province, and for other Purposes (Province of Canada, 1865). It was passed into law on Feb. 6, 1865.

(p. A:1 in the primary document)
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maintenance of internal order, or to repel
foreign aggression.
The Commissioners appointed under the
provisions of the second chapter of the
Consolidated Statutes for Lower Canada to
frame a Civil Code, and also a Code of Civil
Procedure for Lower Canada, have completed
the former part of their duty; the results of
their labours shall be laid before you, and I am
informed that the Code of Civil Procedure is in
a very advanced state.
The completion of the Codification of the
Civil Law, in both French and English, cannot
fail to be of great benefit to the inhabitants of
Lower Canada, by enabling the people of all
origins to read, in their own languages, the
Civil Law under which they live, and which
hitherto has only been accessible in a language
which is not the mother tongue of a portion of
the people whose civil rights are regulated by
it.
Gentlemen of the Legislative Assembly: The
expenditure rendered necessary by calling out
the Volunteers for active service, and which
was unforeseen when the Estimates of the
current year were agreed to, will necessitate a
supplementary vote for that service.
I have desired that an estimate for this
purpose shall be laid before you.
I am happy to be in a position to inform you
that the financial legislation of last Session has
been attended with beneficial results.
The Revenue has largely increased, and
there has been a contemporaneous extension
of the trade of the Province.
I have directed the Estimates for the next
financial year to be laid before you, and you
will find that they have been framed with a
due attention to economy combined with
efficiency.
Honorable Gentlemen and Gentlemen: At
the close of the last session of Parliament I
informed you that it in was my intention,
conjunction with my Ministers, to prepare and
submit to you a measure for the solution of the
3

constitutional problem, the discussion of
which has for some years agitated this
Province.
A careful consideration of the general
position of British North America induced the
conviction that the circumstances of the times
afforded the opportunity not merely for the
settlement of a question of Provincial politics,
but also for the simultaneous creation of a new
Nationality.
Preliminary negotiations were opened by
me with the Lieutenant Governors of the other
Provinces of British North America, and the
result was that a meeting was held at Quebec,
in the month of October last, composed of
delegates from those Colonies, representing
all shades of political party in their several
communities, nominated by the Lieutenant
Governors of their respective Provinces, who
assembled here, with the sanction of the
Crown and at my invitation, to confer with the
members of the Canadian Ministry on the
possibility of effecting a Union of all the
Provinces of British North America.
This
Conference,
after
lengthened
deliberations, arrived at the conclusion that a
Federal Union of these Provinces was feasible
and desirable, and the result of its labors is a
plan of Constitution for the proposed Union,
embodied in a series of resolutions, which,
with other papers relating to the subject 3, I
have directed to be laid before you.
The general design of a Union, and the
particular plan by which it is proposed to carry
that intention into effect, have both received
the cordial approbation of the Imperial
Government.
An Imperial Act of Parliament will be
necessary in order to give effect to the
contemplated Union of the Colonies, and I
have been officially informed by the Secretary
of State [Edward Cardwell] that Her Majesty’s
Ministers will be prepared to introduce a Bill
for that purpose into the Imperial Parliament,
so soon as they shall have been notified that

The resolutions and correspondence were presented to the Legislative Council on Jan. 27, p. A:4. For more correspondence,
see also UK, Correspondence Respecting the Proposed Union of the British North American Provinces (1865).

(p. A:1 in the primary document)
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the proposal has received the sanction of the
Legislatures
representing
the
several
Provinces affected by it.
In commending to your attention this
subject, the importance of which to yourselves
and to your descendants it is impossible to
exaggerate, I would claim for it your calm,
earnest and impartial consideration.
With the public men of British North
America it now rests to decide whether the
vast tract of country which they inhabit shall
be consolidated into a State, combining within
its area all the elements of national greatness,
providing for the security of its component
parts and contributing to the strength and
stability of the Empire; or whether the several
Provinces of which it is constituted shall
remain in their present fragmentary and
isolated condition, comparatively powerless
for mutual aid, and incapable of undertaking
their proper share of Imperial responsibility.
In the discussion of an issue of such moment,
I fervently pray that your minds may be
guided to conclusions which shall redound to
the honour of our Sovereign, to the welfare of
Her subjects, and to your own reputation as
Patriots and Statesmen.
His Excellency the Governor General
[Viscount Monck] was pleased to retire, and the
Legislative Assembly withdrew.

(p. A:1 in the primary document)
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That an humble Address be presented to His Excellency
the Governor General, to thank His Excellency for His
Gracious Speech at the opening of the present Session of
the Provincial Parliament.
To unite with His Excellency in expressing thankfulness
to a beneficent Providence for the general prosperity and
contentment of the people of this Province, and the
continuance to us of the inestimable blessing of Peace.
To express to His Excellency the regret with which this
House has learnt that outrages have been committed on
the commerce and territory of the United States of
America by persons who, after the perpetration of these
acts, have sought refuge on Canadian soil.
To inform His Excellency that this House has heard with
great satisfaction that in order to prevent the organization
of any such enterprises within this Province, and also to
enable him to discharge in an effective manner his duties
towards a neighbouring power on terms of friendship
with Her Majesty, His Excellency has seen fit to organize
a system of detective Police on the frontier line of the
United States, and with the same design has called out for
permanent duty a portion of the Volunteer Force of the
Province.

Debates of
The

Legislative
Council
MONday,
January 23, 18651

The Order of the Day being read for the
consideration of His Excellency’s [Viscount
Monck] Speech from the Throne at the opening of
the present Session, and
The Speech being read by the Clerk,

D

avid Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864] moved, seconded by Joseph Bossé
[De La Durantaye, elected 1864] to resolve

1

To assure His Excellency that we shall give our early
consideration to the Bill, which he has been pleased to
inform us will be laid before Parliament, framed for the
purpose of arming the Executive Government with
stronger powers than it now possesses for dealing with
persons, who, while availing themselves of the right of
asylum, which has always been allowed on British soil to
political refugees from all foreign countries, may be
unmindful of the implied obligations which, by their
residence amongst us, they contract to obey our laws and
to respect the declared policy of our Sovereign.
To assure His Excellency that this House is happy to hear
of the zeal and alacrity displayed by the members of the
Volunteer force when called upon to turn out for active
service; and to agree with His Excellency that their
conduct shows that the present population of Canada has
not degenerated from the manly virtues which
characterize the races from which it derives its origin, and
that it may be relied on, under all circumstances, to
respond to the call of duty, either for the maintenance of
internal order, or to repel foreign aggression.
To thank His Excellency for the information that the
Commissioners appointed under the provisions of the
second chapter of the Consolidated Statutes for Lower
Canada to frame a Civil Code, and also a Code of Civil
Procedure for Lower Canada, have completed the former
part of their duty, and that the Code of Civil Procedure is

Source: Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (Jan. 23, 1865), pp. 22-24.

(p. A:2 in the primary document)
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in a very advanced state; and also for your assurance that
the result of the labours of the Commissioners shall be laid
before this House.
To agree with His Excellency that the completion of the
Codification of the Civil Law, in both French and English,
cannot fail to be of great benefit to the inhabitants of
Lower Canada, by enabling the people of all origins to
read, in their own languages, the Civil Law under which
they live, and which hitherto has only been accessible in a
language which is not the mother tongue of a portion of
the people whose civil rights are regulated by it.
To assure His Excellency that we recall with satisfaction
his statement at the close of the last Session of Parliament,
that it was his intention, in conjunction with his Ministers,
to prepare and submit to Parliament a measure for the
solution of the constitutional problem, the discussion of
which has for some years agitated this Province.
To convey to His Excellency the assurance that we receive
with earnest attention his announcement that a careful
consideration of the general position of British North
America induced the conviction that the circumstances of
the times afforded the opportunity, not merely for the
settlement of Provincial politics, but also for the
simultaneous creation of a new Nationality.
To thank His Excellency for informing us that preliminary
negotiations were opened by His Excellency with the
Lieutenant Governors of the other Provinces of British
North America; and that the result was that a meeting was
held at Quebec, in the month of October last, composed of
delegates from those Colonies, representing all shades of
political party in their several communities, nominated by
the Lieutenant Governors of their respective Provinces,
who assembled here; with the sanction of the Crown, and
at His Excellency's invitation, to confer with the members
of the Canadian Ministry on the possibility of effecting a
Union of all the Provinces of British North America.
To assure His Excellency that we have learned with the
deepest interest that this Conference, after lengthened
deliberations, arrived at the conclusion that a Federal
Union of these Provinces was feasible and desirable, and
that the result of its labours is a plan of Constitution for
the proposed Union, embodied in a series of resolutions,
which, with other papers relating to the subject, His
Excellency has directed to be laid before Parliament; and
that the general design of a Union, and the particular plan
by which it is proposed to carry that intention into effect,
have both received the cordial approbation of the
Imperial' Government.

gratified to learn that His Excellency has been officially
informed by the Secretary of State that Her Majesty's
Ministers will be prepared to introduce a Bill for that
purpose into the Imperial Parliament, so soon as they shall
have been notified that the proposal has received the
sanction of the Legislatures representing the several
Provinces affected by it.
And to assure His Excellency that this subject, which he
has been pleased to commend to our attention, and the
importance of which to ourselves and to our descendants
it is impossible to exaggerate, shall receive from this
House the calm, earnest and impartial consideration
which His Excellency claims for it.
To convey to His Excellency a sense of the profound
respect with which this House has received the assurance
of his conviction that with the public men of British North
America it now rests to decide whether the vast tract of
country which they inhabit shall be consolidated into a
State, combining within its area all the elements of
National greatness, providing for the security of its
component parts, and contributing to the strength and
stability of the Empire; or whether the several Provinces
of which it is constituted shall remain in their present
fragmentary and isolated condition, comparatively
powerless for mutual aid, and incapable of undertaking
their proper share of Imperial responsibility.
To unite with His Excellency in fervently praying that in
the discussion of an issue of such moment, our minds may
be guided to conclusions which shall redound to the
honor of our Sovereign, and to the welfare of Her subjects.

The first paragraph of the said Resolution being
again read,—
That an humble Address be presented to His Excellency
the Governor General, to thank His Excellency for His
Gracious Speech at the opening of the present Session of
the Provincial Parliament.
To unite with His Excellency in expressing thankfulness
to a beneficent Providence for the general prosperity and
contentment of the people of this Province, and the
continuance to us of the inestimable blessing of Peace.2

David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected 1864]
moved, seconded by Joseph Bossé [De La
Durantaye, elected 1864],
That the same be adopted.

To inform His Excellency that an Imperial Act of
Parliament being necessary in order to give effect to the
contemplated Union of the Colonies, this House is

2

After a long debate,

Reinserted from the beginning of the debate for clarity.
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On motion of the Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada
East, appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of
Militia, and Receiver General], seconded by the
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands], it was
Ordered,
That further debate on the said motion be postponed until
to-morrow.

Then, on motion of the Étienne Pascal Taché
[Canada East, appointed 1848, Premier,
Minister of Militia, and Receiver General],
seconded by the Alexander Campbell
[Cataraqui, elected 1858, Commissioner of
Crown Lands],
The House adjourned.
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After routine business the House resumed the
considered of the Address2.
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generally of the course the Government had
taken with respect to the raiders, and said he
was prepared to give the Confederation
scheme an honest and candid consideration.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863] spoke
in favour of Confederation. As to the border
troubles, he brought our proceedings should
not be dictated by any servile dread of the
United States. If there had been raiders on this
side, there were fenians3 on the other side
cherishing hostile designs against us, and we
had the same right to ask the United States
Government to look after those fenians as the
had to ask us to look after the raiders. Our
duty was to act justly, doing all that
honourably lay in our power for the
preservation of peace.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841] spoke in complimentary terms of the
personnel of the Government, and approved of
their proceedings with respect to the raiders,
but disapproved of their Confederation
scheme.
Joseph Armand [Alma, elected 1858]
supported Confederation. When the scheme of
a union of the colonies was propounded at the
close of last session, he determined, and
intimated his determination to his friends, to
fight it to the death. At that time he had no idea
of the great resources of the Lower Provinces,
and thought they would be merely a burden,
if they entered into partnership with us. His
visit there during the summer, however, had
changed his opinion, and he had felt bound to
state publicly in the City Hall at Fredericton,
that he was astonished that we should have
remained separate so long. He was now
ardently in favour of Confederation.
The Address was there carried unanimous, and will

Source: “Provincial Parliament,” The Globe (Jan. 25, 1865).
For the address, see the Legislative Council proceedings from the day before (Jan. 23, 1865), p. A:2.
The Fenian movement gained strength in North America when British antipathy in the United-States heightened after
American politicians blamed “unneutral” British interference during the civil war after it concluded and after raids on the
Irish Republican Brotherhood in Ireland in the Fall of 1865 angered American immigrated Irish. In America, membership
in the Fenian movement swelled late in 1865 and it aimed at invading British North American to encourage rebellion and
free Ireland from English subjugation. While the movement itself did attempt actual invasions of British North America,
these were inefficient and unorganized.
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be presented to His Excellency tomorrow afternoon
at half-past three o’clock.
The House was adjourned at 5 o’clock.
After some time, the House was resumed, and—4
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] reported an Address
prepared by the Committee, as follows:
To His Excellency the Right Honorable Charles Stanley,
Viscount Monck, Baron Monck of Ballytrammon, in the
County of Wexford, Governor General of British North
America, and Captain General and Governor in Chief in
and over the Provinces of Canada, Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick and the Island of Prince Edward, and ViceAdmiral of the same, &c., &c., &c.
MAY IT PLEASE YOUR EXCELLENCY:
We, Her Majesty's dutiful and loyal subjects, the
Legislative Council of Canada, in Provincial Parliament
assembled, respectfully thank Your Excellency for Your
Gracious Speech at the opening of the present Session.
We cordially unite with Your Excellency in expressing
thankfulness to a beneficent Providence for the general
prosperity and contentment of the people of this Province,
and the continuance to us of the inestimable blessing of
Peace.
We desire to express to Your Excellency the regret with
which we have learned that outrages have been
committed on the commerce and territory of the United
States of America by persons who, after the perpetration
of these acts, have sought refuge on Canadian soil.
We have heard with great satisfaction that in order to
prevent the organization of any such enterprises within
this Province, and also to enable Your Excellency to
discharge in an effective manner your duties towards a
neighboring power on terms of friendship with Her
Majesty, Your Excellency has seen fit to organize a system
of detective Police on the frontier line of the United States,
and with the same design has called out for permanent
duty a portion of the Volunteer Force of the Province.
We shall give our early consideration to the Bill, which
Your Excellency bas been pleased to inform us will be laid
before Parliament, framed for the purpose of arming the
Executive Government with stronger powers than it now

4

possesses for dealing with persons, who, while availing
themselves of the right of asylum which has always been
allowed on British soil to political refugees from all
foreign countries, may be unmindful of the implied
obligations which, by their residence amongst us, they
contract to obey our laws and to respect the declared
policy of our Sovereign.
We rejoice to hear of the zeal and alacrity displayed by the
members of the Volunteer force when called upon to turn
out for active service; and we agree with Your Excellency
that their conduct shows that the present population of
Canada has not degenerated from the manly virtues
which characterize the races from which it derives its
origin, and that it may be relied on, under all
circumstances, to respond to the call of duty, either for the
maintenance of internal order, or to repel foreign
aggression.
We thank Your Excellency for the information that the
Commissioners appointed under the provisions of the
second chapter of the Consolidated Statutes for Lower
Canada to frame a Civil Code, and also a Code of Civil
Procedure for Lower Canada, have completed the former
part of their duty, and that the Code of Civil Procedure is
in a very advanced state; and also for your assurance that
the result of the labours of the Commissioners shall be laid
before this House.
We agree with Your Excellency in the opinion that the
completion of the Codification of the Civil Law, in both
French and English, cannot fail to be of great benefit to the
inhabitants of Lower Canada, by enabling the people of all
origins to read, in their own languages, the Civil Law
under which they live, and which hitherto has only been
accessible in a language which is not the mother tongue of
a portion of the people whose civil rights are regulated by
it.
We recall with satisfaction Your Excellency's statement at
the close of the last Session of Parliament, that it was your
intention, in conjunction with your Ministers, to prepare
and submit to Parliament a measure for the solution of the
constitutional problem, the discussion of which has for
some years agitated this Province.
We receive with earnest attention Your Excellency's
announcement that a careful consideration of the general
position of British North America induced the conviction
that the circumstances of the times afforded the
opportunity, not, merely for the settlement of a question
of Provincial politics, but also for the simultaneous
creation of a new Nationality.
We thank Your Excellency for informing us that
preliminary negotiations were opened by Your Excellency

The rest of the proceedings are from the Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), pp. 26-28. Added
for completeness.
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with the Lieutenant Governors of the Provinces of British
North America; and that the-result was that a meeting was
held at Quebec, in the month of October last, composed of
delegates from those Colonies, representing all shades of
political party in their several communities, nominated by
the Lieutenant Governors of their respective Provinces,
who assembled here, with the sanction of the Crown, and
at Your Excellency's invitation, to confer with the
members of the Canadian Ministry on the possibility of
effecting a Union of all the Provinces of British North
America.

Which said Address being read by the Clerk, was
unanimously agreed to.

We have learned with the deepest interest that this
Conference, after lengthened deliberations, arrived at the
conclusion that a Federal Union of these Provinces was
feasible and desirable, and that the result of its labours is
a plan of Constitution for the proposed Union, embodied
in a series of resolutions, which, with other papers relating
to the subject, Your Excellency has directed to be laid
before Parliament; and that the general design of a Union,
and the particular plan by which it is proposed to carry
that intention into effect, have both received the cordial
approbation of the Imperial Government.

That the said Address be presented to His Excellency the
Governor General by the whole House.

Ordered,
That the said Address be engrossed, and that the same be
signed by the Honorable the Speaker of this House.

Ordered,

An Imperial Act of Parliament being necessary in order to
give effect to the contemplated Union of the Colonies, this
House is gratified to learn that Your Excellency has been
officially informed by the Secretary of State that Her
Majesty's Ministers will be prepared to introduce a Bill for
that purpose into the Imperial Parliament, so soon as they
shall have been notified that the proposal has received the
sanction of the Legislatures representing the several
Provinces affected by it.
And we assure Your Excellency that this subject, which
you have been pleased to commend to our attention, and
the importance of which to ourselves and to our
descendants it is impossible to exaggerate, shall receive
from this House the calm, earnest and impartial
consideration which Your Excellency claims for it.
We desire to convey to Your Excellency a sense of the
profound respect with which this louse has received the
assurance of your conviction that with the public men of
British North America it now rests to decide whether the
vast tract of country which they inhabit shall be
consolidated into a State, combining within its area all the
elements of National greatness, providing for the security
of its component parts, and contributing to the strength
and stability of the Empire; or whether the several
Provinces of which it is constituted shall remain in their
present
fragmentary
and
isolated
condition,
comparatively powerless for mutual aid, and incapable of
undertaking their proper share of Imperial responsibility.
We unite with Your Excellency in fervently praying that
in the discussion of an issue of such moment, our minds
may be guided to conclusions which shall redound to the
honor of our Sovereign, and to the welfare of Her subjects.
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MONCK.
The Governor General transmits for the information of the
Honorable the Legislative Council, a copy of the
Resolutions relative to the proposed Union of British
North America, adopted by the Conference of Delegates
at Quebec, and copies of a Correspondence on the subject
with Her Majesty's Government, and the Governors of the
several Provinces.
Quebec, 19th January, 1865.
Lord Monck to Mr. Cardwell.
(Copy, No. 135.)
Quebec, 23rd September, 1864

Debates of
The

Legislative
Council

SIR,—Referring to my Despatches, No. 124, of August
26th, and No, 129, of September 1st, I have the honor to
transmit a copy of an approved Minute of the Executive
Council of Canada, requesting me to invite the
Governments of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince
Edward Island
and Newfoundland, to send
Representatives to a Conference with the Ministers of
Canada at Quebec, to be held for the purpose of
considering the question of the Union of these Provinces,
and to digest a practical plan for the realization of the idea
which should be submitted for your approval.
The desire for a closer union amongst these Colonies than
has hitherto existed appears to be very generally felt, both
in Canada and in the Lower Provinces.
It appears to me that the mode of proceeding suggested in
this Minute is the only one in which the views entertained
by the leading politicians of the British North American
Colonies, on this important subject, can be brought
intelligibly and in a practical form before your attention.

FRIday,
January 27, 18651

tienne

Pascal Taché [Canada East,
1848, Premier, Minister of
Militia, and Receiver General] acquainted the
House that he had a Message from His Excellency
the Governor General [Viscount Monck],
under his sign manual, which His Excellency had
commanded him to deliver to this House.

Éappointed

This course is also, I think, that which was pointed out by
the Duke of Newcastle in his Despatch to Lord Mulgrave
(Nova Scotia, No. 182), of July 6, 1862, transmitted to me
for my information, on the same day, as that which ought
to be pursued in the circumstances.
I have therefore had no hesitation in complying with the
request of my Executive Council, and I have addressed
identical communications—of which I enclose a copy to
the Lieutenant Governors of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick
and Prince Edward Island, and to the Governor of
Newfoundland,—inviting them to nominate deputations
to represent these respective Provinces at the proposed
Conference.

The same was then read by the Clerk, and is as
follows:

1

Source: Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), pp. 36-48.
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The Right Hon. E. Cardwell, &c.
Copy of a Report of a Committee of the Executive Council,
approved by His Excellency the Governor General on the 23rd
September, 1864.

In conformity with the request contained in this Minute, I
have the honor to invite you to name a deputation to
represent your Province in the approaching Conference
which will meet at Quebec on the 10th October.
I have, &c.,
(Signed,) MONCK.

The Committee of Council has the honor to inform Your
Excellency that the Deputation from the Executive
Council who met the Delegates from the Maritime
Provinces, at Charlottetown, on the 1st instant, in
accordance with the Order in Council of the 29th ultimo,
have reported that such Conference duly met, and that the
question of a Confederation of the British North American
Colonies was discussed at length, and such progress made
that it was thought desirable by the Conference that the
subject should be resumed in a formal and official manner,
under the authority of the Governments of the several
Provinces.
The Committee have, therefore, the honor to advise and
submit for Your Excellency's approval, that the several
Governments of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince
Edward Island and Newfoundland be invited to appoint
Delegates under the authority of the Despatch of the
Secretary for the Colonies to the Lieutenant Governor of
Nova Scotia, dated 6th July, 1862, and communicated by
the Colonial Office to Your Excellency by a Despatch of
the same date, to confer with the Canadian Government
on the subject of a Union or Federation of the British North
American Provinces.
The Committee beg leave further to recommend that
Quebec be selected as the place, and the 10th of October
next the time, for the meeting, as they have ascertained
that such time and place will meet the views and
convenience of the several Governments.
(Certified,) Wm. H. LEE,
C.E.C.
Lord Monck to Lieut.-Governors of Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick, Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland.
(Copy.)
Quebec, 23rd September, 1864.
SIR,—I have the honor to transmit a copy of an approved
Minute of the Executive Council of Canada, respecting the
proposal to hold a Conference of Delegates from the
Colonies of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward
Island and Newfoundland, with the Ministers of Canada,
to consider the question of a Union of these Colonies, and
to digest a scheme for the practical realization of the idea
which may be submitted as embodying the joint opinions
of the Governments of the several Provinces to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies, with a view to
obtaining his sanction for legislation on the subject.

(Copy, Canada, No. 79.)
DOWNING STREET,
14th October, 1864.
MY LORD,—I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of Your Lordship's Despatch (No. 135) of the 23rd of
September, reporting that you had invited the Lieutenant
Governors of Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince
Edward Island, together with the Governor of
Newfoundland, to send Delegates to Quebec to attend a
Conference on the subject of the proposed Union of the
British North American Provinces.
I approve of the course Your Lordship has taken in the
matter.
I have, &c.,
(Signed,) EDWARD CARDWELL.
Governor Viscount Monck.
Lord Monck to Mr. Cardwell.
(Copy, No. 168.)
GOVERNMENT HOUSE, Quebec,
November 7, 1864.
SIR,—Referring to my despatch (No. 135) of the 23rd of
September, in which I have informed you that I had
invited the Lieutenant Governors of Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick and Prince Edward Island, and the Governor
of Newfoundland, to send Representatives to confer with
the Members of the Canadian Government on the
feasibility of effecting a Union between the Colonies of
British North America, and to my despatches of the 14th
October (No. 51), and the 2nd November (No. 165), in
which I enclosed to you the answer received to that
invitation, I have the honor to report that the several
gentlemen named in the communications above referred
to, as representatives of those Colonies respectively,
arrived at Quebec on Monday, the 10th October, the day
named for the assembling of the Conference.
They immediately proceeded to the consideration of the
important question, the discussion of which constituted
the object of their meeting, having appointed Sir E.P.
Taché, Prime Minister of Canada, as Chairman, to preside
over their deliberations.
Their sittings began on the 10th October, and continued de
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die in diem until the 28th of the same month.
I have now the honor to transmit the Resolutions agreed
to by the Conference, for which I would ask the favorable
consideration of yourself and Her Majesty's Government.
I may state that an extended intercourse with the
Members of the Conference enabled me to assure you that
they were one and all actuated by the strongest feelings of
loyalty to the Queen, the most earnest desire to maintain
the connection with England, and the wish to make the
proposed Union work so as to strengthen that connection,
by enabling the Provinces to take upon themselves more
largely the responsibilities of a self-governing community.
I do not enter into any argument to prove that a
consolidation of these Provinces is desirable, if it can be
effected on principles which will give guarantees for
strength and durability.
The advantages of a well-considered plan of Union,
whether looked at from the point of administration,
commerce or defence, appear to me so obvious that it
would be a waste of time to state them, and the fact that
the most eminent public men of all the Provinces concur
in desiring such a Union, appears to me to go a long way
in superseding the necessity for any abstract arguments in
its favor.
The plan which has been adopted by the Conference, you
will observe, is the Union of all the Provinces on the
monarchical principle under one Governor to be
appointed by the Crown with Ministers responsible, as in
England, to a Parliament consisting of two Houses, one to
be nominated by the Crown and the other elected by the
people.
To this central Government and Legislature will be
committed all the general business of the United
Provinces and its authority on all such subjects will be
supreme, subject of course to the rights of the Crown and
of the Imperial Parliament.
For the purpose of local administration it is proposed to
have in each Province an Executive Officer to be
appointed by the Governor and removable by him for
cause to be assigned, assisted by a Legislative body, the
constitution of which it is proposed to leave to the decision
of the present local Legislatures, subject to the
approbation of the Imperial Government and Parliament.
To these local bodies are to be entrusted the execution of
certain specified duties of a local character, and they are to
have no rights or authority beyond what is expressly
delegated to them by the Act of Union.

2

To the general Government it is proposed to reserve the
right of disallowing Acts passed by the local Legislatures.
I think this will be found a fair general outline of the
constitutional portion of the proposed scheme of Union,
and I trust it will be found of such a nature as to merit the
general approbation of Her Majesty's Government.
I do not allude to the proposed financial arrangements
between the different members of the proposed Union, as
these relate to questions exclusively affecting the
Provinces and upon which I presume they may safely be
allowed to adopt any course which they may themselves
think conducive to their interests.
In transmitting these Resolutions for your consideration, I
venture to state my opinion that the desire for a
consolidation of British North America has taken strong
hold of the minds of the most earnest and thoughtful men
in these Provinces, and I trust, whether on the plan
suggested by these Resolutions, or on some modification
of it, a Union may be effected which will satisfy the
aspirations of so loyal and influential a portion of Her
Majesty's subjects.
I have, &.c.,
(Signed,) MONCK.
The Right Honorable E. Cardwell, M.P.
REPORT of Resolutions adopted at a Conference of Delegates
from the Provinces of Canada, Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick, and the Colonies of Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island, held at the City of Quebec, 10th October, 1864,
as the basis of a proposed Confederation of those Provinces and
Colonies. 2
[Copy, Canada, No. 93.]
DOWNING STEET,
3rd December, 1864.
MY LORD,—Her Majesty's Government have received
with the most cordial satisfaction your Lordship's
despatch of the 7th ultimo, transmitting for their
consideration the Resolutions adopted by the
Representatives of the several Provinces of British North
America, who were assembled at Quebec.
With the sanction of the Crown, and upon the invitation
of the Governor General, men of every Province, chosen
by the respective Lieutenant Governors, without
distinction of party, assembled to consider questions of
the utmost interest to every subject of the Queen, of

Here follows a printed list of the Quebec Resolutions, which we have not included here for redundancy purposes. The
Quebec Resolutions will be introduced to both Houses, the Legislative Council (p. 3) and Legislative Assembly (p. 13) on
Feb. 3, 1865 and the reader will find them presented there.
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whatever race or faith, resident in those Provinces; and
have arrived at a conclusion destined to exercise a most
important influence upon the future welfare of the whole
community.
Animated by the warmest sentiments of loyalty and
devotion to their Sovereign, earnestly desirous to secure
for their posterity, throughout all future time, the
advantages which they enjoy as subjects of the British
Crown, steadfastly attached to the Institutions under
which they live,—they have conducted their deliberations
with patient sagacity, and have arrived at unanimous
conclusions on questions involving many difficulties, and
calculated under less favorable auspices to have given rise
to many differences of opinion.
Such an event is in the highest degree honorable to those
who have taken part in these deliberations.
It must inspire confidence in the men by whose judgment
and temper this result has been attained, and will ever
remain on record as an evidence of the salutary influence
exercised by the Institutions under which these qualities
have been so signally developed.
Her Majesty's Government have given to your despatch
and to the Resolutions of the Conference, their most
deliberate consideration. They have regarded them as a
whole, and as having been designed by those who framed
them, to establish as complete and perfect an Union of the
whole, into one Government, as the circumstances of the
case, and a due consideration of existing interests would
admit. They accept them, therefore, as being in the
deliberate judgment of those best qualified to decide upon
the subject, the best framework of a measure to be passed
by the Imperial Parliament for attaining that most
desirable result.
The point of principal importance to the practical wellworking of the scheme is the accurate determination of the
limits between the authority of the Central and that of the
Local Legislatures, in their relation to each other. It has not
been possible to exclude from the Resolutions some
provisions which appear to be less consistent than might
perhaps, have been desired with the simplicity and unity
of the system. But, upon the whole, it appears to Her
Majesty's Government, that precautions have been taken
which are obviously intended to secure to the Central
Government the means of effective action throughout the
several Provinces, and to guard against those evils which
must inevitably arise, if any doubt were permitted to exist
as to the respective limits of Central and Local authority.
They are glad to observe that, although large powers of
Legislation are intended to be vested in local bodies, yet
the principle of central control has been steadily kept in
view. The importance of this principle cannot be overrated. Its maintenance is essential to the practical
efficiency of the system and to its harmonious operation,
both in the General Government and in the Governments
of the several Provinces. A very important part of this

subject is the expense which may attend the working of
the Central and the Local Government. Her Majesty's
Government cannot but express the earnest hope that the
arrangements which may be adopted in this respect, may
not be of such a nature as to increase,—at least in any
considerable degree,—the whole expenditure, or to make
any material addition to the taxation, and thereby retard
the internal industry, or tend to impose new burdens on
the commerce of the country.
Her Majesty's Government are anxious to lose no time in
conveying to you their general approval of the
proceedings of the Conference. There are, however, two,
provisions of great importance which seem to require
revision. The first of these is the provision contained in the
44th Resolution, with respect to the exercise of the
Prerogative of Pardon. It appears to Her Majesty’s
Government that this duty belongs to the Representative
of the Sovereign, and could not with propriety be
devolved upon the Lieutenant Governors, who will,
under the present scheme be appointed, not directly by
the Crown, but by the Central Government of the United
Provinces.
The second point which. Her Majesty's Government
desire should be reconsidered is the Constitution of the
Legislative Council. They appreciate the considerations
which have influenced the Conference in determining the
mode in which this Body, so important to the Constitution
of the Legislature, should be composed. But it appears to
them to require further consideration whether, if the
members be appointed for life, and their number be fixed,
there will be any sufficient means of restoring harmony
between the Legislative Council and the popular
Assembly, if it shall ever unfortunately happen that a
decided difference of opinion shall arise between them.
These two points, relating to the Prerogative of the Crown
and to the Constitution of the Upper Chamber, have
appeared to require distinct and separate notice.
Questions of minor consequence and matters of detailed
arrangement may properly be reserved for a future time,
when the provisions of the Bill intended to be submitted
to the Imperial Parliament shall come under
consideration. Her Majesty's Government anticipate no
serious difficulty in this part of the case, since the
Resolutions will generally be found sufficiently explicit to
guide those who will be entrusted with the preparation of
the Bill. It appears to them, therefore, that you should now
take immediate measures, in concert with the Lieutenant
Governors of the several Provinces, for submitting to their
respective Legislatures this project of the Conference; and
if, as I hope, you are able to report that those Legislatures
sanction and adopt the scheme, Her Majesty's
Government will render you all the assistance in their
power for carrying it into effect. It will probably be found
to be the most convenient course that, in concert with the
Lieutenant Governors, you should select a deputation of
the persons best qualified to proceed to this country, that
they may be present during the preparation of the Bill, and
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give to Her Majesty's Government the benefit of their
counsel upon any questions which may arise during the
passage of the measure through the two Houses of
Parliament.
I have, &c.,
(Signed,) EDWARD CARDWELL.
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Lieutenant Governor.

His Excellency Viscount Monck, Governor General, &c.,
&c., &c.
(Copy.)
GOVERNMENT HOUSE,
Prince Edward Island, 6th October, 1864.

Governor Viscount Monck.
Honorable Arthur Gordon to Lord Monck.
[Copy.]
Frederickton, New Brunswick,
7th October, 1864.
MY LORD—I have the honor to inform you that, in
accordance with the request contained in your Lordship’s
despatch of the 23rd September, I have appointed the
Honorable S.L. Tilley, Honorable W.H. Steeves,
Honorable P. Mitchell, Honorable J.M. Johnson,
Honorable E.B. Chandler, Honorable J.H. Gray, and
Charles Fisher, Esq. to be Delegates to attend the
Conference on the subject of a Federal Union of the British
North American Colonies, to be held at Quebec, on the 10 th
of October, 1864.
I have &c.,
(Signed,) ARTHUR GORDON.
Viscount Monck, &c., &c., &c.

MY LORD—I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt,
this day, of your Despatch, dated 23rd September,
transmitting to me, copy of an approved Minute of the
Executive Council of Canada, respecting a proposal to
hold, at Quebec, on the 10th October, a Conference of
Delegates from the Maritime Provinces, with the Ministers
of Canada, to consider the question of a Union of these
Provinces.
Your Lordship invites me to name a deputation to
represent Price Edward Island at this approaching
Conference.
I have accordingly, with the advice of my Ministers,
named the following gentlemen, who will, I understand,
proceed to-day to Quebec, in order to be present there on
the 10th instant.
The Hon. J.H. Grey, Prince Edward Island; the Hon. E.
Palmer, Attorney General; the Hon. N.H. Pope, Colonial
Secretary; the Hon. A.A. McDonald, M.L.C.; the Hon. G.
Coles, M.P.P.; the Hon. T. H. Haviland, M.P.P.; the Hon.
Edward Whelan, M.P.P.

Sir R. McDonnell to Lord Monck.
I have, &c.,
(Signed,) GEORGE DUNDAS,
Lieutenant Governor.

[Copy.]
GOVERNMENT HOUSE, Halifax,
Nova Scotia, 3rd October, 1864.
MY LORD—I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt
of your despatch of the 23rd ult., which reached me on the
30th ult., transmitting a copy of an approved Minute of the
Executive Council of Canada, dated the 23rd September,
1864, and inviting me to name a deputation to represent
Nova Scotia in the approaching Conference at Quebec on
the 10th instant.
In reply, I have the honor to state for your Lordship's
information, that I have laid your despatch and its
enclosure before my ministry, and I have appointed the
Hon. Provincial Secretary, Hon. Atty General, Hon. R. B.
Dickey, Hon. Jonathan McCully, and Adams G.
Archibald, Esq., to form a deputation to meet the
Delegates from the other British North American
Provinces in Conference at Quebec on the 10th instant, as
proposed in your Lordship's despatch.
I have, &c.,
(Signed,) RICHARD GRAVES MCDONNELL,

His Excellency the Viscount Monck.
(Copy.)
GOVERNMENT HOUSE, Newfoundland,
October 4, 1864.
MY LORD,—I have had the honor to receive Your
Lordship’s letter of the 23rd September, with its enclosure
respecting the proposal to hold a Conference of Delegates
from the other North American Colonies with the
Ministers of Canada, to consider the question of a Union
of these Colonies.
I found, on my arrival here two days ago to assume the
administration of this Government, that in anticipation of
such a communication from Your Lordship as that which
I now acknowledge, the Honorable E.P. Carter, the
Speaker, and Mr. Ambrose Shea, a Member of the
Assembly, had already been, nominated on the part of this
Government, and they have already proceeded to Quebec.
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I have, &c.
(Signed,) A. MUSGRAVE.

The Right Honorable Viscount Monck, Governor, General.
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Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
Monday,
January 23, 18651

The Address
The first order of the day was the consideration of
His Excellency’s [Viscount Monck] speech at
the commencement of the session2.

T

héodore Robitaille [Bonaventure] rose to
move the resolutions for an address in answer
to the speech from the throne. He said—A few

1
2

27

slight reflections on the speech from the throne
had sufficed to convince him of his slight
aptitude for the discussion of such serious
matters; and if he attempted, at the present
moment, to speak, it was with the hope that
this honorable House would be so good as to
listen with the same kind indulgence which it
had always accorded to these who felt rather
doubtful with regard to their own strength,
and who therefore only spoke on conviction.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—This
speech, which comprised subjects of the
highest importance, had been submitted to us
at a most solemn period of our history; and up
to the present moment Canada has never
found itself in a position to decide its future by
its own individual movement—it had never
before been able to pass from inertia to
activity—from isolation to union—from
weakness
to
strength—from
national
obscurity to the light and glory which animate
all great nations.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—That
which particularly recommended this speech
to our serious attention was the fact that it
referred to two subjects of the most vital
importance, viz:—the codification of the civil
laws of Lower Canada, and the question of the
Confederation of the British North American
Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—But
before entering on the consideration of these
very important matters he would have a few
words to say on some points which were of
minor importance. In order to guide him in
discussing them, he would therefore read the
following resolutions:
“1. That an humble address be presented to His Excellency
the Governor General, to thank His Excellency for His
Gracious Speech at the opening of the present Session of
the Provincial Parliament, and further to assure His

Source: “Provincial Parliament,” [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Jan. 24, 1865).
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Excellency,—
“That we share with His Excellency the desire to express
our thankfulness to a beneficient Providence, that in
calling us together to resume the performance of our
constitutional duties, His Excellency is enabled to
congratulate us on the general propriety and contentment
of the people of this Province, and the continuance to us
of the inestimable blessings of Peace.
“2. That we deeply regret that outrages have been
committed on the commerce and territory of the United
States of America by persons who, after the perpetration,
of these acts, have sought refuge on Canadian soil.
“3. That we learn with satisfaction that in order to prevent
the organization of any such enterprizes within this
Province, and also to enable His Excellency to discharge
in an effective manner his duties towards a neighbouring
power on terms of friendship with Her Majesty, His
Excellency has seen fit to organize a system of detective
Police on the frontier line of the United States, and that
with the same design he has called out for permanent duty
a portion of the Volunteer Force of the Province.
“4. That we receive with much interest the information
that similar considerations have suggested the propriety
of arming the Executive Government with stronger power
than it now possesses for dealing with persons, who,
while availing themselves of the right of asylum which
has always been allowed on British soil to political
refugees from all foreign countries, may be unmindful of
the implied obligations which, by their residence amongst
us, they contract to obey our laws and to respect the
declared policy of our Sovereign; and that any Bill framed
for that purpose which His Excellency may cause to be
laid before us shall receive our early consideration.
“5. That we are happy to be informed of the zeal and
alacrity displayed by the members of the Volunteer Force
when called upon to turn out for active service; and that
we are proud to feel with His Excellency and their conduct
shows that the present population of Canada has not
degenerated from the manly virtues which characterize
the races from which it derives its origin, and that it may
be relied on, under all circumstances, to respond to the call
of duty, either for the maintenance of internal order, or to
repel foreign aggression.
“6. That we learn with pleasure that the Commissioners
appointed under the provisions of the second chapter of
the Consolidated Statutes of Lower Canada to frame a
Civil Code, and also a Code of Civil Procedure for Lower
Canada, have completed the former part of their duty; that
the results of their labors will be laid before us, and that
His Excellency is informed that the Code of Civil
Procedure is in a very advanced state.
“7. That we believe with His Excellency that the
completion of the Codification of the Civil Law, in both

French and English, cannot fail to be of great benefit to the
inhabitants of Lower Canada by enabling the people of all
origins to read, in their own languages, the Civil Law
under which they live, and which hitherto has only been
accessible in a language which is not the mother tongue of
a portion of the people whose civil rights are regulated by
it.
“8. That we are aware that the expenditure rendered
necessary by calling out the Volunteers for active service,
and which was unforeseen when the estimates of the
current year were agreed to, must necessitate a
supplementary vote for that service; and that the estimate
for this purpose, which His Excellency may direct to be
laid before us, shall receive our prompt attention.
“9. That we are happy to learn that His Excellency finds
himself in a position to inform us that the financial
legislation of the least session has been attended with
beneficial results, and that the revenue has largely
increased, and there has been a contemporaneous
extension of the trade of the Province.
“10. That the estimates for the next financial year, which
His Excellency has directed to be laid before us, shall
receive our most careful consideration, and that we do not
doubt that we shall find that they have been framed with
a due attention to economy combined with efficiency.
“11. That we have not ceased to bear in mind that at the
close of the last Session of Parliament His Excellency
graciously informed us that it was his intention, in
conjunction with his ministers, to prepare and submit to
us a measure for the solution of the constitutional
problem, the discussion of which has for some years
agitated this Province.
“12. That we receive from His Excellency, with the most
profound attention, the announcement,—
“That a careful consideration of the general position of
British North America induced the conviction that the
circumstances of the times afforded the opportunity not
merely for the settlement of a question of Provincial
politics, but also for the simultaneous creation of a new
nationality,—
“That preliminary negotiations were opened by His
Excellency with the Lieutenant Governors of the other
Provinces of British North America, and that the result
was that a meeting was held at Quebec, in the month of
October last, composed of delegates from those Colonies,
representing all shades of political party in their several
communities, nominated by the Lieutenant Governors of
their respective Provinces, who assembled here, with the
sanction of the Crown and at His Excellency’s invitation,
to confer with the members of the Canadian Ministry on
the possibility of effecting a Union of all the Provinces of
British North America,—
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“That this Conference, after lengthened deliberations,
arrived at the conclusion that a Federal Union of these
Provinces was feasible and desirable, and the result of its
labors is a plan of Constitution for the proposed Union,
embodied in a series of resolutions, which, with other
papers relating to the subject, His Excellency has directed
to be laid before us,—
“And that the general design of a Union and the particular
plan by which it is proposed to carry that intention into
effect, have both received the cordial approbation of the
Imperial Government.
“13. That inasmuch as an Imperial Act of Parliament will
be necessary in order to give effect to the contemplated
Union of the Colonies, we are gratified to learn from His
Excellency that he has been officially informed by the
Secretary of State that Her Majesty’s Ministers will be
prepared to introduce a Bill for that purpose into the
Imperial Parliament so soon as they shall have been
notified that the proposal has received the sanction of the
Legislatures representing the several Provinces affected
by it.
“14. That His Excellency may rest assured that in giving
our attention to this subject, the importance of which, to
ourselves and our descendants, it is impossible to
exaggerate, we shall bestow upon it our calm, earnest and
impartial consideration.
“15. That we receive with deference the expression of His
Excellency’s conviction, that with the public men of British
North America it now rests to decide whether the vast
tract of country which they inhabit shall be consolidated
into a State, combining within its areas all the elements of
National greatness, providing for the security of its
component parts, and contributing to the strength and
stability of the Empire, or whether the several Provinces
of which it is constituted shall remain in their present
fragmentary and isolated condition, comparatively
powerless for mutual aid, incapable of undertaking their
proper share of Imperial responsibility.
“16. And that we unite with His Excellency in the fervent
prayer, that in the discussion of an issue of such moment,
our minds may be guided to conclusions which shall
redound to the honour of our Sovereign, and to the
welfare of Her subjects.”3

His Excellency [Viscount Monck] was
certainly amply justified in congratulating the
country on our material prosperity, and the
inestimable blessings of peace which Divine
Providence had bestowed upon us. Our
3
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position was of the most exceptional nature.
Our lot was cast in the midst of a vast
continent, the greater portion of which was at
this moment disturbed by the horrors of war—
should we not therefore appreciate at its true
value the peace and liberty we enjoyed, as also
the friendly relations which existed between
ourselves and our neighbors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—In
acknowledging these benefits we could not
remain unmindful of our duty, and we should
do everything in our power, in order to
maintain our neutrality intact. Thus our duty
obliged us to protect—and it was a happy
privilege for us to do so—all those who, for
political causes sought a refuge on our free
and neutral soil; but the same duty imposed
upon us also the care of respecting our
neutrality and preventing any person from
taking advantage of the protection of our
asylum to drag us into hostilities with our
neighbors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—A
striking proof that we thoroughly understood
our position, and that we were sincere in our
desire to maintain the amicable relations
which exist between ourselves and the
neighbour States, was to be found in the
energy shown by the Government in
protecting the frontier, and in the enthusiasm
manifested by the volunteer corps in
responding to the appeal of His Excellency the
Commander-in-Chief [Viscount Monck], and
ranging themselves under the national flag.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—The
maintenance of this little volunteer army
under arms no doubt involved considerable
expense; but we were happy to learn that the
revenues of the present year would suffice to
meet this unforeseen outlay. The enthusiasm
which the volunteer corps manifested in

Numeration was added for clarity since the paragraphs are often referred to in the proceedings by their number. The text
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15-16.
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responding to the call of the Government; their
excellent conduct since they have been on
active service was of a nature to give us a proof
that, if ever their services were required by
their country, they would not shew
themselves inferior to their ancestors, who had
always displayed great valor on the battle
field.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—He
(Dr. Robitaille) would now, so to speak, drop
the sword for the gown—he would pass from
the subject of the volunteer militia to that of
the civil code of Lower Canada. He would be
very brief on this subject, inasmuch as it was
altogether out of his limits. Had he been called
upon to speak on those arts and sciences
which had formed the more particular subject
of his professional studies, or the means
employed to relieve ailments of the different
organs, such as the lungs or heart, he (Dr. R.)
would have found himself more in his
element, and the subject would have been less
ungrateful for him.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear and
laughter.
Théodore
Robitaille
[Bonaventure]—
Under these circumstances, he should content
himself
with
expressing
satisfaction,
conjointly with all Lower Canada, at the
intelligence that our civil laws had been at last
entirely codified; and that the interpretation
would be no longer exclusively reserved to the
gentlemen of the bar; but that, by means of this
work on codification every individual would,
in ordinary cases, be able to ascertain what
was prescribed by the laws of the country.
This, of course, did not go to say that the
lawyers would no longer find means of
creating quarrels and making fees in order to
maintain the dignity of the bar—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter and cheers.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—but
he desired to refer to the importance of the
work which would be a monument not only to
the memory of the three jurists who performed
their work so conscientiously, but also to the
energy, talent and patriotism of the Hon.

Attorney General for Lower Canada [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier].
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Théodore
Robitaille
[Bonaventure]—
Going back through a lapse of ten years, and
examining the legislation of the Province from
year to year, we would be able to judge of the
amount of care, of assiduity and intelligence
the Honorable Attorney General East [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] had been compelled to bring
into action in order to consummate the great
act of his political life. But he (Dr. R.) was
mistaken. A greater act was in store for that
hon. gentleman. It was reserved for the
Honorable Attorney General East [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] and his colleagues to place
before Parliament the plan of a constitution
not only for the whole of Canada but for all
British North America. It was reserved to them
to lay the foundation of an empire almost as
great as Europe, and which, by means of its
shipping, would at once find itself occupying
a third rank amidst the nations.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—The
constitution in question, if adopted, would
settle our destinies for several centuries at
least; and certainly deserved, as His
Excellency [Viscount Monck] had stated, our
most serious consideration. It was not a party
question, it was a national question. It was not
a question of political passion or prejudice, but
one of justice and general interest. We should
therefore set aside all resentment and all
personal animosity, and consider the question
with calm impartiality. We, Lower Canadians,
should not forget that, if up to the present
moment, we had been enabled to preserve our
rights and our privileges, it was because we
had been just towards others. We should not,
therefore, at such a solemn moment do
anything which would create division
amongst ourselves or attempt exactions which
it would be impossible to satisfy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—Let us
follow the example given us by the members
of the Quebec Conference and the people
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whom they represented. They met together—
each one with his particular ideas and
pretensions and his different predilections;
but, once together, they at once admitted that
in order to lay the foundation of a durable
work justice should form that foundation; and
that their work should therefore be a work of
compromise.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—He
(Dr. R.) was convinced that when the
Government submitted the result of the
deliberations of the Conference to us at a later
period, it would not tell us that the
constitution adopted was absolutely and in all
points that which each one of its members
would have desired, or what every member of
this House would have desired; but that it was
a work which, while exacting certain
conditions from the several Provinces called to
form part of the Confederation, guarded
nevertheless the most important rights and
privileges of everyone one of them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—He
would not enter into the details of the
proposed plan, because they were not actually
submitted at this moment; but would content
himself with remarking that Canada seemed
to be a privileged country. A few years ago, we
saw, by the change in the Seignioral Tenure, a
revolution effected, which in other countries
could only have been carried out but in the
midst of blood and disturbances.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure]—We
had just seen, and we still witnessed the
spectacle of another revolution, still greater
and more important, being effected with the
sanction of the mother country; and our
people, having full confidence in these who
were called upon to guide them, remaining
calm and awaiting without fear for the
Parliament to sanction a project which would
have for effect not only to settle our sectional
difficulties, but above and before all to raise us
out of our state of isolation and insignificance,
and give us a place at the banquet of nations.
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Some Hon. Members—Loud and enthusiastic
cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough] seconded
the address. He said—It was with mingled
feelings of reluctance and satisfaction he now
rose to second the address to His Excellency
[Viscount Monck]—reluctance that he could
not bring to his duty greater ability, great
qualities of mind and information which the
circumstances of our position would well
repay. But he had the greatest satisfaction in
taking his humble part with the honorable
gentlemen to whom we were indebted for our
present position, and to congratulate them
upon the fact of bringing to an end the
difficulties that had harassed us for some time
past; and of taking steps towards the
establishment and consolidation of the British
power on this continent.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—We
meet under peculiarly happy circumstances.
We were called upon to consider the
prosperity that had been vouchsafed us, and
whatever we thought of it, positively or
relatively, we had indeed cause to express our
thankfulness. We had only to cast our eyes
over the world generally in order readily to
understand and appreciate the great blessings
we enjoyed. If we regarded the old world, we
found our position had been peculiarly
fortunate. We had, with sadness, to think of
the attack made upon a small and gallant
country whose population didn’t number
more than our own; a country whose rights
had been invaded and trampled upon by
countries whose external and internal
condition but too well indicated the
retribution that was to follow their conduct.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—We
could most happily contrast our own
circumstances with those of the mothercountry. We had not had a large part of our
population deprived of their usual means of
existence; and although the prosperity of that
country had been wonderful under the
circumstances, yet it had to deplore the loss,
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on the part of a large class, of the means of
useful industry. If we looked at the condition
of our fellow colonists, we still had much to be
thankful for. We saw a small colony not
containing one tithe4 of our population, which
had been suffering all the terrible evils of civil
war, and whose expenses had been most
disproportionate to its means. Then, again, if
we come nearer home, we saw another fellow
colony, Bermuda, which had been devasted by
the scourge of pestilence; and still nearer home
we had seen one of our sister colonies on this
continent suffering from the want of the
necessaries of life for her population. While
pestilence and famine had been at work in
other parts of the British Empire those evils
had been averted from ourselves; and while
there was indeed grave apprehension at the
beginning of last year that we should suffer
materially in our interests, we had not
experienced the serious evils anticipated.
As the year wore on we found that the sun
continued to shine when general showers
were needed and were in much doubt and
apprehension that we should suffer almost a
famine. We had, however, to be grateful that,
as the year advanced, those apprehensions
were removed by the genial showers that were
given us. No doubt branches of trade and
industry had suffered somewhat; but, on the
whole, we had reason to express thankfulness
for the prosperity that we had enjoyed. We
had had a very large increase of our income
over that of the preceding year. We had an
increase during the first half of the past year of
50 per cent. over that of the first half the
preceding year. He might here mention that
the sums paid for the lands needed by the
farming population of the country had
increased, during the first half of the past year,
25 per cent, over that paid into the Treasury
during the corresponding period of the
preceding year. In consideration of those facts
we could not but conclude that our prosperity
had been real and solid.
Not only had we to speak of the prosperity,
4

but had most rightly brought before us the
happy contentment that prevailed among our
population. We had—and he could speak
more particularly of the section of the country
from which he came—to record the very great
and increasing contentment of the people with
their lot in this land. He could not be insensible
to the fact that very much was due therefore to
that illustrious lady who so worthily filled the
British Throne.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—He
could not be insensible to the fact that the
bonds of society generally were closely
connected by our having a common interest in
that throne, and by the loyalty existing in all
our hearts to wards that illustrious person to
whom we owed so much. There could be no
doubt that her example, as the head of the
empire, had been fraught with untold good to
the country over which she reigned. Her
example of virtue had animated the hearts of
many, and it was found that virtue and
morality had been largely increased among
her people during her glorious reign. There
was no question that the monarch of those
realms must do much either towards the
contentment or the discontentment of the
subjects; and none had done so much towards
giving satisfaction, under the institutions
under which we live, as our Gracious
Sovereign Queen Victoria.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—He
believed we might all take an example from
her life, and that those called to public affairs
would do well to remember the influence we
must necessarily exert over the country, and
that we should aim not to degrade but elevate
the community among which we dwell. In this
speaking of our Gracious Sovereign, he would
have it understood that our sentiments were
as far removed from the sycophantic adulation
which the frequenter of the halls of the
irresponsible autocrat might be guilty of. It
was as far removed from it as from that

i.e. “One-tenth.”
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levelling principle too much abroad in the
world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Frederick
Haultain
[Peterborough]—
Therefore, in consideration of the prosperity
and contentment of the people there was much
ground for the expression of thankfulness as
there was also for that which came last, but
was not least—the inestimable blessing of
peace.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—We
had only to look beyond our borders to see the
terrible devastation now going on. Hundreds
and thousands of our fellow-creatures cut off
in the prime of life; untold amounts of
property destroyed and public debt increased
by strides that history furnished no example
of. We had only to consider our perfect
immunity from those evils and the fact that we
had scarcely spent anything, in comparison,
for our defence, to find reason for thankfulness
for the continuance of the peace we enjoy. It
was peculiarly in accordance with his own
mind that we should warmly and gratefully
record our thankfulness to Him to whom those
blessings were due—to Him who ruled in the
counsels of men and gave to whomsoever He
willed. We had also rightly referred to our
consideration matters that really called for the
record of our deep gratitude. Outrages had
been committed on the territories of the
United States, as set forth in the resolutions in
the reply to the address. He could scarcely
think there was a man in Canada who would
not endorse the language used in describing
those outrages. They were happily called
“outrages” committed on a neighboring and
friendly power.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—It
must have been with something like
indignation that we had read of the attacks
made upon the territory of the United States—

5
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whether from our own country or not—by
persons who at least sought immunity for
their evil deeds by abusing the hospitality we
had been ready to extend to political refugees.
He would speak—not so much as a legislator,
but as a soldier—and say he had no sympathy
with war carried on in the manner described,
in regard to the St. Albans’ raiders 5.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]— It was
not war. Had those men proceeded from their
own country, and rank the risk which they
would thus have incurred, and had they, after
committing the acts in question fallen back
upon their own resources, for escape or
immunity—he could understand that as an act
of war. It would, under such circumstances,
have behoved those lying contiguous to our
territory to be prepared for such attacks from
the Confederates. But the acts we had to
deplore and regret were committed against a
community living at peace and in friendship
with us, and unprepared for such barbarous
hostility.
He had to congratulate the Government in
the prompt steps taken to prevent the
organization of future such outrageous
enterprises against our neighbors. The
Government had acted most happily in calling
out the means of preventing such expeditions;
and he was sure it was with satisfaction they
learned that His Excellency [Viscount Monck]
and his Government had been so mindful of
the obligations we owed our neighbors in
calling to their assistance a detective police
force as also a part of the militia to guard
against violations of our neutrality in future.
But, as we know the law was proverbially
slow, and very often defeated the justice it was
intended to further, he, therefore, was glad to
hear we were asked to give larger powers to
the Executive6 that they might be enabled to
prevent such acts in the future and punish
those who would perpetrate them.

Confederate raiders robbed banks in St. Albans, Vermont. They did so from the Province of Canada in the U.S. Civil War.
The bill would become An Act for the Prevention and Repression of Outrage in Violation of the Peace on the Frontier of this
Province, and for other Purposes (1865). It was passed into law on Feb. 6, 1865.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear and cheers.
Frederick
Haultain
[Peterborough]—
Situated as we were—our frontier entirely
denuded of troops, and likely to be passed by
large bodies of men actuated by the same
principles and intentions as the raiders, it was
necessary a call should be made on the only
military force existing in this country. And it
was to their credit we had to record that they
did their duty cheerfully.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick
Haultain
[Peterborough]—
Canada expects every man to do his duty, and
no doubt the volunteers called out would have
been greatly wanting in duty if they had not
come forward when summoned; but, though
they had only done their duty in turning out,
it was no less our duty to thank them for the
readiness with which they did come forward.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—He
rejoiced that their services would not be of that
grave nature which might have been
necessary had the orders of a general on the
other side been carried into effect. He was glad
the volunteers were called out to carry out
objects of peace rather than those of war. He
thought that any man who had given attention
to the present condition of our country and the
means of defence it possessed, could feel that
something very different from that which now
exists, must be established amongst us. He
would illustrate his meaning. He himself lived
in a very orderly and honest community.
Some Hon. Members—Hear and laughter.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—When
he retired at night, he did not, therefore, throw
up his windows and open his doors, however
good his opinion of his neighbors. He, on the
contrary, shut his windows and locked his
doors. Now, if he happened to be in a
community less honest than that, he could
take still further precautions to secure his
property.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—Now,
he thought this country ought to act in the
same way. At present our windows were

open, and our doors wide open, too, and we
were only inviting attacks from a quarter
whence he hoped they would never come. It
was not because we were at peace and likely
to continue at peace that we were to neglect
preparations for circumstances that might
unhappily arise. Neither would he be thought
desirous of provoking war by advocating the
putting ourselves in a state of preparation. He
knew too well what the consequences of a war
with the United States would be. Within the
last four years we had had evidence of what
our American neighbors could do when
determined—we saw the prodigality and
persistency with which they could carry on a
war when they had an object they thought
worthy of it. And he did not think any man of
thought or intelligence could help regarding a
war between the United States and Great
Britain without shuddering at what might be
the result.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—He
said this to show he did not mean by
preparation for defense, or for any emergency
that might arise, any menace to the United
States. Canada had, during the last four years,
been greatly awakened to the altered
circumstances of her position. Four years ago
the position was all in favor of ourselves. We
formed an integral portion of a nation of large
military power, and of the first naval power of
the world. Our neighbors were then no
military power and had a fleet quite
inadequate to cope with that of the power
Canada belonged to. We had to remember,
and would that we did fully appreciate, the
vastly altered circumstances of the position in
which we now stood.
Instead of 10,000 or 12,000 men, their army
was now counted by hundreds of thousands;
and, instead of a few vessels of war their war
ships were almost numberless. We had to
consider these things and not allow ourselves
to be walked over by an enemy, should there
be such an intention. He would say—let us
prepare for any emergency that might arise. It
was necessary we should strengthen the weak
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positions of our country. It was our duty to
defend and strengthen such positions—and
they were well known—not merely to prevent
incursions into our country, but also to gain
another very important object.
In the event of hostilities with our neighbors,
we should have to call a large number of men
into military service, and it would be
impossible for us, with our means, to give
them that training which the regular forces
possessed; but by having those strengthened
positions we could bring together our partially
trained militia and give them confidence,
because they would be fighting behind
defences that would be of great assistance to
them. By those means, we should be able to
retard the advance of our numerous enemy,
and give military instruction to the remaining
fighting population that it might be necessary
to bring up. It was necessary to have a large
number of men sufficiently trained to occupy
the positions that might be demanded of them.
Our position was different from that of the
old country, not having that deep ditch
running all round our borders which the
mother-country could boast of. Before a
hostile foot could be placed on her soil, her
powerful fleet would have to be overcome,
and her half trained volunteers would not be
called early into action—or employed at all till
after the fleet had been engaged. Our partially
trained forces would be forced immediately
into a collision with well trained and
disciplined forces such as our neighbors have
and were likely to keep up. Therefore, it was
necessary our people generally should receive
the advantage as of much military training as
possible. It was not to be supposed that if our
neighbors should determine on a collision
with us they would quixotically wait till we
had trained our people to arms.
We had, on the contrary, every reason to
believe we should be called upon to meet at
once the shock of the enemy. Some might
think that sufficient time would elapse
between a rupture and the commencement of
actual hostilities, and during diplomatic
correspondence, for the training of our
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defensive forces; but the time of diplomatic
negotiations would be precisely the period in
which we could not take any military steps or
make warlike preparations, as such would
then be considered merely a menace on our
part. Therefore, when the time of hostility
came we should have such a large force
sufficiently trained for the positions they
would then be called upon to occupy.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick
Haultain
[Peterborough]—
Another feature of the preparation we should
make was that which had already been to a
great degree accomplished—namely, the
establishment of military schools which would
afford the means of instructions to those who
were to occupy the various grades of
command in our defensive forces. While
speaking of these forces, which it was
imperative we should call into existence he
could not overlook one very important
point—namely, the advantage, nay the
absolute necessity, of the Volunteer force. It
was our duty to afford them every means in
our power for organization and training. He
could say with regard to his own immediate
neighborhood there was a great and growing
desire to obtain a knowledge of military duty
through the medium of volunteering. We
should assist and foster all laudable
aspirations of this nature. And lastly, with
regard to this very important subject, as he
(Col. H.) had stated on the floor of the House,
we should have a military head—a military
adviser of His Excellency—an adviser
possessing a military education and
accustomed to the duties of such a position.
It would be necessary that such a person
should be thoroughly acquainted with the
military service; but it would be also necessary
that he should come amongst us believing he
had much to learn of ourselves—much to learn
about our circumstances, and the genius of our
people—on who would give confidence to
those in whom we should have to rely in case
of danger. He spoke on this print, although it
was not included in the address, because he
hoped and believed Her Majesty’s advisers
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had these things under their consideration. He
would not give these hon. gentlemen his
support but that he believed they were
thoroughly alive to the present altered
circumstances of the country they had been
called upon to govern. He had already alluded
to the happy results of the financial legislation
of last session; and the country would learn
with pleasure that “the revenue had largely
increased, and that there had been a
contemporaneous extension of the trade of the
Province.”7
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—It was
his duty now to approach what he might be
called the main subject of the address. We
were all placed in this matter in a position of
great responsibility. We were not called upon
to legislate, on the present occasion, for
ourselves alone. We had to consider the
generations that would in future populate our
share of this great continent. The question we
were about to consider was whether we
should attempt to consolidate British power
on this continent or else allow it to continue in
the state of weakness that seemed
characteristic of it on this continent. He would
now advert to the details of the scheme of
Confederation; but it might not be out of place
to offer a few remarks on the reasons which
had brought it about, and which demanded
that we should give it our most serious
consideration. We all knew the difficulties
which, for years, had surrounded the
government of this Province. We felt that the
system could not long continue and that grave
results must inevitably follow. The future of
this country had often to his (Col. H’s.) mind a
subject of sad forebodings; and it was
therefore with delight he found that a scheme
and been prepared to remove those difficulties
of which the future seemed at one time so
pregnant—a scheme by which the power and
7
8

influence of this country might be vastly
increased.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—At the
close of last session, the leading men of both
parties had determined to combine for the
purpose of devising some scheme to relieve us
our difficulties. It was most fortunate, he
would even say it was most providential, that
the conference of the Lower Provinces
happened to take place at Charlottetown
about that time. Our representatives attended
that meeting, and the result was that a meeting
had been arranged at Quebec. The result of the
Quebec conference was not formally before us,
so that it would be hardly fair to call the details
into question.
He did not, however, think it would be
improper to allude to one distinctive feature of
the scheme which had been the result of that
meeting. That feature which he (Col. H.)
gladly saw was the determination that there
should be no severance from the British
Crown; but that, on the contrary, we should
hold in view the perpetuation of our
connection with the mother-country. Nothing
had more contributed to give the scheme
popularity in this Province—nothing had so
tended to gladded thousands of loyal hearts as
this firm determination; and it might lead us
to overlook many minor matters which might
perhaps otherwise not meet with approval.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear and
cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—It was
most instructive to consider the elements of
the Conference by which the programme of
Confederation and had been devised. Our
representatives were of many creeds and
many nationalities. We had among its
members the Ultramontane8 and the
Protestant, the representative of the faith of
Rome and the representative of the faith of the

Address, paragraph 9.
Ultramontanism refers to a Catholic clerical bias in Lower-Canada toward maintaining a role for the Church of Rome and
the Papacy (i.e. beyond the Alps) in the state than post-revolutionary France which removed the Church and the French
monarchy from it. Since ultramontanism resisted progressive secular forces in Lower Canada, it often found allies with
Governors and other English elites that saw an important role for the Church and social order.
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Reformation. The native-Canadian was
represented, and the Irish, and the Scotch of
course—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—in fact
he believed the only nationality not
represented was that of England.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—My hon. friend is
mistaken. The hon. gentleman who occupies a
seat beside me (Mr. Galt) is a native of
England. There was also another hon
gentleman—
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough] said
that the names might have misled him; and he
thought it was perhaps for that reason he (Col.
H.) had been asked to occupy his present
position.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter and cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—Well,
he was proud, however, to find that the genius
of his beloved country had stamped its
impress on the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—But
where every creed and race was represented—
great care was necessarily taken by each
representative in guarding the interests which
he more particularly represented. Our
position here was therefore widely different
from the onerous and highly responsible
position our representatives occupied at the
Conference. We were unable here to debate
whether this or that opinion should be
adopted or rejected.
The question for us was just this—were we
satisfied with the skill and honesty of those
who represented our interests on that
occasion? We could not tell her how far we
could have pressed our own particular views
on a conference so composed, or how far these
views might be acceptable. The programme
must of necessity have been a measure of

9
10
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compromise. If any one therefore took up the
scheme and hoped to find in it all his own
views, of course he would be mistaken. Any
one who did so would place himself in the
position of that highly respectable United
States Senator who, in the course of a debate 9
on the Reciprocity Treaty10, said in substance
that if the United States enjoyed all the
advantages and Canada suffered all the
disadvantages he would oppose the
abrogation of the treaty. We should not form
the unreasonable idea that we would find in
the scheme our own private doctrines and
opinions; if so we would be sadly deceived.
No doubt, if any vital principle of good
government was neglected in the scheme we
should be doing our duty in rejecting it; but if
there were nothing in it essentially unjust or
wrong, if there were nothing of paramount
importance omitted, it would be necessary for
us to support the resolutions embodying it—
to put ourselves entirely in the hands of those
who represented us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—Of
course, when we came to look at the vast
interests at stake, one must naturally approach
the whole question with great diffidence.
Whether we were prepared for the realization
of such a scheme as that of Confederation at
the present moment or not must, of course, be
left to the mature reflection of each individual
to decide; but it was his (Col. H.’s) opinion that
very many circumstances tended to shew that
this was the time for a union which would
perpetuate the power we all heartily wished to
see preponderate in the world.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—As an
individual he wished to express his
indebtedness to the hon. gentlemen who had
associated themselves together in order to
bring about this highly desirable end. Political
virtue was very rare indeed, but of political

U.S., Senate Debates (n.d.). Unconfirmed reference.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
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corruption and dishonor there was plenty; and
as one merited approbation the other deserved
and should receive the most severe
reprobation. He (Col. H.) had therefore to
tender his most respectful thanks to these
honorable gentlemen who had manifested
that highest quality of statesmen—political
courage.
Some Hon. Members—Enthusiastic cheering,
amid which the hon. and gallant gentleman sat
down.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] spoke
next. He said that, after considering the speech
from the throne he had come to conclusions
diametrically opposed to those arrived at by
the honorable gentlemen who had preceded
him. He would commence, however, by
referring to the acts of the present Government
since they had entered into office. No less than
four members of this House had been
removed for the purpose of being placed in
lucrative offices. Ministers had distinguished
themselves since their advent to power by
filling up all vacant offices, and by creating
new ones.
The hon. gentleman then went on at great
length to charge the Government with having
neglected to do anything to prevent the repeal
of the Reciprocity Treaty11; but with having on
the other hand done everything to bring back
the old days of corruption of annual deficits,
jobs and “double-shuffles.”12 Speaking of
annual deficits, the hon. gentleman went on to
say that one great cause of deficiency in the
present year would be the employment of the
volunteers for “permanent duty.” This
expression he held to mean that we were
actually making preparations for the
11
12

13

establishment of the nucleus of a standing
army.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] explained to the hon.
gentleman that the word “permanent” was the
term applied by the law itself for the calling
out of the volunteers for special duty or
service.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Then the
word is used in its unnatural sense.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
An Hon. Member—Split it in two and see
what it will make.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter and cheers.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] went on
to say that there was a draft for the purpose of
obtaining the required number of volunteers.
Charles Alleyn [Quebec City West]—No,
that was for the militia.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]
persisted in saying that in some instances a
draft had been resorted to.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Just the
reserve. There were too many, and they
balloted among themselves to see who should
go.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]
contended that it was unnecessary to create a
military force on the frontier and elsewhere in
the manner in which it had been done in this
case, inasmuch as it would be construed into a
threat and would bring about difficulties.—
The hon. gentleman, after referring to a
number of other matters in the address,
alluded to the sentence about the “creation of
a new nationality,” as used in the twelfth
paragraph13. The hon. Minister of Agriculture

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 10.
Six months after the 1857 election, the Macdonald-Cartier ministry found itself unable to maintain its support in the
legislature and was forced to resign on Jul. 29, 1858. The Brown-Dorion coalition quickly formed a new coalition and
sworn-in a new Ministry on Aug. 2, 1858. Legislation since 1852 (16 Vic. Cap. 154, Sec. 3) required newly appointed
ministers resign from their seats and run for re-election before the Ministry could face a vote of confidence. Following the
resignations of the newly appointed Brown-Dorion ministers, a rebuilt Macdonald-Cartier ministry was now in the
majority, and within 4 days they re-formed government without having to resign their seats due to application of a
provision (20 Vic Cap. 22, Sec. 7) that allowed cabinet members to change from one portfolio to another within thirty days.
The Macdonald-Cartier ministry formed government until 1862. The constitutionality of the new ministry was
unsuccessfully challenged in Macdonell vs. Macdonald [1858].
The portion of paragraph twelve that deals with a “new nationality” reads, “That a careful consideration of the general position
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[Thomas D'Arcy McGee] had at one period of
his political life peculiar ideas as to what the
creation of a “new nationality” meaned, as
would be seen by the tone of a journal called
the New Era 14. [Here the hon. gentleman
proceeded to read an extract] And this was
immediately after that hon. member’s election.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
hon. member ought to bear in mind that I not
only got elected myself that year, but that I
also got him elected15.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter and cheers.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] went on
to criticise and condemn the whole scheme of
Confederation, and the paragraphs of the
address relative thereto. In the course of his
remarks he said that journals in the interest of
hon. gentlemen opposite—from the Leader to
the Chronicle—had excited the hostility of the
Federal States by attacks on their generals and
politicians.
It being six o’clock the Speaker left the chair.
The Legislative Assembly adjourned for dinner
recess.
After the recess—
Jean-Baptiste-Éric Dorion [Drummond &
Arthabaska] enquired whether the address
would be passed paragraph by paragraph.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said that the practice was for
the address to be moved en bloc, but if any hon.
gentleman wished to raise the question on any
paragraph of course he could do so as each
came up.

14

15

16
17
18

39

The first,—
1. That an humble address be presented to His Excellency
the Governor General, to thank His Excellency for His
Gracious Speech at the opening of the present Session of
the Provincial Parliament, and further to assure His
Excellency,—
That we share with His Excellency the desire to express
our thankfulness to a beneficient Providence, that in
calling us together to resume the performance of our
constitutional duties, His Excellency is enabled to
congratulate us on the general propriety and contentment
of the people of this Province, and the continuance to us
of the inestimable blessings of Peace.16

second—
2. That we deeply regret that outrages have been
committed on the commerce and territory of the United
States of America by persons who, after the perpetration,
of these acts, have sought refuge on Canadian soil.17

and third paragraphs—
3. That we learn with satisfaction that in order to prevent
the organization of any such enterprizes within this
Province, and also to enable His Excellency to discharge
in an effective manner his duties towards a neighbouring
power on terms of friendship with Her Majesty, His
Excellency has seen fit to organize a system of detective
Police on the frontier line of the United States, and that
with the same design he has called out for permanent duty
a portion of the Volunteer Force of the Province.18

—were then voted without discussion.
On the fourth paragraph, relative to the subject of
arming the Executive Government with stronger
powers than it now possesses for dealing with
persons who, availing themselves of the right of
asylum in our midst, may be unmindful of its

of British North America induced the conviction that the circumstances of the times afforded the opportunity not merely for the
settlement of a question of Provincial politics, but also for the simultaneous creation of a new nationality.” Address, paragraph 12.
McGee founded the New Era newspaper in 1857. The first issue was published on May 25, 1857. Among other issues, the
newspaper advocated a "new nationality".
McGee and Dorion were once Liberal allies who both represented ridings in Montreal. Alongside Lewis Drummond and
L.A. Dessaulles, Dorion and McGee co-authored the Liberal Party Manifesto for Lower Canada. “Meeting of Opposition
Members of Parliament of Lower Canada,” The Globe (Oct. 31, 1859).
Reinserted from the beginning of the day for clarity.
ibid.
ibid.
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obligations19—
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] asked for
explanations. This was a very important
matter, and he thought the House was entitled
to some knowledge of the nature of the step
contemplated by the Government. It was
rumored that there was some intention of
suspending the habeas corpus.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said that it was quite unusual
to enter into explanations of this kind in
anticipation of a measure which was yet to be
brought before the House. It would be
inconvenient in the extreme to do so,
inasmuch as the Government could not enter
into the details of the measure at this stage. But
with regard to the statement or rumor which
the hon. gentleman (Mr. Holton) had referred
to, he would say there was not the slightest
intention of suspending the habeas corpus.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said that the
hon. Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald] understood his meaning. What he
desired to say was that he thought the
Government might indicate in a general way
what it was they intended to do. This would
be quite in accordance with British
parliamentary practice.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said the measure would be
shortly laid before Parliament. As for the
statement particularly referred to by the hon.
member for Chateauguay [Luther Holton], he
19

20
21

22

23

had already denied the accuracy of it.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière] said that prudence,
justice and courage were the best defenses of a
weak state against a powerful neighbor. They
were certainly the best safeguards of Canada
against the neighboring States, inasmuch as by
these means we should prevent the possibility
of offence, guard against any breach of
neutrality, and best prevent any violation of
our territory. Our authorities ought to have
watched closely the proceedings in the case of
the St. Alban’s raiders 20 in the first instance,
rather than act under the influence of General
Dix’s threat of crossing our border with an
armed force21. We should thus have the credit
of acting under a sense of justice, and not
under the influence of a bullying menace.
Prudence, justice and courage, strictly adhered
to in this case, would, he maintained, have left
us in a much better position. He did not speak
in a partisan sense, for he believed this was a
question on which we should be all united for
the purpose of upholding at one and the same
time our dignity, our neutrality, and our
integrity as respects our neighbors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome] followed in a
speech of considerable length. He contended
that, if he had read the history of Canada
aright, there was no call for the use of the
words “constitutional problem.”22 Ever since
1858, Upper Canada had not demanded
constitutional but parliamentary reform23—
but it had been demanded in such a manner

Address, paragraph four reads in full, “That we receive with much interest the information that similar considerations have
suggested the propriety of arming the Executive Government with stronger power than it now possesses for dealing with persons, who,
while availing themselves of the right of asylum which has always been allowed on British soil to political refugees from all foreign
countries, may be unmindful of the implied obligations which, by their residence amongst us, they contract to obey our laws and to
respect the declared policy of our Sovereign; and that any Bill framed for that purpose which His Excellency may cause to be laid before
us shall receive our early consideration.”
Supra footnote 5.
After the raid, U.S. General Dix issued an order which said, “Put a discreet officer in command, and in case they are not found
on one side of the line pursue them into Canada, if necessary, and destroy them,” which threatened Canada’s neutrality.
Address, paragraph eleven reads in full, “That we have not ceased to bear in mind that at the close of the last Session of Parliament
His Excellency graciously informed us that it was his intention, in conjunction with his ministers, to prepare and submit to us a
measure for the solution of the constitutional problem, the discussion of which has for some years agitated this Province.”
Galt introduced resolutions for the Federal Union of the British North American Provinces in the Legislative Assembly on
Jul. 7, 1858. The member is referring to the policy proposed by Brown, which was moved in amendment asking for
Representation by Population. Journals (1858), p. 815.
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that no representative from Lower Canada
could sanction it.—The hon. gentleman was
understood, in the course of very lengthy
remarks, to declare that this bastard
federalism would cause an infinitude of evil—
it would not unite but would disunite us. It
would complicate the machinery of
government—it would multiply the wheels—
cause greater friction, and render the whole
machine more liable to accident. It was
nonsense to talk about additional strength
being the result of a further union of the
Provinces, inasmuch, as for all practical
purposes, our common allegiance to England
was the best bond of union.
Joseph Perrault [Richelieu] commented
briefly on the great importance of the question
of Confederation broached in the speech, and
said he had hoped to hear the views of some
of the leading members of the Government, on
the question of the radical changes proposed.
They were calculated perhaps to aggrandise
the English portion of the proposed
Confederation, but would they assure the
present happy position of the French
Canadians? He objected to carrying any
expression of public opinion en bloc—without
explanations.
And the first to eleventh paragraphs inclusive,
being again read, were agreed to.24
The twelfth paragraph being again read, as
followeth:—25

Provinces of British North America, and that the result
was that a meeting was held at Quebec, in the month of
October last, composed of delegates from those Colonies,
representing all shades of political party in their several
communities, nominated by the Lieutenant Governors of
their respective Provinces, who assembled here, with the
sanction of the Crown and at His Excellency’s invitation,
to confer with the members of the Canadian Ministry on
the possibility of effecting a Union of all the Provinces of
British North America,—
That this Conference, after lengthened deliberations,
arrived at the conclusion that a Federal Union of these
Provinces was feasible and desirable, and the result of its
labors is a plan of Constitution for the proposed Union,
embodied in a series of resolutions, which, with other
papers relating to the subject, His Excellency has directed
to be laid before us,—
And that the general design of a Union and the particular
plan by which it is proposed to carry that intention into
effect, have both received the cordial approbation of the
Imperial Government. 26

Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] moved in
amendment, seconded by Maurice Laframboise
[Bagot]—that the following words be added to this
resolution:
“That this House believes it a duty respectfully to express
His Excellency their firm conviction that the people of this
Province fully appreciating the blessings of their existing
political relations with the great empire of which they
form a part, neither wish nor seek to create a new
nationality.”

The members were then called in and a division
taken on the amendment which was lost on the
following vote:
YEAS

12. That we receive from His Excellency, with the most
profound attention, the announcement,—
That a careful consideration of the general position of
British North America induced the conviction that the
circumstances of the times afforded the opportunity not
merely for the settlement of a question of Provincial
politics, but also for the simultaneous creation of a new
nationality,—
That preliminary negotiations were opened by His
Excellency with the Lieutenant Governors of the other
24
25
26
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Messrs.
Bourassa
Caron
Coupal
Currier
Dorion (Hochelaga)
Dorion (Drummond & Arthabaska)
Duckett
Dufresne (Iberville)
Dunkin
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Fortier
Geoffrion
Holton
Houde
Joly
Labrèche-Viger
Laframboise
Lajoie
O’Halloran
Paquette
Perrault
Pouliot
Rymal
Thibaudeau
Wallbridge (Hastings North)
Wright (Ottawa County)—23.

McDougall
McGee
McIntyre
McKellar
Morris
Morrison
Pinsonneault
Poulin
Remillard
Rose
Ross (Champlain)
Ross (Dundas)
Ross (Prince Edward)
Smith (Toronto East)
Smith (Durham East)
Somerville
Stirton
Sylvain
Taschereau
Thompson
Tremblay
Walsh
Wells
White
and Wood—64.

NAYS
Messrs.
Alleyn
Archambeault
Beaubien
Bellerose
Biggar
Blanchet
Bowman
Brown
Burwell
Cartier (Attorney-General)
Cartwright
Cauchon
Chambers
Chapais
Cockburn
Cornellier
Cowan
De Boucherville
Dickson
Dufresne (Montcalm)
Dunsford
Evanturel
Gagnon
Galt
Gaucher
Gaudet
Haultain
Higginson
Howland
Huot
Irvine
Jackson
Jones (Beauharnois)
Knight
Langevin
Macdonald (Attorney-General)
Mackenzie (Lambton)
Mackenzie (Oxford North)
McConkey

The question being again put on the twelfth
paragraph of the address—
12. That we receive from His Excellency, with the most
profound attention, the announcement,—
“That a careful consideration of the general position of
British North America induced the conviction that the
circumstances of the times afforded the opportunity not
merely for the settlement of a question of Provincial
politics, but also for the simultaneous creation of a new
nationality,—
That preliminary negotiations were opened by His
Excellency with the Lieutenant Governors of the other
Provinces of British North America, and that the result
was that a meeting was held at Quebec, in the month of
October last, composed of delegates from those Colonies,
representing all shades of political party in their several
communities, nominated by the Lieutenant Governors of
their respective Provinces, who assembled here, with the
sanction of the Crown and at His Excellency’s invitation,
to confer with the members of the Canadian Ministry on
the possibility of effecting a Union of all the Provinces of
British North America,—
That this Conference, after lengthened deliberations,
arrived at the conclusion that a Federal Union of these
Provinces was feasible and desirable, and the result of its
labors is a plan of Constitution for the proposed Union,
embodied in a series of resolutions, which, with other
papers relating to the subject, His Excellency has directed
to be laid before us,—
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And that the general design of a Union and the particular
plan by which it is proposed to carry that intention into
effect, have both received the cordial approbation of the
Imperial Government. 27

Jean-Baptiste-Éric Dorion [Drummond &
Arthabaska] said he regretted that no member
of the Government rose to speak on this
subject. He himself thinking that the debate
would have lasted much longer on the
paragraphs already passed had not prepared
to speak at this stage. The hon. gentleman then
proceeded, in general terms, to express his
views upon the question of the creation of a
new nationality28, arguing that our present
circumstances did not in the slightest degree
warrant a change so sweeping, or such a
radical disturbance of our present position. He
contended, in answer to arguments of those in
favor of Confederation that there was no
probability of any increase of Canadian trade
and commerce as a result of this measure, the
Lower Provinces raising and importing for
themselves all the articles comprised in our
produce or merchandise, and Canada likewise
raising almost everything produced in the
other Provinces.
He also replied to the argument in reference
to defence, urging that colonial union would,
instead of proving an additional defence
against our enemies, be nothing but a source
of weakness. Passing to the calling out of the
volunteers, the hon. gentleman condemned
the manner in which it had been done,
observing they would prove but the nucleus of
a standing army yet to be saddled upon the
Province. This step would result in heavy
expense to the country without entailing any
considerable corresponding advantage. He
would vote against every one of the
paragraphs relating to Confederation.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North] was
not prepared, as a British born subject, and as
the representative of 20,000 British subjects to
vote away their birthright in this matter. The
27
28
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delegates had met in secret conclave and
resolved to create a “new nationality.” The
London Times, speaking of their scheme and of
the provision for a Legislature composed of a
Legislative Council and House of Commons,
stated that this plan, if taken literally, would
exclude the Governor General from the
Government, contrary to the analogy of that of
England.
Now, he was not prepared to vote away his
own and constituents’ birth-right for a system
like this. He thought the whole matter should
be inferred to the people for their
consideration; and that the Government had
been wanting in their duty in not speaking
upon a subject of such great importance as that
embraced in the paragraphs
under
consideration.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval] denounced in
scathing terms the conduct of those who, in
allowing themselves to be influenced by
personal ambition and partisan prejudice,
opposed what was calculated to bring about a
new and glorious era for the country. Such did
not deserve the name of statesmen. He, for
one, was willing to confront the great question
now before the country, and to set aside all
minor considerations, in considering that
which was devised to meet the present
exigencies of the Province. He denied the
statement of the hon. member for Brome
[Christopher Dunkin], to the effect that there
had been no agitation in regard to
constitutional questions within the past few
years.
He proceeded to denounce the manner in
which the Rouge members had got up
meetings in their constituencies, with
prepared resolutions, to surprise the good
faith of those whom they represented, for the
purpose of extorting from them a partial
expression of opinion against Confederation,
which expressions in reality amounted to
nothing. For his own part, and with regard to
the meeting held in his county of Laval, he
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defied the Rouges to say that the leading
opponents of Confederation in Montreal had
not had full and due notice of it. He had
explained the reasons for the adoption of
Confederation, at that meeting, as also all the
pros. and cons. and his county had given him
carte blanche to act on the question according to
his judgment. The hon. gentleman then
glanced at the general progress of the country
since the Union. He had spoken before his
constituents upon the contemplated changes;
and was favorable to Confederation which
would give us a high rank among nations.
The question was again put on the twelfth
paragraph.
12. That we receive from His Excellency, with the most
profound attention, the announcement,—
That a careful consideration of the general position of
British North America induced the conviction that the
circumstances of the times afforded the opportunity not
merely for the settlement of a question of Provincial
politics, but also for the simultaneous creation of a new
nationality,—
That preliminary negotiations were opened by His
Excellency with the Lieutenant Governors of the other
Provinces of British North America, and that the result
was that a meeting was held at Quebec, in the month of
October last, composed of delegates from those Colonies,
representing all shades of political party in their several
communities, nominated by the Lieutenant Governors of
their respective Provinces, who assembled here, with the
sanction of the Crown and at His Excellency’s invitation,
to confer with the members of the Canadian Ministry on
the possibility of effecting a Union of all the Provinces of
British North America,—
That this Conference, after lengthened deliberations,
arrived at the conclusion that a Federal Union of these
Provinces was feasible and desirable, and the result of its
labors is a plan of Constitution for the proposed Union,
embodied in a series of resolutions, which, with other
papers relating to the subject, His Excellency has directed
to be laid before us,—
And that the general design of a Union and the particular
plan by which it is proposed to carry that intention into
effect, have both received the cordial approbation of the
Imperial Government. 29

29
30

Jean-Baptiste-Éric Dorion [Drummond &
Arthabaska] asked that the members be called
in.
This was done, and a division took place, which
resulted in the paragraph being carried, viz: 70
yeas, 17 nays.
The thirteenth paragraph—
13. That inasmuch as an Imperial Act of Parliament will be
necessary in order to give effect to the contemplated
Union of the Colonies, we are gratified to learn from His
Excellency that he has been officially informed by the
Secretary of State that Her Majesty’s Ministers will be
prepared to introduce a Bill for that purpose into the
Imperial Parliament so soon as they shall have been
notified that the proposal has received the sanction of the
Legislatures representing the several Provinces affected
by it.30

—was carried on the same division.
The question having been put on the fourteenth—
14. That His Excellency may rest assured that in giving our
attention to this subject, the importance of which, to
ourselves and our descendants, it is impossible to
exaggerate, we shall bestow upon it our calm, earnest and
impartial consideration.

John Macdonald [Toronto West] said the
period had arrived for some solution of the
difficulties that had beset us. He did not, in
general, believe in coalitions, considering that
a purely party government was necessary for
the carrying on of the government of the
country. If this scheme should be found
calculated to end our difficulties it would
deserve all the members’ support and would
receive his. But if he found that the scheme
was likely to entail greater than our present
difficulties, it would meet with his opposition.
The construction of the Intercolonial Railroad
would entail upon this Province an
expenditure which would be in no way
commensurate with the advantages to be
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derived from it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Macdonald [Toronto West]—Then the
construction of this railroad would
necessitate, in the western portion of the
country, the opening up of the north-west
territory.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Macdonald [Toronto West]—The
measure proposed should certainly be
submitted to the people for their
consideration. If there was any conviction that
this scheme would not receive the sanction of
the country it ought not to be pressed by the
Government. He believed that if the measure
would commend itself to the good sense of the
people they would support it, and, therefore,
the advocates of Confederation could have no
reasonable objection to its going to the
country, which should be allowed to
pronounce upon the measure itself, and not
upon the mere amendment. He did not wish
to be understood as inimical to any measure
that would settle our sectional difficulties. He
only wanted the matter involving a change of
our constitution referred to the country for its
sanction. He would also say that the
Government deserved great credit for the
promptitude with which it had acted in taking
means for the prevention of the recurrence of
such acts as the raids upon the American
frontier.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The fourteenth paragraph—
14. That His Excellency may rest assured that in giving our
attention to this subject, the importance of which, to
ourselves and our descendants, it is impossible to
exaggerate, we shall bestow upon it our calm, earnest and
impartial consideration.31

—was then carried.

15. That we receive with deference the expression of His
Excellency’s conviction, that with the public men of British
North America it now rests to decide whether the vast
tract of country which they inhabit shall be consolidated
into a State, combining within its areas all the elements of
National greatness, providing for the security of its
component parts, and contributing to the strength and
stability of the Empire, or whether the several Provinces
of which it is constituted shall remain in their present
fragmentary and isolated condition, comparatively
powerless for mutual aid, incapable of undertaking their
proper share of Imperial responsibility.32

Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said he
believed it was but courtesy to the Crown to
reply in some sense or other to every
paragraph of the speech. One of his honorable
friends moved an amendment, the effect of
which was to attack the scheme, and he (Mr.
H.) had signified his disapprobation of the
scheme by voting for the amendment.
If any other hon. member had made another
motion in to the address, he (Mr. H.) should
also have voted for it; but could not reconcile
it to his sense of propriety simply to negative
only one paragraph of the speech. He believed
we were bound by usage and English
Parliamentary practice to respond, as he had
said before, in some sense or other, to every
paragraph of the speech.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The fifteenth paragraph—
15. That we receive with deference the expression of His
Excellency’s conviction, that with the public men of British
North America it now rests to decide whether the vast
tract of country which they inhabit shall be consolidated
into a State, combining within its areas all the elements of
National greatness, providing for the security of its
component parts, and contributing to the strength and
stability of the Empire, or whether the several Provinces
of which it is constituted shall remain in their present
fragmentary and isolated condition, comparatively
powerless for mutual aid, incapable of undertaking their
proper share of Imperial responsibility.33

The question having been put on the fifteenth—

31
32
33
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—was then carried on the same division.34
The sixteenth and last paragraph—
16. And that we unite with His Excellency in the fervent
prayer, that in the discussion of an issue of such moment,
our minds may be guided to conclusions which shall
redound to the honour of our Sovereign, and to the
welfare of Her subjects.35

—was carried unanimously.
The address having thus been adopted as a whole—
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] then moved
That the resolutions just passed be referred to a select
Committee, consisting of Messrs. Robitaille, Haultain,
Dufresne (Montcalm), Jones (South Leeds), and Stirton in
order to draft a reply to the Speech from the Throne, based
on the said resolutions.

Carried.
Théodore Robitaille [Bonaventure], from the
Select Committee, then reported the draft of the
Address which was read and ordered to be
engrossed.
MAY IT PLEASE YOUJR EXCELLENCY:
We, Her Majesty's dutiful and loyal subjects, the
Commons of Canada, in Provincial Parliament assembled,
humbly thank Your Excellency for Your Gracious Speech
at the opening of the present Session of the Provincial
Parliament.
We share with Your Excellency the desire to express our
thankfulness to a beneficent Providence, that in calling us
together to resume the performance of our constitutional
duties, Your Excellency is enabled to congratulate us on
the general prosperity and contentment of the people of
this Province, and the continuance to us of the inestimable
blessing of Peace.
We deeply regret that outrages have been committed on
the commerce and territory of the United States of
America by persons who, after the perpetration of these
have acts, sought refuge on Canadian soil.

34
35

We learn with satisfaction that in order to prevent the
organization of any such enterprises within this Province,
and also to enable Your Excellency to discharge, in an
effective manner, your duties towards a neighboring
power on terms of friendship with Her Majesty, Your
Excellency has seen fit to organize a system of detective
Police on the frontier line of the United States, and that
with the same design Your Excellency has called out for
permanent duty a portion of the Volunteer Force of the
Province.
We receive with much interest the information, that
similar considerations have suggested the propriety of
arming the Executive Government with stronger power
than it now possesses for dealing with persons, who,
while availing themselves of the right of asylum which
has always been allowed on British soil to political
refugees from all foreign countries, may be unmindful of
the implied obligations which, by their residence amongst
us, they contract to obey our laws and to respect the
declared policy of our Sovereign; and any Bill framed for
that purpose, which Your Excellency may cause to be laid
before us, shall receive our early consideration.
We are happy to be informed of the zeal and alacrity
displayed by the members of the Volunteer force when
called upon to turn out for active service; and that we are
proud to feel, with Your Excellency, that their conduct
shows that the present population of Canada has not
degenerated from the manly virtues which characterize
the races from which it derives its origin, and that it May
be relied on, under all circumstances, to respond to the call
of duty, either for the maintenance of internal order, or to
repel foreign aggression.
We learn with pleasure that the Commissioners appointed
under the provisions of the second chapter of the
Consolidated Statutes of Lower Canada to frame a Civil
Code, and also a Code of Civil Procedure for Lower
Canada, have completed the former part of their duty; that
the results of their labours will be laid before us, and that
Your Excellency is informed that the Code of Civil
Procedure is in a very advanced state.
We believe, with Your Excellency, that the completion of
the Codification of the Civil Law, in both French and
English, cannot fail to be of great benefit to the inhabitants
of Lower Canada, by enabling the people of all origins to
read, in their own languages, the Civil Law under which
they live, and which hitherto has only been accessible in a
language which is not the mother tongue of a portion of
the people whose civil rights are regulated by it.
We are aware that the expenditure rendered necessary by
calling out the Volunteers for active service, and which
was unforeseen when the Estimates of the current year
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were agreed to, must necessitate a supplementary vote for
that service; and the estimate for this purpose, which Your
Excellency may direct to be laid before us, shall receive
our prompt attention.

And that the general design of a Union, and the particular
plan by which it is proposed to carry that intention into
effect, have both received the cordial approbation of the
Imperial Government.

We are happy to learn that Your Excellency finds yourself
in a position to inform us that the financial legislation of
the last Session has been attended with beneficial results,
and that the Revenue has largely increased, and there has
been a contemporaneous extension of the trade of the
Province.

Inasmuch as an Imperial Act of Parliament will be
necessary in order to give effect to the contemplated
Union of the Colonies, we are gratified to learn from Your
Excellency, that you have been officially informed by the
Secretary of State, that Her Majesty's Ministers will be
prepared to introduce a Bill for that purpose into the
Imperial Parliament, so soon as they shall have been
notified that the proposal has received the sanction of the
Legislatures representing the several Provinces affected
by it.

The Estimates for the next financial year, which Your
Excellency has directed to be laid before us, shall receive
our most careful consideration, and we do not doubt that
we shall find that they have been framed with a due
attention to economy combined with efficiency.
We have not ceased to bear in mind, that at the close of the
last Session of Parliament, Your Excellency graciously
informed us, that it was your intention, in conjunction
with your Ministers, to prepare and submit to us a
measure for the solution of the constitutional problem, the
discussion of which has for some years agitated this
Province.
We receive from Your Excellency, with the most profound
attention, the announcement,—
That a careful consideration of the general position of
British North America induced the conviction, that the
circumstances of the times afforded the opportunity, not
merely for the settlement of a question of Provincial
polities, but also for the simultaneous creation of a new
Nationality;—
That preliminary negotiations were opened by Your
Excellency with the Lieutenant Governors of the other
Provinces of British North America, and that the result
was that a meeting was held at Quebec, in the month of
October last, composed of delegates from those Colonies,
representing all shades of political party in their several
communities, nominated by the Lieutenant Governors of
their respective Provinces, who assembled here, with the
sanction of the Crown, and at Your Excellency's invitation,
to confer with the members of the Canadian Ministry on
the possibility of effecting a Union of all the Provinces of
British North America.
That this Conference, after lengthened deliberations,
arrived at the conclusion that a Federal Union of these
Provinces was feasible and desirable, and the result of its
labors is a plan of Constitution for the proposed Union,
embodied in a series of resolutions, which, with other
papers relating to the subject, Your Excellency has
directed to be laid before us:—

Your Excellency may rest assured that in giving our
attention to this subject, the importance of which, to
ourselves and to our descendants, it is impossible to
exaggerate, we shall bestow upon it our calm, earnest and
impartial consideration.
We receive with deference the expression of Your
Excellency's conviction, that with the public men of British
North America it now rests to decide whether the vast
tract of country which they inhabit shall be consolidated
into a State, combining within its area all the elements of
National greatness, providing for the security of its
component parts, and contributing to the strength and
stability of the Empire; or whether the several Provinces
of which it is constituted shall remain in their present
fragmentary and isolated condition, comparatively
powerless for mutual aid, and incapable of undertaking
their proper share of Imperial responsibility.
And we unite with Your Excellency in the fervent prayer,
that in the discussion of an issue of such moment, our
minds may be guided to conclusions which shall redound
to the honor of our Sovereign, and to the welfare of Her
subjects.36

The formal resolution to the effect that the Address
be presented to His Excellency by the whole House,
and that His Excellency’s pleasure as to the time of
receiving the Address be ascertained, were then
carried.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] then informed the House that
His Excellency [Viscount Monck] would be
prepared to receive the Address to-morrow
(Tuesday) at half-past three o’clock p.m.
The House then, at 11 p.m., adjourned.

36
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answer to the Speech of His Excellency to both
Houses of the Legislature, to which His
Excellency [Viscount Monck] was pleased to
make the following answer:—
Mr. Speaker and Gentlemen of the Legislative Assembly:
I thank you for this Address. I am happy to hear that you
are prepared to enter at once upon the discussion of the
several important subjects that I have submitted to you.

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
TUEsday,
January 24, 18651

At the hour appointed, Mr. Speaker and the
House attended upon His Excellency the
Governor General [Viscount Monck], with the
Address of the House.
And being returned;

M

r. Speaker reported, that the House had
attended
upon
His
Excellency
[Viscount Monck] with their Address in

1

Source: Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 23.
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different Provinces of British North America, including
Columbia and Vancouver’s Island, on the subject of the
proposed Confederation of the said Provinces.2

Carried.

Friday,
January 27, 1865 3

Confederation of the Provinces

T

he Speaker read a message from His
Excellency the Governor General
[Viscount Monck], laying before the House the
formal resolutions adopted at the Quebec
Conference; also, the correspondence on the subject
with the Imperial Government, and with the other
British Provinces.4

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
Thursday,
January 26, 1865 1

Confederation of the Provinces

A

ntoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] moved

For an Address to His Excellency the Governor General,
for copies of all correspondence had, either with the
Imperial Government or with the Governments of the

1
2
3
4

On motion of John A. Macdonald [Kingston,
Attorney-General West], it was resolved
That 3,000 copies in English, and 1,500 copies in French be
printed for the use of members.

Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—May I
ask if these papers are sent in answer to the
address moved yesterday, or are there any
additional papers yet to come down?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said they were not sent down
in answer to the address, but were the
documents referred to in His Excellency’s
[Viscount Monck] Speech. He was not sure
whether there were any other papers on the
subject.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] said it
had been stated that there was some
correspondence relative to the Western
Colonies, Vancouver’s Island, and British
Columbia, which was yet to be brought down.

Source: “Provincial Parliament,” [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Jan. 27, 1865).
The correspondence was also presented to the Legislative Council and can be found reprinted there in full, p. A:4.
Source: “Provincial Parliament,” [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Jan. 28, 1865).
Supra footnote 2.
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John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said he was not aware of any
other papers, but if there were any, they would
be brought down in answer to the address. 5
The subject then dropped.

Monday,
January 30, 1865 6

Seat of Government

F

rançois Bourassa [St. Johns] asked
whether it is the intention of the
Government to remove the seat of government
to Ottawa this spring or during the present
year?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—It is the intention of the
Government to remove the seat of government
to Ottawa.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

5
6

Unconfirmed reference.
Source: “Provincial Parliament”, [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Jan. 31, 1865).
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P art I I
The

CONFEDERATION
DEBATES

FEBRUARY 3 – MARCH 18, 1865

“There it is before you, you shall take, or you shall leave it; and that, too, as it is; not one jot or title may
you alter. The compact is of five parties, and the alteration by one party destroys the whole.”
-

Legislative Assembly, Thomas D’Arcy McGee, February 9, 1865.1

I

n the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada, Thomas D’Arcy McGee’s speech closed a week of
evening Ministerial explanations on uniting the British North American colonies.2 The proceedings had
formally begun a week earlier, on Friday February 3, in the Legislative Council of Canada, with a motion
for an Address on confederation moved by Étienne-Pascal Taché (the titular head of the Coalition Ministry,
Legislative Councillor appointed in 1848),3 and an identical motion, on the same day, in the Legislative
Assembly moved by John A. Macdonald (Attorney General, Canada West). 4 In both chambers, the
following motion initiated the “Confederation Debates”:
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty, praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a measure to be submitted
to the Imperial Parliament for the purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and
Prince Edward Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the following Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the city of Quebec, on the 10 th of October, 1864…5

It was a sign of the seriousness with which the motion was taken that on February 6, shortly before John
A. Macdonald rose in the Assembly to deliver his opening ministerial speech, an opposition member, Mr.
Cameron, proposed that a written record be made of the debate.6 The verbatim record of the debates of the

1
2

3

4

5

6

Morning Chronicle (Feb. 10, 1865).
Confederation Debates (Feb. 9, 1865), pp. 527-561; the full week of ministerial speeches began on Feb. 6 and ends on Feb. 9, 1865, pp.
421-561.
See Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada, 1865, pp. 69-75. The motion along with the Quebec Resolutions are
translated into French in the Journaux de l'Assemblée législative de la Province du Canada, 1865, pp. 69-75.
See Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada, 1865, pp. 67-73. The French translation can also be found in the
Journaux de l'Assemblée législative de la Province du Canada, 1865, pp. 67-73.
The full text of the Quebec Resolutions consists of the latter half of this motion, and are omitted here. For the full text, see pp. 413418.
Confederation Debates (Feb. 6, 1865), p. 2332.
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British House of Commons, known as Hansard, had existed since around 1810, 7 but there was not yet any
Canadian parallel.8 Members of the public who wished to keep abreast of the debates in the Legislative
Council and the Legislative Assembly were able to do so, somewhat imperfectly, by relying upon the
reports printed in various newspapers, which published accounts that tended to be more detailed for the
speeches delivered by members who were of the same party as that particular newspaper (some prominent
members owned their own newspapers, which could be relied upon to publish detailed records of their
owners’ speeches).
The record, reported by Hunter, Rose & Co. (henceforth referred to the “1865 edition”), only began after
the Ministry referred Mr. Cameron’s proposal to the Joint Committee on Printing, and was endorsed. 9 It
was not until nearly halfway through the debates in the Legislative Council, and well after the opening
week of Ministerial speeches in the Legislative Assembly, that Hunter, Rose & Co.’s services were formally
acquired and began producing transcripts of the debates. 10 According to a resolution adopted at the Joint
Committee on Printing, the legislature permitted members who have spoken on the floor of the legislature
to edit, within 24 hours, the transcripts of their own speeches, and presumably submit transcripts of those
speeches already given in the chamber.11
A comparison with contemporary newspapers shows, in these early speeches, the 1865 edition closely
mirrors the style found in newspaper debates like the Morning Chronicle and the Montreal Gazette,
suggesting that those editors relied heavily upon their own copies of these newspapers to reconstruct these
particular parts of the debates. Speeches, notably Sir Étienne Pascale Taché’s (Feb. 3), for example, closely
resemble the record publicly available in contemporaneous newspaper records at the time, while others
like those of John A. Macdonald (Feb. 6), George Brown (Feb. 8), and Thomas D’Arcy McGee’s (Feb. 9)
show signs of extensive editing when compared to these contemporaneous newspaper accounts. Part of
what scholars and Canadian courts have considered amongst the most influential passages in the
confederation debates may not actually be what was strictly said in the legislature.
The present volume is unique in several ways. First, the present editors have made the full debates
between February 3 to March 14, 1865, covered in 1865 edition, available in print once again. The full 1865
edition has been unfortunately out-of-print for some time,12 and has now with the present edition been
reformatted and made available once more for modern audiences. A complete list of the updated
formatting can be found at the conclusion of the general introduction of this series. Second, it seems that
reporters for the 1865 edition attended only sessions where the debate on the Address to Her Majesty
resumed and ceased when the sittings adjourned. Debates that relate to confederation but raised elsewhere
in the legislature were unfortunately excluded from that edition. The present volume has fully recovered
all debates relevant to confederation between February 3 up to March 18 (an additional four days) by
extensively consulting contemporary newspaper reports. For the first time, these newspaper reports are
now available in the present volume, and readers can find them not only as they appear throughout the

7

8

9
10
11
12

In 1810, Thomas Curson Hansard acquired a parliamentary reporting business from William Cobbett. It was this year that
Hansard’s Parliamentary Debates was founded. However, Hansard did not become the official reporting until 1909. For the history
of Parliamentary reporting, see John Vice and Stephen Farrell’s The History of Hansard (Published by House of Lords Hansard and
the House of Lords Library, 2017), p. 5.
For the history of parliamentary reporting in the Province of Canada, see Elizabeth Nish’s Canadian Hansard: Interpreting the
Canadian Parliamentary Press During the Period of the Canadian Union (PhD Dissertation at McGill University, Department of History,
1971).
See the Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (Feb. 9, 1865), p. 90.
See “Appendix No. 1” in the Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada, pp. A1-A5.
Supra no. 10.
An exception to this is Peter Waite’s abridged edition of the confederation debates. Yet, as we noted in the introduction to this
whole book series, the chief setback to Waite’s edition is that it makes available only one twelfth of the entire total word count.
See The Confederation debates in the Province of Canada, 1865: a selection (Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1963).
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volumes but selections of them in the Appendix of this book series. And finally, we have also included in
the Appendix the 1865 edition’s opening week of Ministerial speeches found in those newspapers. We
believe readers will find this contrast instructive as it shows the extent to which the 1865 edition was edited
by members themselves.13
The opening speeches and debates on confederation, which lasted until mid-February in the Upper
House, and until mid-March 1865 in the Lower House, are the best-known of the larger set of debates that
took place in the parliament of the Province of Canada on topics relating to the union of Britain’s North
American provinces, and now, equipped with transcripts of every relevant newspaper reporting on the
topic of confederation in this period, readers have the complete collection of speeches made in the Canadian
legislature on the topic of confederation.
In the Legislative Council, the Address to Her Majesty initiated two-and-half weeks of parliamentary
debate on confederation, starting with Sir Étienne Pascale Taché’s speech on the “comprehensive”14
features of the proposed Quebec Scheme, on February 3, and the Ministry’s second speech by Alexander
Campbell, who was Commissioner of Crown Lands (elected in 1858), speaking on February 6, on the
composition of the proposed appointed upper chamber; followed, each day, with speeches from the leading
supporters and opponents to confederation.
The debates in the Legislative Council, as those in the Legislative Assembly, were almost completely
dominated by members favouring confederation. More time and more speakers spoke in favour of
confederation than in opposition to it. The debates in the Legislative Council are, however, unique, in that
opposition was almost exclusively concerned against rendering once again the Upper Chamber
nominative. The Quebec Scheme proposed a return to the nominative principle as it existed in the earliest
days of responsible government in 1848-1849,15 but without undoing the conventions of responsible
government that developed in key moments since. 16 A small faction, consisting of elected legislative
councillors,17 consistently defended the view that voting for the Quebec resolutions would constitute a
‘breach of trust’ of the constituencies that had elected them, effectively taking away, they argued, an
elective power that had been vested in the hands of local constituencies – what one councillor ominously
called ‘a retrograde step.’18
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Refer to Appendix B in Volume III of this book series.
Morning Chronicle (Feb. 6, 1865).
Resolution no. 11. “The Members of the Legislative Council shall be appointed by the Crown under the Great Seal of the General
Government, and shall hold office during life; if any Legislative Councillor shall, for two consecutive sessions of Parliament, fail
to give his attendance in the said Council, his seat shall thereby become vacant.” See Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions,
including several never-published preliminary drafts by George Brown and John A. Macdonald (CCF, 2021).
The calls for reform of the Legislative Council from English Lower Canada and Upper Canada in 1849 may have been the most
influential in eventually amending the constitution of the upper chamber and rendering it elective, at least initially. The stacking
of the upper chamber with partisans by the Lafontaine-Baldwin Ministry, which was vital in passing the Rebellion Losses Bill for
Lower Canada certainly played a role not only in the Montreal riots in 1849 but in also moving English Canadians to call for
reform. But the question of reforming the chamber had found earlier a voice with French Lower Canadians before the union of
the Canadas in 1840. French Lower Canadians saw the legislative council as a stronghold of Tories and the family compact. For
useful introductions, see Adam Shortt, and Sir Arthur G. Doughty, Canada and its Provinces: United Canada (Brook & Co., 1914);
Martin Wight, The Development of the Legislative Council, 1606-1945 (Faber & Faber, 1946); but certainly none more important than
W.P.M. Kennedy, The Constitution of Canada: An Introduction to its Development and Law (Oxford University Press, 1922). Also, Lord
Elgin’s correspondence to Earl Grey: “Elgin to Earl Grey, April 30 th 1849” in W.P.M. Kennedy’s Constitutional Documents of Canada
(1930), pp. 501-505, and Francis Hincks, “Canadian Affairs”, in (London) The Times (Jun. 20, 1849). See also An Act to provide for
the Indemnification of parties in Lower Canada, whose property was destroyed during the Rebellion in the years one thousand eight hundred
and thirty-seven, and one thousand eight hundred and thirty-eight. (Also known and referred to as the Rebellion Losses Bill or the
Indemnification Bill (L.C.)) (12 Vic., C. 58).
Not all elected legislative councilors opposed the return to the nominative principle in the Upper Chamber. Some elected
councilors did vote in support of the resolutions on Feb. 20, 1865.
See Confederation Debates (Feb. 13, 1865), p. 175.
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While the legislative council debates were short lived (the Address to Her Majesty passed in merely two
weeks), they were not inconsequential, nor were the interventions led by these councillors without possible
consequence. The upper chamber could prove obstructionist if and when a sufficient number of councillors
were convinced to vote against a measure, in this case the confederation resolutions, even if obstruction
was only temporarily – as it had been with the resistance (and delay of one legislative year) to proposed
amendments to its constitution in 1853 and again in 1854. 19 All of which in 1865 could prove even more
difficult given the sensitivities of time and the broader momentum the Coalition Ministry was seeking.
From 1856, the composition of the upper chamber was rendered elective, and reformed with largely a
view of rendering that chamber more locally influential and once more an effective institutional check
within the parliamentary system. 20 It held a prominent role in the machinery of parliament, but despite its
elected constitution (with weighty property qualifications 21 and an indemnification scheme 22), a certain
public disdain for its past was still being held against it. Efforts to distinguish those elected not as “Elected
Councillors” but as “Senators” interestingly begun in the late-1850s, and proposals to decrease the role of
appointed councillors in the process of legislation settled on party lines – with conservatives choosing
upholding the rightful place of councillors in cabinet, and liberal-reformers promoting the higher status of
elected representatives in both chambers. 23 The Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by
rendering the same Elective (1856)24 provided the Legislative Council over four years with 48 elected
councillors (with the first round of elections cycling in every year, 12 members at time, for terms of 8 years),
along with provisions to permit former life appointments to be carried out. 25 In 1865, 48 elected councillors
and an additional 21 nominated legislative council were carrying out their life appointments. 26
In the Legislative Assembly, the motion opened a week-long series of evening Ministerial speeches, and
a month-long series of debates on confederation. Ministers first rose, one after the other, following the
House’s return from the dinner recess, and spoke for hours in front of “crowded galleries” on the key
features of the government’s confederation scheme. According to the Montreal Gazette, on February 6,
Macdonald “opened up the debate in a speech marked by his usual great ability.” 27 He was followed, the
next evening, by two ministers: George-Étienne Cartier, at that point the Attorney-General for Canada East,
and Alexander Tilloch Galt, the Minister of Finance. George Brown, at the time serving as the president of
the Executive Council, addressed the House on February 8. And, the series of ministerial orations
concluded with the delivery of a speech by Agriculture Minister Thomas D’Arcy McGee’s on the evening
of February 9.
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See the “Reconstituted British Debates for 1854: Amendment to the Union Act, 1840,” (Jun. 15, 1854).
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Supra no. 21.
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John A. Macdonald’s opening speech proved amongst the most seminal events in the legislative session,
as it outlined the overarching principles of the proposed scheme: the precedents between England and
Scotland for thinking about jurisdictional divisions within the British Empire, American constitutionalism,
sovereignty as conceived by Hallam,28 and the general reasoning behind the composition of the Upper
Legislative Chamber and the division of powers. According to the Montreal Gazette, Cartier “followed…
with one of those vigorous speeches which he is wont to assail the ranks of political opponents,” 29 speaking
against American dependence on the “will of the… mob” and the prosperity and good government
possible under the Monarchical principle, and the protection for the new province for Lower Canada and
for minorities therein.30 Galt covered an extensive review of the general “financial, commercial”
components and the fairness of the proposed scheme to all the colonies. Brown gave a four-and-a-half-hour
speech with a “peculiar Upper Canada bearing,” and with his “customary form and ability” on the
composition of the Upper Chamber, and the fairness of representation by population as well as the
proposed division of powers, especially in regard to local fiscal responsibility for local works. 31 McGee’s
oration, according to the Morning Chronicle “place[d] the question before the House and the country for
adjudication…” issuing a poetic sentiment in favor of confederation. 32
The Address to Her Majesty in the Legislative Assembly adjourned for one week, to allow, in John A.
Macdonald’s words, “a reasonable time for the country to judge of the case as presented by the
Government”33 – as noted by the editors of the conservative Morning Chronicle, to provide “time for
members to confer with their constituents, or prepare themselves by acquiring, if necessary, a more
intimate knowledge of the details of the scheme.” 34 The week-long break meant that by the time the
legislature had reconvened, the Canadian public would have the advantage to have consumed reports of
the ministerial speeches, which were being “sold out”. 35
Debates on the Address to Her Majesty resumed on Thursday February 16, with a rousing speech led by
the opposition leader Antoine A. Dorion, followed by a full week of mostly pro-confederation speeches. A.
A. Dorion’s speech raised every contentious topic, subjecting the scheme to a critical examination from the
federal nominative composition of the Upper Chamber, to questioning the expenditures of the proposed
intercolonial railway and military, and exposing issues in representation by population and guarantees for
Protestant and Catholic minorities.
The next three consecutive evenings from Monday February 20 to Wednesday February 22, supporters
of confederation took the floor. Henri Joly, on February 20, examined the proposed scheme by comparing
it favorably to eminent works on government by Lord Brougham, Macaulay and other constitutional
experts. Hector Langevin (Solicitor General for Canada East), on Tuesday February 21, provided the
Ministry’s lengthy response to A. A. Dorion’s speech, focusing primarily on representation by population,
the division of powers, and notably on the provisions for marriage and divorce. John Rose, on Wednesday
February 22, spoke at length on the civil war in the U.S., military defense and the division of powers. If the
opposition was deliberately obstructing an expeditious vote on the resolutions, the ministry was certainly
helping them delay it.
Anti-confederationists resumed on Thursday February 23, first with Alexander Morris’ speech
questioning the scheme’s promises on representation by population, the constitution of the upper chamber,
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See Confederation Debates (Feb. 3, 1865), p. XX.
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and expenses related to intercolonial railway. Friday evening, speeches opened once more with proconfederationist Leonidas Burwell defending the proposed changes to the composition of the Upper House
and the division of powers, and a speech by Matthew Cameron, the second anti-confederationist of the
week, before ending with two additional speeches in favor of confederation by William McGiverin and
Joseph Bellerose.
For ten additional evenings, speeches on the topic of confederation were given, with supporters of
confederation far outnumbering opponents. However, some of the most seminal moments of the debates
occurred in this period: the lengthy defense of Confederation by Joseph Cauchon (March 2); the results of
the New Brunswick general election (March 6); John A. Macdonald’s invocation of the ‘question be now
put’ motion, effectively signaling the coming end of the debates (March 7); the debate between George
Brown and Luther Holton on representation by population (March 7); the debate between John Sandfield
Macdonald and John A. Macdonald on the allocation of the power of interest to the federal government
(March 7); and the final vote on the Address to Her Majesty on March 10, 1865.
While the Coalition Ministry had a secure majority in the Provincial legislature, the Confederation
scheme was not assured. The Ministry managed to avoid suffering any serious setbacks during the
legislative debates, but the unexpected electoral defeats of New Brunswick’s pro-confederation liberals,
and the reports of decreased Imperial funding for the defence and fortification of British North America,
both in the early days of March, nearly sapped momentum for confederation. The Ministry, however, was
composed of the most ambitious and best speakers of the Assembly, and the speeches between March 6
and 7, in the broader context, are amongst some of the most seminal and timely of this period. But while
an overwhelming majority in the legislature continued to speak in favor of confederation than against it,
and the Quebec Resolutions (1864) passed without any amendments, confederation was still uncertain. The
Coalition Ministry faced several formidable obstacles in the weeks and months ahead: the ending of the
American civil war, the cancellation of the reciprocity treaty with the United States, arduous negotiations
with the Imperial Ministry in London over fortifications of British North America and loans for
intercolonial railway project, and the near abandonment of the confederation scheme in all the Maritime
Provinces.
-

Charles Dumais and Michael J. Scott
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1. The best interests and present and future prosperity of
British North America will be promoted by a Federal
Union under the Crown of Great Britain, provided such
Union can be effected on principles just to the several
Provinces.
2. In the Federation of the British North American
Provinces, the system of Government best adapted under
existing circumstances to protect the diversified interest of
the several Provinces, and secure efficiency, harmony and
permanency in the working of the Union, would be a
General Government, charged with matters of common
interest to the whole country: and Local Governments for
each of the Canadas, and for the Provinces of Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island, charged with
the control of local matters in their respective sections.
Provision being made for the admission into the Union, on
equitable terms, of Newfoundland, the North-West
Territory, British Columbia and Vancouver.
3. In framing a Constitution for the General Government,
the Conference, with a view to the perpetuation of our
connection with the Mother Country, and the promotion
of the best interest of the people of these Provinces, desire
to follow the model of the British Constitution, so far as
our circumstances will permit.

Debates of
The

Legislative
council

4. The Executive Authority or Government shall be vested
in the Sovereign of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Ireland, and be administered according to the wellunderstood principles of the British Constitution, by the
Sovereign personally, or by the Representative of the
Sovereign duly authorized.
5. The Sovereign or Representative of the Sovereign shall
be Commander-in-Chief of the Land and Naval Militia
Forces.

FRIday,
february 3, 1865

tienne

Pascal Taché [Canada East,
1848, Premier, Minister of
Militia, and Receiver General] moved,

Éappointed

“That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
following Resolutions, which were adopted at a
Conference of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at
the city of Quebec, on the 10th of October, 1864:”

6. There shall be a General Legislature or Parliament for
the Federated Provinces, composed of a Legislative
Council and a House of Commons.
7. For the purpose of forming the Legislative Council, the
Federated Provinces shall be considered as consisting of
three divisions: 1st, Upper Canada; 2nd, Lower Canada;
3rd, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward
Island; each division with an equal representation in the
Legislative Council.
8. Upper Canada shall be represented in the Legislative
Council by 24 Members, Lower Canada by 24 Members,
and the three Maritime Provinces by 24 Members, of
which Nova Scotia shall have 10, New Brunswick 10, and
Prince Edward Island 4 Members.
9. The Colony of Newfoundland shall be entitled to enter
the proposed Union, with a representation in the
Legislative Council of 4 Members.
10. The North-West Territory, British Columbia and

(pp. 1-13 in the primary document)
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Vancouver shall be admitted into the Union on such terms
and conditions as the Parliament of the Federated
Provinces shall deem equitable, and as shall receive the
assent of Her Majesty; and in the case of the Province of
British Columbia or Vancouver, as shall be agreed to by
the Legislature of such Province.

Upper Canada
Lower Canada
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
Newfoundland
Prince Edward Island

82
65
19
15
8
5

11. The Members of the Legislative Council
•

(p. 2)

shall be appointed by the Crown under the Great Seal of
the General Government, and shall hold office during life:
if any Legislative Councillor shall, for two consecutive
sessions of Parliament, fail to give his attendance in the
said Council, his seat shall thereby become vacant.
12. The Members of the Legislative Council shall be British
subjects by birth or naturalization, of the full age of thirty
years, shall possess a continuous real property
qualification of four thousand dollars over and above all
encumbrances, and shall be and continue worth that sum
over and above their debts and liabilities, but in the case
of Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, the property
may be either real or personal.
13. If any question shall arise as to the qualification of a
Legislative Councillor, the same shall be determined by
the Council.
14. The first selection of the Members of the Legislative
Council shall be made, except as regards Prince Edward
Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various
Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by
the Crown at the recommendation of the General
Executive Government, upon the nomination of the
respective Local Governments, and in such nomination
due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members of
the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province,
so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be
fairly represented.
15. The Speaker of the Legislative Council (unless
otherwise provided by Parliament), shall be appointed by
the Crown from among the Members of the Legislative
Council, and shall hold office during pleasure, and shall
only be entitled to a casting vote on an equality of votes.
16. Each of the twenty-four Legislative Councillors
representing Lower Canada in the Legislative Council of
the General Legislature shall be appointed to represent
one of the twenty-four Electoral Divisions mentioned in
Schedule A of Chapter first of the Consolidated Statutes of
Canada, and such Councillor shall reside or possess his
qualification in the Division he is appointed to represent.
17. The basis of Representation in the House of Commons
shall be Population, as determined by the Official Census
every ten years; and the number of Members at first shall
be 194, distributed as follows:

18. Until the Official Census of 1871 has been made up,
there shall be no change in the number of Representatives
from the several sections.
19. Immediately after the completion of the Census of
1871, and immediately after every decennial census
thereafter, the Representation from each section in the
House of Commons shall be readjusted on the basis of
Population.
20. For the purpose of such readjustments, Lower Canada
shall always be assigned sixty-five Members, and each of
the other sections shall, at each readjustment, receive, for
the ten years then next succeeding, the number of
Members to which it will be entitled on the same ratio of
Representation to Population as Lower Canada will enjoy
according to the Census last taken by having sixty-five
Members.
21. No reduction shall be made in the number of Members
returned by any section, unless its population shall have
decreased, relatively to the population of the whole
Union, to the extent of five per centum.
22. In computing at each decennial period the number of
Members to which each section is entitled, no fractional
parts shall be considered, unless when exceeding one-half
the number entitling to a Member, in which case a
Member shall be given for each such fractional part.
23. The Legislature of each Province shall divide such
Province into the proper number of constituencies, and
define the boundaries of each of them.
24. The Local Legislature of each Province may, from time
to time, alter the Electoral Districts for the purposes of
Representation in such Local Legislature, and distribute
the Representatives to which the Province is entitled in
such Local Legislature, in any manner such Legislature
may see fit.
25. The number of Members may at any time be increased
by the General Parliament,—regard being had to the
proportionate rights then existing.
26. Until provisions are made by the General Parliament,
all the laws which, at that date of the Proclamation
constituting the Union, are in force in the Provinces
respectively, relating to the qualification and
disqualification of any person to be elected, or to sit or
vote as a Member of the Assembly in the said Provinces
respectively; and relating to the qualification or
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disqualification of voters and to the oaths to be taken by
voters, and to Returning Officers and their powers and
duties,—and relating to the proceeding’s at Elections,—
and to the period during which such elections may be
continued—and relating to the Trial of Controverted
Elections and the proceedings incident thereto,—and
relating to the vacating of seats of Members, and to the
issuing and execution of new Writs, in case of any seat
being vacated otherwise than by a dissolution—shall
respectively apply to elections of Members to serve in the
House of Commons, for places situate in those Provinces
respectively.
27. Every House of Commons shall continue for five years
from the day of the return of the writs choosing the same,
and no longer; subject, nevertheless, to be sooner
prorogued or dissolved by the Governor.
28. There shall be a Session of the General Parliament
once, at least, in every year, so that a period of twelve
calendar months shall not intervene between the last
sitting of the General Parliament in one Session, and the
first sitting thereof in the next Session.
•

(p. 3)

29. The General Parliament shall have power to make
Laws for the peace, welfare and good government of the
Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England),
and especially laws respecting the following subjects:—
1. The Public Debt and Property.
2. The regulation of Trade and Commerce.
3. The imposition or regulation of Duties of Customs on
Imports and Exports,—except in Exports of Timber, Logs,
Masts, Spars, Deals and Sawn Lumber from New
Brunswick, and of Coal and other minerals from Nova
Scotia.
4. The imposition or regulation of Excise Duties.
5. The raising of money by all or any other modes or
systems of Taxation.
6. The borrowing of money on the Public Credit.
7. Postal Service.
8. Lines of Steam or other Ships, Railways, Canals and
other works, connecting any two or more of the Provinces
together, or extending beyond the limits of any Province.
9. Lines of Steamships between the Federated Provinces
and other Countries.
10. Telegraph Communication and the Incorporation of
Telegraph Companies.
11. All such works as shall, although lying wholly within
any Province, be specially declared by the Acts
authorizing them to be for the general advantage.
12. The Census.
13. Militia—Military and Naval Service and Defence.
14. Beacons, Buoys and Light Houses.
15. Navigation and Shipping.
16. Quarantine.
17. Sea Coast and Inland Fisheries.
18. Ferries between any Province and a Foreign country,
or between any two Provinces.
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19. Currency and Coinage.
20. Banking—Incorporation of Banks, and the issue of
paper money.
21. Savings Banks.
22. Weights and Measures.
23. Bills of Exchange and Promissory Notes.
24. Interest.
25. Legal Tender.
26. Bankruptcy and Insolvency.
27. Patents of Invention and Discovery.
28. Copy Rights.
29. Indians and Lands reserved for the Indians.
30. Naturalization and Aliens.
31. Marriage and Divorce.
32. The Criminal Law, excepting the Constitution of
Courts of Criminal Jurisdiction, but including the
procedure in Criminal matters.
33. Rendering uniform all or any of the laws relative to
property and civil rights in Upper Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince Edward
Island, and rendering uniform the procedure of all or any
of the Courts in these Provinces; but any statute for this
purpose shall have no force or authority in any Province
until sanctioned by the Legislature thereof.
34. The establishment of a General Court of Appeal for the
Federated Provinces.
35. Immigration.
36. Agriculture.
37. And generally respecting all matters of a general
character, not specially and exclusively reserved for the
Local Governments and Legislatures.
30. The General Government and Parliament shall bare all
powers necessary or proper for performing the
obligations of the Federated Provinces, as part of the
British Empire, to foreign countries arising under Treaties
between Great Britain and such countries.
31. The General Parliament may also, from time to time,
establish additional Courts, and the General Government
may appoint Judges and officers thereof, when the same
shall appear necessary or for the public advantage, in
order to the due execution of the laws of Parliament.
32. All Courts, Judges, and officers of the several
Provinces shall aid, assist and obey the General
Government in the exercise of its rights and powers, and
for such purposes shall be held to be Courts, Judges and
officers of the General Government.
33. The General Government shall appoint and pay the
Judges of the Superior Courts in each Province, and of the
County Courts in Upper Canada, and Parliament shall fix
their salaries.
34. Until the Consolidation of the Laws of Upper Canada,
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island, the Judges of these Provinces appointed
by the General Government, shall be selected from their
respective Bars.
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35. The Judges of the Courts of Lower Canada shall be
selected from the Bar of Lower Canada.
36. The Judges of the Court of Admiralty now receiving
salaries shall be paid by the General Government.
37. The Judges of the Superior Courts shall hold their
offices during good behaviour, and shall be removable
only on the Address of both Houses of Parliament.
38. For each of the Provinces there shall be an Executive
Officer, styled tie Lieutenant Governor, who shall be
appointed by the Governor General in Council, under the
Great Seal of the Federated Provinces, during pleasure:
such pleasure not to be exercised before the expiration of
the first five years, except for cause: such cause to be
communicated in writing to the Lieutenant Governor
immediately after the exercise of the pleasure as aforesaid,
and also by Message to both Houses of Parliament, within
the first week of the first session afterwards.
•
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39. The Lieutenant Governor of each Province shall be
paid by the General Government.
40. In undertaking to pay the salaries of the Lieutenant
Governors, the Conference does not desire to prejudice the
claim of Prince Edward Island upon the Imperial
Government for the amount now paid for the salary of the
Lieutenant Governor thereof.
41. The Local Government and Legislature of each
Province shall be constructed in such manner, as the
existing Legislature of each such Province shall provide.
42. The Local Legislature shall have power to alter or
amend their constitution from time to time.
43. The Local Legislatures shall have power to make laws
respecting the following subjects:
1. Direct taxation, and in New Brunswick the imposition
of Duties on the Export of Timber, Logs, Masts, Spars,
Deals, and Sawn Lumber; and in Nova Scotia, of Coals and
other minerals.
2. Borrowing money on the credit of the Province.
3. The establishment and tenure of local offices, and the
appointment and payment of local officers.
4. Agriculture.
5. Immigration.
6. Education; saving the rights and privileges which the
Protestant or Catholic minority in both Canadas may
possess as to their Denominational Schools at the time
when the Union goes into operation.
7. The sale and management of Public Lands excepting
Lands belonging to the General Government.
8. Sea Coast and Inland Fisheries.
9. The establishment, maintenance and management of
Penitentiaries, and Public and Reformatory Prisons.

10. The establishment, maintenance and management of
Hospitals, Asylums, Charities, and Eleemosynary
Institutions.
11. Municipal Institutions.
12. Shop, Saloon, Tavern, Auctioneer and other Licenses.
13. Local Works.
14. The Incorporation of Private or Local Companies,
except such as relate to matters assigned to the General
Parliament.
15. Property and Civil Rights, excepting those portions
thereof assigned to the General Parliament.
16. Inflicting punishment by fine, penalties, imprisonment
or otherwise, for the breach of laws passed in relation to
any subject within their jurisdiction.
17. The Administration of Justice, including the
Constitution, maintenance and organization of the
Courts,—both of Civil and Criminal Jurisdiction, and
including also the Procedure in Civil matters.
18. And generally all matters of a private or local nature,
not assigned to the General Parliament.
44. The power of respiting, reprieving, and pardoning
Prisoners convicted of crimes, and of commuting and
remitting of sentences in whole or in part, which belongs
of right to the Crown, shall be administered by the
Lieutenant Governor of each Province in Council, subject
to any instructions he may, from time to time, receive from
the General Government, and subject to any provisions
that may be made in this behalf by the General Parliament
45. In regard to all subjects over which jurisdiction belongs
to both the General and Local Legislatures, the laws of the
General Parliament shall control and supersede those
made by the Local Legislature, and the latter shall be void
so far as they are repugnant to, or inconsistent with, the
former.
46. Both the English and French languages may be
employed in the General Parliament and in its
proceedings, and in the Local Legislature of Lower
Canada, and also in the Federal Courts and in the Courts
of Lower Canada.
47. No lands or property belonging to the General or Local
Governments shall be liable to taxation.
48. All Bills for appropriating any part of the Public
Revenue, or for imposing any new Tax or Impost, shall
originate in the House of Commons or House of
Assembly, as the case may be.
49. The House of Commons or House of Assembly shall
not originate or pass any Vote, Resolution. Address or Bill
for the appropriation of any part of the Public Revenue, or
of any Tax or Impost to any purpose, not first
recommended by Message of the Governor General or the
Lieutenant Governor, as the case may be, during the
session in which such Vote, Resolution, Address or Bill is
passed
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50. Any Bill of the General Parliament may be reserved in
the usual manner for Her Majesty’s Assent, and any Bill of
the Local Legislatures may, in like manner, be reserved for
the consideration of the Governor General.
51. Any Bill passed by the General Parliament shall be
subject to disallowance by Her Majesty within two years,
as in the case of Bills passed by the Legislatures of the said
Provinces hitherto; and, in like manner, any Bill passed by
a Local Legislature shall be subject to disallowance by the
Governor General within one year after the passing
thereof.
52. The Seat of Government of the Federated Provinces
shall be Ottawa, subject to the Royal Prerogative.
53. Subject to any future action of the respective Local
Governments, the Seat of the Local Government in Upper
Canada shall be Toronto; of Lower Canada. Quebec; and
the Seats of the Local Governments in the other Provinces
shall be as at present.
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57. All sums due from purchases or lessees of such lands,
mines or minerals at the time of the Union, shall also
belong to the Local Governments.
58. All assets connected with such portions of the public
debt of any Province as are assumed by the Local
Government’s shall also belong to those Governments
respectively.
59. The several Provinces shall retain all other Public
Property therein, subject to the right of the General
Government to assume any Lands or Public Property
required for Fortifications or the Defence of the Country
60. The General Government shall assume all the Debts
and Liabilities of each Province.
61. The Debt of Canada, not specially assumed by Upper
and Lower Canada respectively, shall not exceed, at the
time of the Union, $62,500,000; Nova Scotia shall enter the
Union with a debt not exceeding $8,000,000; and New
Brunswick with a debt not exceeding $7,000,000.

54. All Stocks, Cash, Bankers’ Balances and
•
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Securities for money belonging to each Province at the
time of the Union, except as hereinafter mentioned, shall
belong to the General Government.
55. The following Public Works and Property of each
Province shall belong to the General Government, to
wit:—
1. Canals.
2. Public Harbours.
3. Light Houses and Piers.
4. Steamboats, Dredges and Public Vessels.
5. River and Lake Improvements.
6. Railway and Railway Stocks, Mortgages and other debts
due by Railway Companies.
7. Military Roads.
8. Custom Houses, Post Offices and other Public
Buildings, except such as may be set aside by the General
Government for the use of the Local Legislatures and
Governments.
9. Property transferred by the Imperial Government and
known as Ordnance Property.
10. Armouries, Drill Sheds, Military Clothing and
Munitions of War, and
11. Lands set apart for public purposes
56. All lands, mines, minerals and royalties vested in Her
Majesty in the Provinces of Upper Canada, Lower Canada,
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island,
for the use of such Provinces, shall belong to the Local
Government of the territory in which the same are so
situate; subject to any trusts that may exist in respect to
any of such lands or to any interest of other persons in
respect of the same.

62. In case Nova Scotia or New Brunswick do not incur
liabilities beyond those for which their Governments are
now bound, and which shall make their debts at the date
of Union less than $8,000,000 and $7,000,000 respectively,
they shall be entitled to interest at five per cent, on the
amount not so incurred, in like manner as is hereinafter
provided for Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island;
the foregoing resolution being in no respect intended to
limit the powers given to the respective Governments of
those Provinces, by Legislative authority, but only to lint
it the maximum amount of charge to be assumed by the
General Government; provided always, that the powers
so conferred by the respective Legislatures shall be
exercised within five years from this date, or the same
shall then lapse.
63. Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, not having
incurred Debts equal to those of the other Provinces, shall
be entitled to receive, by half-yearly payments, in
advance, from the General Government, the Interest at
five per cent, on the difference between the actual amount
of their respective Debts at the time of the Union, and the
average amount of indebtedness per head of the
Population of Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick.
64. In consideration of the transfer to the General
Parliament of the powers of Taxation, an annual grant in
aid of each Province shall be made, equal to eighty cents
per head of the population, as established by the census of
1861; the population of Newfoundland being estimated at
130,000. Such aid shall be in full settlement of all future
demands upon the General Government for local
purposes, and shall be paid half-yearly in advance to each
Province.
65. The position of New Brunswick being such as to entail
large immediate charges upon her local revenues, it is
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agreed that for the period of ten years, from the time when
the Union takes effect, an additional allowance of $63,000
per annum shall be made to that Province. But that so long
as the liability of that Province remains under $7,000,000,
a deduction equal to the interest on such deficiency shall
be made from the $63,000.
66. In consideration of the surrender to the General
Government by Newfoundland of all its rights in Mines
and Minerals, and of all the ungranted and unoccupied
Lands of the Crown, it is agreed that the sum of $150,000
shall each year be paid to that Province, by semi-annual
payments; provided that that Colony shall retain the right
of opening, constructing and controlling Roads and
Bridges through any of the said Lands subject to any Laws
which the General Parliament may pass in respect of the
same.
67. All engagements that may before the Union be entered
into with the Imperial Government for the defence of the
Country, shall be assumed by the General Government.
68. The General Government shall secure, without delay,
the completion of the Intercolonial Railway from Rivière
du Loup, through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova
Scotia.
69. The communications with the North-Western
Territory, and the improvements required for the
development of the Trade of the Great West with the
Seaboard, are regarded by this Conference as subjects of
the highest importance to the Federated Provinces, and
shall be prosecuted at the earliest possible period that the
state of the Finances will permit.
70. The sanction of the Imperial and Local
•
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Parliaments shall be sought for the Union of the Provinces,
on the principles adopted by the Conference.
71. That Her Majesty the Queen be solicited to determine
the rank and name of the Federated Provinces.
72. The proceedings of the Conference shall be
authenticated by the signatures of the Delegates, and
submitted by each Delegation to its own Government, and
the Chairman is authorized to the Secretary of State for the
Colonies.

Having read the motion, the hon. gentleman
commenced to speak in French, when Hon. Mr.
Ross requested he should address the House in
English.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860] thought, as there were two

members of the government in the House, one
who spoke best in French (Sir E.P. Taché), and
one who did the same in English, it would be
better for the Hon. Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché] to speak in French, and then his
colleague could do the same in English; but
Hon. Sir E.P. Taché concluded that as there
were English members who did not
understand French at all, while the French
members all understood English, it would be
best for him to speak in the latter language,
and proceeded to do so.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] then said that in
moving the resolution he felt it his duty first to
make a few preliminary remarks, and to give
fully and thoroughly the reasons which had
induced him to assume the grave
responsibility of laying this measure before
the House and the country. The reasons were
two-fold. They related first to the intrinsic
merits of the scheme itself, divested of all other
considerations, and next, to the settlement of
the domestic difficulties which for some years
had distracted the country, and the means we
might and ought to employ to restore good
feeling, harmony and concord therein. He
would, then, first address himself to what he
considered the intrinsic merits of the scheme
of Confederation, and he would therefore say
that if were anxious to continue our
connection with the British Empire, and to
preserve intact our institutions, our laws, and
even our remembrances of the past, we must
sustain the measure.
If the opportunity which now presented
itself were allowed to pass by unimproved,
whether we would or would not, we would be
forced into the American Union by violence,
and if not by violence, would be placed upon
an inclined plain which would carry us there
insensibly. In either case the result would be
the same. In our present condition we would
not long continue to exist as a British colony.
To sustain this position he thought it was only
necessary to look at the present state of
Canada, its extent, its agricultural and mineral
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resources,
its
internal
means
of
communication—natural and artificial,—its
geographical position and its climate.
The extent of the Canadian territory was,
perhaps, not defined, but it was sufficiently
well known to enable him to state that it was
as large as many empires in Europe, larger
than France or Austria. He knew that the
portion cultivated was, in respect to its
superficial area, only as to the seacoast to the
sea itself. We had vast forests not yet opened
or occupied, and yet we had a population
numbering over two and a half millions of
souls. With such an extent of territory and so
fertile a soil, he had no doubt whatever that in
less than half a century Canada would
embrace a population equal to that of the large
empires of the old world.
Then with regard to our internal
communications, natural and artificial, there
was the noble St. Lawrence, which, with great
propriety, might be called the father of rivers,
for this stream, in point of navigable extent,
was longer than any other river in the world.
Some of its tributaries which would help to
people the interior, were larger than the firstclass rivers of Europe, and as to its lakes, none
such are to be found elsewhere, especially in
view of the facilities they afford to trade. Then
the minerals of Canada, which were only now
beginning to attract attention, were of the most
valuable character, and as practical men
asserted much more valuable than the richest
auriferous regions could be.
The honourable member then referred to the
artificial communications of the country, viz.
our Canals, which, he said, were on a scale
unequalled in America, or, indeed, in the
world.
Our Railway system too. In proportion to
our means and population, was as extensive as
could be found anywhere else; yet with all
these advantages, natural and acquired, he
was bound to say we could not become a great
nation. We laboured under a drawback or
disadvantage which would effectually
prevent that, and he would defy any one to
take a map of the world and point to any great
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nation which had not seaports of its own open
at all times of the year. Canada did not possess
those advantages, but was shut up in a prison,
as it were, for five months of the year in fields
of ice, which all the steam engineering
apparatus of human ingenuity could not
overcome, and so long as this state of things
continued, we must consent
•
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to be a small people, who could, at any
moment, be assailed and invaded by a people
better situated in that respect than we were.
Canada was, in fact, just like a farmer who
might stand upon an elevated spot on his
property, from which he could look around
upon fertile fields, meandering streams, wood
and all else that was necessary to his domestic
wants, but who had no outlet to the highway.
To be sure he might have an easy, goodnatured neighbour, who had such an outlet,
and this neighbour might say to him, “Don’t
be uneasy about that, for I will allow you to
pass on to the highway, through my cross
road, and we shall both profit by the
arrangement.” So long as this obliging
neighbour was in good humor everything
would go on pleasantly, but the very best
natured people would sometimes get out of
temper, or grow capricious, or circumstances
might arise to cause irritation. And so it might
come to pass that the excellent neighbor would
get dissatisfied.
For instance, he might be involved in a
tedious and expensive law suit with some one
else; it might be a serious affair—in fact, an
affair of life or death, and he might come to the
isolated farmer and say to him, “I understand
that you and your family are all sympathising
with my adversary; I don’t like it at all, and I
am determined you will find some other outlet
to the highway than my cross road, for
henceforth my gate will be shut against you.”
In such a case what is the farmer to do? There
is the air left, but until the aerostatic science is
more practically developed, he can hardly try
ballooning without the risk of breaking his
neck.
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Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Well, that was
precisely our position in reference to the
United States. Since the Atlantic and St.
Lawrence Railway was opened we have had a
very convenient outlet to the sea, and he, with
other hon. members now present, would
remember the joyful jubilee which was held on
the occasion of its opening at Boston in 1851 or
’52. For one he was perfectly delighted, as
being a man of a different origin, to mark how
the two branches of the Anglo-Saxon race
fraternised. How they did shake hands to be
sure! How they did compliment each other as
possessing qualities superior to all other
people.
They were indeed very affectionate and
almost swore eternal friendship and fidelity,
and he (Sir E.P. Taché) had no doubt whatever
of their perfect sincerity at the time. The
consequences of this great work had, no
doubt, been highly advantageous to both
sides, for their commercial relations had
enlarged very much, so much indeed that now
the transactions with the United States were,
as he believed, more extensive than those with
Great Britain. If the advantages had been all on
one side this increase would, of course, not
have taken place. But how were we situated
now? Difficulties had supervened, in which
we were in no wise concerned, but which
originated with themselves. It was North
against South solely, yet these difficulties had
affected the good feeling between them and
this country.
To be sure there had been no
misunderstanding at all between our
respective Governments, but the minds of the
people on both sides had been considerably
affected. The people of the Northern States
believed that Canadians sympathized with the
South much more than they really did, and the
consequences of this misapprehension were:
1

first, that we had been threatened with the
abolition of the transit system; then the
Reciprocity Treaty1 was to be discontinued;
then a passport system was inaugurated,
which was almost equivalent to a prohibition
of intercourse, and the only thing which really
remained to be done was to shut down the
gate altogether and prevent passage through
their territory. Would any one say that such a
state of things was one desirable for Canada to
be placed in? Will a great people in embryo, as
he believed we were, coolly and tranquilly
cross their arms and wait for what might come
next?
For his part he held that the time had now
arrived when we should establish a union
with the great Gulf Provinces. He called them
great advisedly, for they had within
themselves many of the elements which went
to constitute greatness, and of some of which
who
were
destitute.—Canada
was
unquestionably wanting in several of these
important elements, and he had been very
sorry a few days ago to hear an hon. member
of this House make comparisons unfavorable
to those countries. That hon. member had said
the Lower Provinces were poor and needy,
and that like all other poor people they would
no doubt be glad to connect themselves with a
wealthy partner. He had also said their
product of wheat was very small, and that one
of the inferior counties in Upper Canada
yielded more than the whole of New
Brunswick.
Well, the allegations in respect of the
produce of wheat might be true; but that did
not necessarily constitute them poor
provinces. Let the honorable member look at
Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode Island and
New Hampshire, which, in respect of
agricultural produce, might be said to be poor,
so poor that an American had once told him
(Sir E.P. Taché) that they did not even grow
•
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Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
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grass, and their inhabitants had to file the teeth
of their sheep in summer to enable them to get
a subsistence.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Yet were these states
poor? Had they no resources from their trade
and manufactures? If they did not produce
wealth in one way they certainly did in others,
and so it was with New Brunswick. If it did not
produce wheat, it produced timber in
immense quantities. It had a very extensive
fishing coast which was a source of great
wealth. Some honorable gentlemen would
perhaps remember what an eminent man from
Nova Scotia—the Hon. Joseph Howe—had
said at a dinner in this country in 1850, that he
knew of a small granite rock upon which, at a
single haul of the net, the fishermen had taken
500 barrels of mackerel. That was a great haul
no doubt—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—but the honorable
gentleman had not given the size of the
barrels.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Still no one could
deny that the Gulf Provinces were of immense
importance, if only in respect of their fisheries.
Then they were rich in minerals. Their coal
alone was an element of great wealth. It had
been said that where coal was found the
country was of more value than gold. Look at
England, and what was the chief source of her
wealth if not coal? Deprived of coal, she would
at once sink to the rank of a second or third
rate power. But Canada had no coal, and
notwithstanding all her other elements of
greatness, she required that mineral in order
to give her completeness. What she had not,
the Lower Provinces had; and what they had
not, Canada had.
Then as to ship-building, it was an industry
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prosecuted with great vigor and success in
those provinces, especially in New Brunswick,
and some of the finest vessels sailing under the
British flag had been built in the port of St.
John, which annually launched a considerable
number of the largest class. They were not
beggars, nor did they wish to come into the
union as such; but as independent provinces,
able to keep up their credit, and provide for
their own wants. They would bring into the
common stock a fair share of revenue, of
property, and of every kind of industry.
As to their harbours, he (Sir E.P. Taché) had
had the good fortune to visit them personally,
and would say they could not be surpassed
anywhere; in fact he believed they were
unequalled in the world. He would especially
refer to that of Halifax, and would ask
honorable members to imagine an extensive
roadstead, protected by several islands
standing out in the sea, so as to break the
waves and quiet the waters in the worst of
storms. This most beautiful harbour could
accommodate, in perfect safety, more than 100
of the largest vessels; but this was not all, for
at the east end where it diminished into a
gully, but with very deep water, you enter into
a large natural basin, rounded as it were by the
compass, and of an extent sufficient to take in
all the navies of the world. The entrance to this
magnificent inner harbour was rendered
inaccessible to any foe by the fortifications
erected at the mouth, and the entrance could,
moreover, be so barred that no hostile fleet
could ever get through. He did not suppose
the fleets of England would ever need to take
refuge there—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—although it had been
loudly alleged that they could be blown out of
the water in an incredibly short space of
time—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—but it might afford
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shelter to isolated vessels, in case they were
hard pushed by superior numbers.
Well, under the union, Canada would
become a partner in these advantages, and
with the harbours of Halifax and Quebec, they
might well feel proud of their country. On the
whole, he thought that the Confederation of all
the Provinces had become an absolute
necessity, and that it was for us a question of
to be or not to be. If we desired to remain
British and monarchical, and if we desired to
pass to our children these advantages, this
measure, he repeated, was a necessity. But
there were other motives and other reasons
which should induce us to agree to the
scheme. Every honorable gentleman in the
House knew the political position of the
country, and were acquainted with the
feelings of irritation which have prevailed for
many years.
They knew it happily not by their experience
in this House, but by the tone of the public
press, and by the discussions in another place
where taunts and menaces were freely flung
across the floor by contending parties. They
knew what human passions were, and how,
when bitter feelings continued for a long time,
the distance between exasperation and actual
conflict was not very great. They had now
before their own eyes an example of the effects
of such disagreements. It was persistently
believed by many that the rival interests
would never come to a rupture, but for three
years they had been waging a conflict which
had desolated and ruined the fairest portion of
the country, and in the course of which acts of
barbarity had been committed which were
only equalled by the darkest ages.
We in Canada were not more perfect, and
the time had arrived when, as he believed, all
the patriotic men in the country ought to unite
in
•
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providing a remedy for the troubles we had to
2

3

contend with. It might be said that the remedy
proposed was not required, but he would like
to know what other could be proposed.
Legislation in Canada for the last two years
had come almost to a stand still, and if any one
would refer to the Statute Book since 1862, he
would find that the only public measures there
inscribed had been passed simply by the
permission of the Opposition. This was the
condition of things for two years, and if this
were an evil there was another not less to be
deplored; he referred to the administration of
public affairs during the same period.
From the 21st May, 1862, to the end of June,
18642, there had been no less than five different
Governments in charge of the business of the
country. The honorable member here gave a
history of the several changes until the
Macdonald-Dorion Administration3 died, as
he stated, of absolute weakness, falling under
the weight they were unable to carry. Their
successors were not more successful, and
being defeated were thinking of appealing to
the country, which they might have done with
more or less success, gaining a constituency
here, and perhaps losing another elsewhere.
They had assumed the charge of affairs with
an understanding that they would have a right
to this appeal, and while they were consulting
about it they received an intimation from the
real chief of the Opposition, through one of
their own friends, to the effect that he was
desirous of making overtures to them, with the
view of seeking to accommodate the
difficulties.
The honorable gentleman and some of his
friends then came into contact with the leaders
of the Government, and it was agreed between
them to try to devise a scheme which would
put an end to the misunderstandings, and at
the same time secure for Canada and the other
provinces a position which would ensure their
future safety and procure them the respect and
confidence of other nations. They arranged a

Taché is referring to the following administrations: Cartier-Macdonald (1858-1862), Macdonald-Sicotte (1862-1863),
Macdonald-Dorion (1863-1864), Taché-Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864), and the Great Coalition (Jun. 1864-Present).
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Antoine-Aimé Dorion (1863-1864). The administration ended on May 30, 1864.
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large scheme and a smaller one. If the larger
failed, then they were to fall back upon the
minor, which provided for a federation of the
two sections of the province. At the time these
measures were resolved upon, the country
was bordering on civil strife, and he would ask
if it was not the duty of both sides to do all they
could to prevent the unfortunate results which
would have followed. An honorable member
opposite (Hon. Mr. Letellier de St. Just) had
said, a few days ago, that it would have been
easy to have prevented the necessity for a
Confederation of all the provinces, by granting
to Upper Canada the increased representation,
or the demand of representation according to
population, which they had been contending
for.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860] begged to say that the Hon.
Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] must have
misunderstood him. What he had said was
that if the proposition had been made to the
people whether they should have a
Confederation of all the provinces, or give
Representation according to Population to
Upper Canada, they would have chosen the
latter; and when he had alluded to some other
mode of accommodating the difficulties, he
meant that if the Government had applied to
other parties in the Legislature than those they
had had associated with themselves, they
might have succeeded without having
recourse to Confederation.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] said that he had not
been alone in interpreting the honorable
member as he had done, for two city journals
had taken the same view of his remarks.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860] said he was aware of it, but they
were mistaken for all that.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Well, it did not much
matter; but the honorable member should
4
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recollect that Lower Canada had constantly
refused the demand of Upper Canada for
representation according to population, and
for the good reason that, as the union between
them was legislative, a preponderance to one
of the sections would have placed the other at
its mercy. It would not be so in a Federal
Union, for all questions of a general nature
would be reserved for the General
Government, and those of a local character to
the local governments, who would have the
power to manage their domestic affairs as they
deemed best. If a Federal Union were obtained
it would be tantamount to a separation of the
provinces, and Lower Canada would thereby
preserve its autonomy together with all the
institutions it held so dear, and over which
they could exercise the watchfulness and
surveillance necessary to preserve them
unimpaired.
[The honorable member repeated this portion of his
speech in French4, for the express purpose of
conveying his meaning in the clearest and most
forcible manner to his fellow-members for Lower
Canada, who might not have apprehended so well
the English.]
But there might be a portion of the
inhabitants of Lower Canada who might at a
first glance have greater reason to complain
than the French Roman Catholics, and these
were the English Protestants. And why?
Because they were in a minority; but
•
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he thought that if they took the trouble fully to
consider the subject, they would be reassured
and satisfied with the scheme.
First a great event had taken place; the law
of Lower Canada had been consolidated, and
the English-speaking people residing in that
section had got reconciled to it; in fact they
were well satisfied therewith. In this respect,
then, they were secure. But they might say that
the majority in the Local Legislature might
hereafter be unjust to them, but he thought

For Taché’s French remarks, see La Minerve (Feb. 7, 1865).
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that, on looking at the past, their fears might
be allayed.
Before the union of the provinces, when the
large majority of members in the Legislature
were French, the English inhabitants had
never found cause of complaint against them.
In no instance had injustice been attempted.
The difficulty was that the minority wanted to
rule and wanted to possess the whole power
of the state in their hands. That the people of
Lower Canada always acted towards the
English with liberality was best exemplified
by facts.
Before the union while the constituencies
were almost exclusively French, English
Protestant gentlemen were frequently
returned to Parliament, and he had now
opposite to him an honorable member who
had for twenty years represented an entirely
French and Roman Catholic county. He
doubted if in the course of those twenty years
that honorable member had ever been asked
whether he were Scotch or Protestant. They
took the man for his sterling worth. It was
even a fact that the French had elected
members with extraordinary names, and as
everybody knew, there was sometimes a good
deal in a name.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Now if there was one
name which French Canadians disliked more
than another, it was that of Luther.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Yet they had elected
a gentleman bearing that significant
appellation. He was glad they had, and he had
no doubt he had been elected because of his
personal worth; but it unquestionably showed
a great deal of liberal feeling on the part of the
electors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,

and Receiver General]—But if an English
Protestant was bad in the eyes of a French
Canadian, a French Protestant was infinitely
worse, and yet the county of Lotbinière a
French Canadian Protestant without even
questioning his religion. That gentleman was
as a most worthy, able and well educated
person, and every way well qualified for the
important trust. But again, quite lately, in a
division in Lower Canada numbering over
fifty thousand souls, of which only one
thousand four hundred were English, an
election of a member to this Chamber had
taken place, the candidates being a French
Roman Catholic gentleman, long and well
known, and an English Protestant—and with
what result? Why, that the English Protestant
had beaten the French Canadian Roman
Catholic by one thousand votes.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Could any greater
proof of a tolerant and liberal feeling be
exhibited? These examples should show, as he
thought, that the Protestants of Lower Canada
were sure to meet with not justice simply, but
with the largest toleration. It might perhaps be
said that Mr. Price who had been elected for
the division of which he spoke, being a large
merchant doing business in Chicoutimi, had
used the influence which his position gave
him over many electors who were in his debt
to obtain success; but whatever might be said
of Chicoutimi, it could not be said of the
county of Charlevoix, where he had no such
business relations, and yet he obtained a
majority there too.
The fact was, the result might be considered
not only as a mark of confidence in Mr. Price,
the son elected, but as a token of respect and
gratitude to Mr. Price, senior, who had by his
energy and enterprise opened up the
Saguenay country, and who, in a certain sense,
might be said to be the father of that region.
Much had been said on the war of races, but
that war was extinguished on the day the
British
Government
granted
Canada
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Responsible Government5, by which all its
inhabitants, without distinction of race or
creed, were placed on a footing of equality.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The war of races
found its grave in the resolutions of the 3rd
September, 1841 6, and he hoped never to hear
of it again. We were so situated that their must
needs be mutual forbearance. This life was one
of compromise. Not only was forbearance
needed in public life, but in domestic life. If
one member in a family insists upon having all
his own way, there will be trouble, and so
through all possible relations of humanity. He
believed the French Canadians would do all in
their power to render justice to their fellowsubjects of English origin, and it should not be
forgotten that if the former were in a majority
in Lower Canada, the English would be in a
majority in the General Government, and that
no act of real injustice could take place even if
there were a disposition to perpetrate it,
without its being reversed there.
He had now given to the House the motives
which had led him to take the responsibility of
introducing this important measure, and he
trusted they would be viewed as sufficient.
When the proper time for the discussion of the
details came, he would be
•
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prepared to give such explanations as might
seem requisite, and as to the mode and time of
the discussion he would leave that to the
decision of the House.
5
6

7
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A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
[Owing to some noise in the House, the reporter did
not clearly understand the opening remarks of the
hon. member, except so far as that he desired to
convey the impression that what he was about to
say was not to be regarded as committing any one
but himself; that he did not speak for any party or
as representing any party in the House. The hon.
member was also understood to allege he did not
think the political struggles and difficulties alluded
to by the Hon. Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché]
could be taken as sufficient to justify the great
constitutional change now proposed].7
He thought that in the course of party
struggles for supremacy, the Opposition had
erred in seeking to oust the Ministry before
they themselves were prepared to assume the
charge with a reasonable prospect of being
able to carry on the Government with success.
This was the British system, and an instance
had lately occurred in the Imperial Parliament
exemplifying it. On the Danish question Mr.
D’Israeli could have defeated the Ministry,
but, being aware that he could not form a
strong Administration, many of his party
abstained from voting. Such a condition of
things could happen just as well in an
assembly of 300 as in one of 600, and he did
not think the change proposed would
guarantee immunity from future difficulties of
the same kind, therefore they might happen in
the General Government as well as in that of
Canada alone. But looking at the scheme as
presented, and forgetting all past party

Responsible Government was granted to Canada in 1848.
Robert Baldwin submitted a series of resolutions to the Legislative Assembly on Sep. 3, 1841 calling on the British to grant
Canada Responsible Government. Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1841), pp. 481-482.
There is evidence that the opening week of ministerial explanations on the confederation scheme were in fact not reported
by Hunter & Rose but by reporters from various newspapers in attendance and compiled afterward with the assistance of
members who spoke. In fact, the request of having a record of the debates was not put until Feb. 6th, 1865, in the Legislative
Assembly by the member for Peel, Mr. Cameron. A parliamentary Printing Committee was only formed on Feb. 7, and it
did not present its report nor tendered a contract for reporting the legislative proceedings on the confederation scheme
until Feb. 8, 1865. See "Provincial Assembly,” The Globe (Feb. 8, 1865) in Appendix C for the debates surrounding the
printing of the debates. In numerous instances, the reporting of the first week of speeches and questions closely follows
word-for-word, and format, of those reported in The Globe, The Montreal Gazette, La Minerve, etc. For a transcript of select
newspaper reporting of the Confederation Debates, including those mentioned, see Appendix B. For the discussions
surrounding the printing of the debates, see Appendix C.
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disputes and the charges against the public
men concerned, it came before the House in
such a shape as to make it necessary to accept
or reject it.
He must say he could not but attach great
weight to a scheme prepared by men of
different political opinions, by eminent men
who had met together for the express purpose
of arranging it, and who had agreed upon its
provisions. If it were obstructed by any serious
amendments, involving a prolonged delay,
such delay might be fatal, and if it were to
pass, he thought it should be allowed to do so
at a sufficiently early period to permit of its
being laid before the Imperial Parliament this
year.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
He could not shut his eyes to the fact that
whether or not the union added strength to the
provinces interested, it would unquestionably
add to their respectability and standing, both
at home and abroad.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
The people of England were evidently looking
to the proposed change with confidence and
hope, and as likely to perpetuate the
connection of the provinces with the empire
for a long time to come. But it was well known
that there was an anti-colonial party in
England persistently urging that it would be
an advantage to the nation to get rid of the
colonies. The question of defending them was
an embarrassing one, and unless some such
scheme as this were adopted, it might present
grave difficulties. If the scheme were rejected,
the effect would be very injurious upon our
credit.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
But if adopted, the reverse would be the case.
Its acceptance would also improve our
position in the eyes of our neighbors in France
and other nations; indeed it would, in all
probability, give us a national standing,
without the necessity of separating from the
mother country. For these reasons he had

come to the conscientious conclusion that it
would be highly injurious to reject the scheme,
and that it was our duty to pass it as soon as
was consistent with a due consideration of
what was due to so important a subject.
He did not think it necessary to express, at
greater length, his reasons for giving the
motion his support, but he again desired it to
be well understood that he spoke only for
himself, and not in concert with any one else.
At the same time he might say, that from what
he knew personally of the feeling of his section
of the country, it was highly favorable to the
measure. There might be some matters of
detail upon which there was a difference of
opinion, and when the resolutions came up in
their order, he would indicate what they were.
The proposed submission of the scheme to
the electors would involve a delay which
could not be compensated for by any benefit
proposed to be derived from such a course;
but if there should hereafter be any very
important public movement and numerous
petitions in favor of an appeal to the people,
then the subject would present a different
aspect. Or if the majority in favor of the
scheme in the other branch of the Legislature
should be very small, that might be deemed a
sufficient reason for submitting it to the
country. As to the course to be pursued in the
decision on the merits, he did not know
whether it would be best to have it in
Committee of the Whole or with the Speaker
in the chair.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] thought it would be
better that the Speaker should continue in the
chair, but with the understanding that every
honorable member should be at liberty to
speak as freely and frequently as if the House
were in committee.
•
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A.J. Fergusson
1860] assented.

Blair

[Brock,

elected

Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
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elected 1860] said, that if he were sufficiently
master of English he would address the House
in that language, but not being so would have
to use the French. The difficulties to which
allusion had been made were produced by
two causes. They were not constitutional,
however, but parliamentary, and, as he
believed, could have been surmounted
without recourse to the constitutional change
which it was proposed to adopt without
appeal to the country.
It was true that difficulties had succeeded to
difficulties, and that legislation was stopped,
but if the leaders had sought in the Legislature
itself for the means of removing them, he
believed they would have been found. Who
would guarantee the Government under the
new Constitution from the recurrence of
similar troubles? There would of course be an
Opposition as in the smaller House. If similar
difficulties
happened,
would
the
Confederation seek relief in another change of
Constitution.
On the contrary, would not relief be sought
in the means he had suggested. At any rate he
did not think such a change as the union of all
the British provinces was required. In 1820,
when a union of Upper and Lower Canada
was proposed8, it was objected that if it did not
work a larger union would follow, and then,
lastly, a legislative union of all the provinces.
Two of these steps had already been taken,
and we were going on with rapid strides
towards the last. In such a case it was not hard
to conceive what would be the position of
Lower Canada.
It was a misfortune that we had to contend
with national prejudices, but it was impossible
to forget them. In the event of a legislative

8

75

union would the guarantees proposed to
Lower Canada under the federation system be
found? Would it not then be at the mercy of
those they now feared? He admitted we had a
rich country as represented; we had wheat
fields, mineral resources, forests, rivers and
lakes, but to make them available did we
require an increase of territory? We had
territory enough, and an increase would be a
source of weakness, not of strength. Would it
not add to our already large frontier, and make
us more vulnerable to invasions.
The union would not increase the power of
England to protect us, and England would
have the same interest in protecting the
colonies without as well as with the
union. New Brunswick might be rich in coal,
in wood and in fisheries, and do a large
business in ship building, but these things
would seek the best markets under any
circumstances, and he did not see that a union
with us would increase their value, and if it
did it would be no advantage.
Then, as to Nova Scotia with its small
population and fine harbour—where would
be the advantage of connection with her?
Though not united, would not the harbour be
equally available to our vessels? He would
now say he preferred to Confederation a
legislative union of Upper and Lower Canada
with inequality of representation in the Lower
House and equality in the Upper.
This would not add to the expenses of the
province, and would be more consonant with
our interests and the sentiments [ideas] of the
people. Though there should be inequality in
the Assembly, the equality in the Legislative
Council would act as a counterpoise, and
prevent one section from invading the

This likely refers to the U.K. Bill Act of Union, 1822 that would have united the two Canadas. The bill was tabled by Sir
Robert Horton, Under Secretary for the Colonies, but it was withdrawn for a number of reasons, notably that Lower
Canadians opposed it. The Bill provided the elimination of the French language in parliament. The provision read, “… all
written proceedings of what nature soever of the said Legislative Council and Assembly, or either of them, shall be in the English
language and none other; and that at the end of the space of fifteen Years, from and after the passing of this Act, all debates in the said
Legislative Council or in the said Assembly, shall be carried on in the English language and none other.” Upper Canadians also did
not fully support the measure. The financial proposals were then incorporated into a separate bill The British North America
(Trade and Lands) Act, 1822 (U.K.). See Arthur G. Doughty and Norah Story’s The Constitutional History of Canada: 18191828 (1935), pp. 122-151.
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interests of the other. Then did not
Confederation
consecrate [establish] the
principle of representation according to
population? It would give larger to one of the
nationalities, and, as the General Government
would be able to veto the acts of the Local
Government, would there be no danger to
Lower Canada? If representation by
population had been so much opposed in this
part, it was doubtless because there was cause
of fear, yet this very power was to be conferred
upon the Federal Government. If it could not
be given with safety under our present regime,
how could it be safer to give it to the
Confederation. The advantage of the plan to
Upper Canada was well understood, for
immediately alter the coalition they all agreed
to say they had gained what they had so long
contended for.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Well, after all, they
only got what the honorable member himself
proposed to give them.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860] said he always preferred a short
direct course to a long tortuous one. The
friends of the new movement had tried to
conceal the fact that representation according
to population was to be conceded to Upper
Canada, but they had failed, and the avowal
had come out at last. The resolutions not being
before the House, it would be improper to go
into the merits of the details, but he could not
avoid alluding to one point which was of
profound interest. It was clear that the
constituencies had not sent honorable
members to this House for the purpose of
electing themselves members for life, as they
were invited to do. They were not sent here to
change the Constitution, but to uphold it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]—You were, in fact, about to
declare that the local governments would have
power to recommend to the
•
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General Government that you should be
appointed for life. If so, then let the people say
whether such power should be conferred.
Take the means to make sure that the members
of the Assembly shall appeal to the country. In
New Brunswick the question was about to be
submitted to the people through a general
election. To be sure, it was said that the term
of Parliament there had expired; but if the
Ministers in New Brunswick had understood
they could force a vote, as was about to be
done in Canada, he doubted whether the
general election would have taken place
immediately. He believed, too, that the
Conference generally had regarded this as the
most proper mode. Then he did not think that
such a change should have been brought
about under a Coalition Government.
This was contrary to British usage, and he
believed that if a petition was numerously
signed, and forwarded to the Imperial
Government, representing that this important
change had been brought about by a coalition,
the act would be declared unconstitutional.
The scheme was practically unknown to the
people. Under some pressure it had been sent
confidentially to the members, but what did
the country understand of it?—little or
nothing. It had been said that if the scheme
were not adopted now it would be in danger;
but would it not keep good for a little while?
Was it feared that the people would find out
that it would occasion increased expense, and
so refuse to have it?
If only for the reason that it was not known
to the people, he would vote against it. When
the details came to be discussed, he believed
some of them would not be approved; and he
also thought that the project did not embrace
all the provisions which it should embrace.
Finally, he thought the Government should
not set its face against some changes in the
scheme, were it only in the matter of the
election of members to the Legislative Council,
and he hoped the House would lead them to
consent to that alteration. When the
resolutions came up, he would make it his
duty to speak more positively to the
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particulars in question. The honorable
member then sat down, saying he approved of
the mode of discussion proposed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862] then
moved—
That the debate be adjourned until Monday,

—which was carried.
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Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island, in one
Government, with provisions based on the Resolutions
which were adopted at a Conference of Delegates from the
said Colonies, held at the City of Quebec, on the 10th of
October, 1864.1

A

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
Monday,
February 6, 1865

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General],—
For an Address to Her Majesty, praying that She may be
graciously pleased to cause a measure to be submitted to
the Imperial Parliament for the purpose of uniting the
Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,

1

lexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858,
Commissioner
of
Crown
Lands] said that, with the permission of the
honorable member who had the floor (Hon.
Mr. Currie), he would offer a few remarks
upon one portion of the scheme of
Confederation, to which allusion had been
specially made in the House, and which, to a
limited extent, had occupied the attention of
the country.
He referred to the proposed constitution of
the Legislative Council under that scheme;
and in offering the reasons which had led the
Canadian Government and the other members
of the Conference, which, as honorable
members knew, was composed of the leading
men in the legislatures of the several
provinces—the leading men in opposition as
well as the leading men in office—to decide as
they had done, he begged the House to believe
that the decision had not been arrived at
hastily, but after prolonged and anxious
discussion, and after a full and careful
consideration of the subject.
It was not to be supposed that the
Government of Canada had itself laid down
the scheme of the constitution as embraced in
the resolutions on the table of the House.
Honorable
gentlemen
must
not
misunderstand him. He did not mean to say
that the Government did not heartily concur in
and adopt the scheme, but that it was not its
work alone, but that of the delegates from the
other provinces as well. It was the result of
deliberation,
accommodation
and
compromise. When it became necessary for
the Government to press the resolutions, he
trusted honorable members would not
suppose that they did so out of that love which
people have for the creation of their own

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 81. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version
begins with Campbell’s speech.
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intellect, but would remember they were the
joint production of the gentlemen to whom he
alluded, and that any pertinacity on his part
arose from a sense of the sacrifices they had
made to secure an agreement, and the
difficulties which any failure now would
create.
He felt it had been impossible for the
Conference to arrive at any other
understanding, and he only wished that those
who looked with disfavor upon their plan,
could have witnessed the anxious debates
held at Charlottetown 2 and Quebec 3 before it
was finally settled. The result arrived at
would, he hoped, promote the welfare of the
provinces interested, and be remembered with
gratitude by their inhabitants many long years
hence.
And supposing this Chamber and the other
were to come to a different opinion
•
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and reject the resolutions, what would be the
effect? The sacrifices and compromises
submitted to by the representatives of the
several provinces would go for nothing; the
efforts of the eminent men who had put aside
personal and party differences to accomplish
what they deemed a great and good work
would be futile, and yet, by such men only
could such a scheme have been devised and
matured. Considering then the earnest efforts
made to secure this agreement, and the
improbability that, if rejected, any other could
be attempted with better hope of success, he
felt he had a right to ask the House to give the
subject a fair, patient, and favorable
consideration.
If an amendment were proposed here, and
2

3

another there, and especially if the provision
respecting the constitution of the House were
changed, it was pretty certain that the whole
thing would miscarry, for he well knew that in
respect of this point the legislatures of the
Lower Provinces would come to a different
conclusion. If the elective principle were
insisted upon in Canada, and its Government
bound over to maintain it, even though
another Conference were called, no agreement
could be expected, for as he had already said,
the delegates from the other provinces would
be sure to be charged with exactly different
instructions. And as of this particular point, so
of a hundred others, until it would be utterly
impossible again to arrive at anything like
unanimity. As the honorable member for
Brock [A.J. Fergusson Blair] had so well said
on a previous evening, any failure now would
be extremely damaging to our credit abroad.
It was well known that the fact of our public
men having thrown aside their political
partisanship for the purpose of advancing the
welfare of the country, the holding of the
Conference, and the agreement secured, had
already done us a great deal of good at home.
But not only would this first fruit of the work
be forfeited, but an injury more than
correspondingly great would follow.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
[The honorable member elaborated this idea at some
length with the view of showing the beneficial effect
the adoption of the scheme of Confederation had
produced, and the disastrous consequences which
its rejection by Parliament must inevitably entail.]
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—He

For a record of discussions at Charlottetown, see the George Brown letters to Anne Brown (Sep. 1864) and Wilfred I.
Smith’s “Charles Tupper’s Minutes of the Charlottetown Conference” in The Canadian Historical Review, Vol. 48, No. 2 (Jun.
1967), pp. 101-112. For an account of public speeches, see E. Whelan’s The Union of the British Provinces. A Brief Account
of the Several Conferences Held in the Maritime Provinces and in Canada, in September and October, 1864, on the
Proposed Confederation of the Provinces, Together with a Report of the Speechesand newspaper accounts see P.B. Waite’s
The Life and Times and Confederation: 1864-1867. Politics, Newspapers, and the Union of the British North America (University of
Toronto, 1962).
For these debates and draft papers, see Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions: Including Several Never-Published
Preliminary Drafts by George Brown and John A. Macdonald & a Collection of all Previously-Published Primary Documents Relating
to the Conference (CCF, 2021).
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did not propose to follow his honorable friend
the Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] in the
discussion of the merits of the project as a
whole; the able manner in which that
honorable member had presented it could not
but have commended itself to every candid
mind.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
He (Hon. Mr. Campbell) would, however,
take up the point to which he had alluded at
the commencement, and from which he had
for a moment digressed, and give the reasons
which had induced the Conference to
determine as they had done, upon the
constitution of the Upper House. And the
main reason was to give each of the provinces
adequate security for the protection of its local
interests, a protection which it was feared
might not be found in a House where the
representation was based upon numbers only,
as would be the case in the General Assembly.
The number of representatives to the
Legislative Council under the Federal
constitution would be limited, and they would
be appointed for life instead of elected by the
people. For the purpose of securing equality in
that House, the Confederation would be
divided into two sections, viz.: Upper Canada,
Lower Canada, and the Maritime Provinces,
and each of these sections would send twentyfour members to the House.
In Upper Canada, as had been stated lately
by an honorable member, the population has
increased very rapidly, and would probably
go on increasing in a much larger ratio than
that of Lower Canada or the other provinces,
and if the Legislative Council were elective,
the time might come when the people of that
section would fancy themselves entitled to an
increased representation in the Council, and
commerce to agitate for it. They might object
to the fishing bounties paid the Lower
Province, to the money expended there in
fortifications, or to something else, and claim a
representation in the Council, more in
accordance with their population to enforce
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their views; and in view of such contingencies
the delegates from those provinces conceived
it would not be safe to trust their rights to an
elective House.
It was then determined that in one branch
there would be a fixed number of members
nominated by the Crown, to enable it to act as
a counterpoise to the branch in which the
principle of representation according to
population would be recognized. It might be
said that the principle of limitation of numbers
could have been adopted, and that of election
preserved.
Well, he did not say the scheme was perfect,
but it was the best that could be devised, and
as the Lower Provinces felt the danger from
their inferiority of numbers, being only
800,000 against double that number in Upper
Canada alone, it was essential that the security
which a fixed representation in the Council
afforded to them should be acceded to. The
Conference acted upon the conviction that
they were not building a structure for a
temporary purpose, but,
•
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as they hoped, for centuries, and knowing
how the doctrine of representation according
to population had operated in distracting the
popular branch of the Legislature in Canada,
they endeavoured to provide against a
similarly
disturbing
cause
in
the
Confederation.
And their precaution appeared to him to be
founded in wisdom and justice. For the sake of
argument let it be supposed that the elective
principle is maintained, and that the limit of
numbers now proposed, viz., 24 members for
each of the three grand sections in the Council
is also fixed; let it be supposed further, that the
population of Upper Canada continues to
augment as in the past, what may not be that
of the Saugeen, Tecumseth and Eastern
Divisions (which now have 130,000, 90,000
and 60,000 respectively) forty or fifty years
hence? And is it not possible, nay, would it not
be likely, that these great constituencies, when
comparing them with the divisions in Prince
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Edward Island, numbering some twenty
thousand to twenty-five thousand souls,
would be disposed to set up claims for
additional representation?
Who that looks to the future will say that
with an elective Upper House the Constitution
will last? It was the apprehension of danger to
its permanency that decided the Conference to
adopt the principle of nomination to the
superior branch, and it was the only way
which suggested itself for averting it. And he
must say for himself, that he fully and entirely
concurred in the decision. He felt that the
principle of election kept alive a germ of doubt
as to the security of the Lower Provinces, and
he was glad that a way was found of removing
it altogether.
It was well known that even in the United
States, where there was so prevalent a
disposition to submit everything to the
decision of the people, the principle of
limitation to the Upper House was so fully
recognized and settled by the Constitution,
that no attempt was ever made to change it. In
this way the smallest state, like Rhode Island,
was as fully represented as the state of New
York. And if that was considered necessary in
a country so compact together as the United
States, how much more would it not be proper
in a Confederation, some of the sections of
which were separated from each other by
long, narrow strips of land, or wide estuaries,
with small representation in the popular
branch, and looking chiefly to their equality in
the Upper Chamber for security for local
rights and interests and institutions. He was
gratified, upon another ground, that this
decision had been attained, and this was on
the ground of the respect he bore to the lifemembers of this Chamber.
In the law which had made the House
elective there was no wiser provision than that
which had guaranteed the seat of the members
appointed by the Crown, who then composed
it. He had always felt the great advantage of
the presence of those honorable members
hero. If the elective system had entirely
superseded the nominated House, removed

those gentlemen and brought together fortyeight entirely new members, the country
would have suffered a grievous loss; but the
old members kept their places and the new
ones came in twelve at a time, two years apart,
so that the change from one system to the other
was effected without any injury. The
nominated members had retained their
influence, and the tone of calmness and
gravity which had obtained in their
deliberations was insensibly acquired by the
elective members as they came in, to the
manifest advantage of the House.
We (speaking of the elected members) had
picked up the spirit of, and the instruction the
Crown members were so fully competent to
give us, and so had been enabled to discharge
our duties in a way we could not possibly have
done if had we been left to ourselves. If the lifemembers had been deprived of their seats, it
was not probable that many, if any of them,
would have sought a restoration to them by
the elective process, for they were generally
gentlemen of wealth, position, and delicacy of
feeling, whose habits of mutual deference,
quietness and order, would have unfitted
them, or made them averse to face the turmoil
and
excitement
of
the
unfavorable
electioneering contests.
These honorable gentlemen, under an
elective system, must have been deprived of
their seats, and their services have been lost to
the country; whilst under the nominative
system they will stand on the same footing as
the other members of this House, and have a
fair representation along with the members
holding their seats by election in the
Legislative Council of the Confederate
Parliament.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
Passing on to another point, he would remark
that some persons had asked what would be
done if the two Chambers of the
Confederation came into collision? He had
already remarked that the Legislative Council
was intended as a counterpoise to the weight
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of numbers in the Assembly, but such a
counterpoise did not necessarily imply the
probability of collision. It was not likely that
the two branches would come into such
collision upon minor subjects, or subjects of
minor importance, for two such bodies should
not, for
•
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the mere sake of resistance, oppose each other
in such a way; they would not venture to do it.
He did not remember that there had been any
really difficult matter of this kind for a long
time. This House had rejected the Squatters’
Bill4, as it was called, seven or eight times after
it had been passed by the Assembly, but that
had not impaired the good understanding
between them. Indeed the effect had been of
the best.
The hon. life-member from Cobourg
[George Boulton], whom he did not see in his
place, had, by the force of reasoning,
convinced the House that the bill was
destructive of the rights of property, and the
consequence was that, year by year, the
measure had been pruned of its most offensive
features, until now, as he was informed, it was
hardly open to objection. He could not recall
another instance of persistent difference of
opinion between the Chambers. The real
danger of collision would be where one
Chamber invaded the prerogatives of the
other, and that danger, if it existed at all,
would be greatly increased were the
Legislative Council made elective.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—If the
members were elected they might say, “We
come from the people just as directly as the
members of the Assembly do, and our
authority is, therefore, as full and complete as
theirs. Nay, more, for where we each represent
1000 electors, they only each represent 300,
and we have, therefore, as much right to
4
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initiate money bills and impost bills as they
have.” Make the Council purely elective, and
he would not promise that an agitation of this
kind would not spring up. It had not been a
theme as yet on the floor of the House, but it
was well known that it had been freely
discussed in the corridors, and if the subject
had not been formally introduced, it was
probably because it was thought by those who
debated it that they could not rely upon the
life-members.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Let
the Council propose to deal with taxation and
the elective system would be sure in the course
of time to urge it on to do so, and immediately
the spirit of the Assembly would be aroused to
resistance. This would be the way to provoke
collisions, and with an elective Council it was
not unlikely at all to be resorted to.
In England, where the Upper House was
composed of a class entirely distinct from the
Commons, and having interests, as a general
thing, diverse from those of the people, even
there the collisions between the two branches
had been but infrequent. Indeed there had
been only one very serious collision in the
course of centuries. When, however, such
conjunctures arose, the crown overcame them
by the appointment of a sufficient number of
peers whose political views accorded with
those of the government. The right to sit in the
House of Lords being, however, hereditary,
the son generally inherited the politics of his
father, and so the character of the body was
always pretty well understood; but be it what
it might, and as much as possible removed
from popular influences, it had yet learned so
far to respect the will of the people as to know
when to make concession of its own opinions.
He did not say that it bowed to every breeze
and instantly yielded to every demand, nor
did he think that any Legislative Upper

See A Bill for the Protection of Squatters in the Townships of Lower Canada (1856) and a Bill for the Protection of Squatters in the
Townships in Lower Canada (1857).
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Chamber should do so, and be content merely
to reflect the temper and complexion of the
other branch.
On the contrary, he held that when it had
good and sufficient evidence, sufficient to
satisfy itself that a proposed measure was
unjust, it was bound to resist, and public
opinion which generally came out right in the
end, would sustain it in such an attitude. But
there was very much less danger in countries
like this that difference of opinion would even
be as frequent between the Legislative
Chambers as between the Lords and
Commons in England, and the reason was
clear: our Legislative Councillors would not
come from so different a class of society to the
general population, as the peers of the British
nation, compared with the people of that
nation.
The lords had ideas of caste and privileges
which none of our people were imbrued with,
and the common sympathy existing between
all classes here would be felt equally by the
Legislative Councillors and the Members of
the Assembly. Both would be equally
subjected to popular influences and be more or
less controlled by them. The interests of the
Legislative Councillor, though a nominee of
the Crown, would be the same as those of the
mass, and the legislation which would be good
for them would, as a general thing, be good for
him too. He would have no ancestral estates,
privileges, immunities and titles to protect,
like the peers of England. He would be
affected by the social changes which affected
others, and would be moved by the same aims
and aspirations as his friends around him.
This being the case, it was not very probable
that his opinions would even be set in
opposition to those of other men as to make it
likely that he would come in collision with
them, or that, as a House, the Council would
be in danger of a serious quarrel with the
Assembly. Then the changes which time
would inevitably bring about in a body like
the proposed Legislative
•
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Council, would be sufficiently great to prevent
the possibility of a continued antagonism
between it and the other branch, if unhappily
it should arise.
The demise, the resignation and the loss of
seat from other causes, would do this, and
afford the Government of the day the
opportunity of so reconstructing the House as
to bring it more in harmony with public
sentiment. He did not say it was desirable that
at all times the Legislative Council should be a
reflection of such opinion, though it was, of
course, desirable that it should not continue
violently to shock it. He would have that
House conservative, calm, considerate and
watchful, to prevent the enactment of
measures which, in its deliberate judgment,
were not calculated to advance the common
weal.
Any more rapid changes in the composition
of the House than those he now indicated, he
did not consider wholesome or desirable.
From the history of the present Chamber for
the last few years, it would be seen that such
changes, whether among the life members or
the elected members, were much more
frequent than might be generally supposed.
According to the present elective system
twelve members went out and twelve came in
every second year. Supposing that a collision
had taken place between the two branches of
the Legislature, and that it was desirable to
bring the Council more in accord with the
representatives of the people, under this
system, the same members might be returned,
not because of the soundness of their political
opinions on the topic which had brought
about the collision, perhaps without the
slightest reference to it, but from their position
and their exertions. One might come back
because he was a wealthy man and had a
social position which gave him a large
influence, another because he was an able
canvasser and well versed in election tactics,
and others from causes equally removed from
the political question upon which the two
Houses of Parliament were in antagonism. But
suppose the twelve seats were at the disposal
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of the Government, and that an irreconcilable
difference had existed between the two
Houses, would they not have the opportunity
of redress at once and thoroughly by bringing
in twelve members who would harmonize
better in opinion with them and the country?
Undoubtedly.
Well, within eight years the changes among
the life-members had been as follows:—When
the House was made elective, there were 40
such members in it; two years afterwards, at
the call of the House, the number was found
reduced to 31; two years after that again to 26;
in two years more, to 24; and to-day to 21, of
which 21, one honorable member was now
seriously indisposed. In eight years, then, the
number had been diminished by half.
Then changes nearly as great had occurred
among the elected members. There had been
24 removals and changes by death and
otherwise among these 48; and it should be
remembered, that as the elected members
came in by twelves, two years apart, the
average time had been only four years. This
was sufficient to show the opportunity which,
even among younger men than the lifemembers, the Government would have of
keeping the House in accord with the true
interests of the country, or of overcoming any
unfortunate misunderstanding between the
two branches.
[The honorable member here went minutely into a
statement of the changes effected by death,
acceptance of office, and defeat at elections, among
this class of members, which, however, we do not
deem it necessary to specify.]
These changes had certainly altered, to some
extent, the complexion of the House, and the
future would, no doubt, be like the past in this
respect.
The Conference had taken all these things
into consideration, and wisely concluded, as
he believed, that while the chances of collision
were much less under the nominative system,
the opportunity of restoring harmonious
action was infinitely more prompt and
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effective, and that there was no such danger of
collisions between the two branches of the
General Legislature, as to make it a bar to the
principle of nomination, which principle, in
their judgment, offered the compensating
advantage he had endeavored, in the earlier
part of his observations, to point out.
He sincerely hoped the House would concur
in the views he had expressed, and would
accept the measure now before them, as one
which he believed calculated to promote the
best interests of this country and the other
provinces, and to hand down to posterity a
constitution analogous, as nearly as might be,
to that of the empire under whose protection
we had the happiness to live—a Constitution
calculated further, as he was fully convinced,
to perpetuate the connection between these
colonies and that mighty nation, to the mutual
benefit of both.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
applause.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected
1863] here inquired from the honorable
member why it was that the selection of
Legislative Councillors from Lower Canada,
in the Confederation scheme, was to be left to
the Local Government of that section of the
province, while no such provision existed with
•
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respect to Upper Canada or the Lower
Provinces.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] said it
was out of deference to the interests of the
British Canadians of Lower Canada, who had
some fear that they might not be sufficiently
protected otherwise.
Thomas
Ryan
[Victoria,
elected
1863] objected to this mode of selection, as
calculated to perpetuate differences of
nationality and creed, and thought it would be
better to leave the selection unconditionally to
the Crown.
[After this a number of questions were put to Hon.
Mr. Campbell upon various points of detail, and a
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cross fire was kept up from both sides of the House,
which made it next to impossible to keep track of the
proceedings. Among the questions asked was one as
to whether the local governments should be
constituted before the Constitution of the
Confederation became law. The resolution
concerning this point seemed involved and
contradictory, as it supposed some part of the plan
to be in force, which depended upon the action of
local governments not themselves in existence.]
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858,
Commissioner
of
Crown
Lands] promised to give an explanation at the
next sitting of the House.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected
1863] then addressed the House for a few
minutes, it being then nearly six o’clock. He
did not declare himself directly opposed to the
scheme as a whole, but believed that the
abandonment of the elective principle in
respect of the Legislative Council was a step
backward and an unwise one. He quoted as a
proof the opinion of the Premier of the
Government [Étienne Pascal Taché] expressed
two years ago, and thought it not a little
strange he should so readily have changed his
views—
Some Hon. Members—Cries of six o’clock.
Further debate was then postponed until the
morrow, and the House immediately afterwards
adjourned.
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Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island, in one
Government, with provisions based on the Resolutions
which were adopted at a Conference of Delegates from the
said Colonies, held at the City of Quebec, on the 10th of
October, 1864.1

A

lexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858,
Commissioner
of
Crown
Lands] said that yesterday he had promised to
give to the House today an explanation of the
provision contained in the 14th resolution
relating to the selection of members for the
Legislative Council of the General Legislature.
This resolution read as follows:—

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
TUESday,
february 7, 1865

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General],
For an Address to Her Majesty, praying that She may be
graciously pleased to cause a measure to be submitted to
the Imperial Parliament for the purpose of uniting the

1

2

14. The first selection of the Members of the Legislative
Council shall be made, except as regards Prince Edward
Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various
Provinces, so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such members shall be appointed by
the Crown at the recommendation of the General
Executive Government, upon the nomination of the
respective Local Governments, and in such nomination
due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members of
the Legislative Council of the Opposition in each
Province, so that all political parties may as nearly as
possible be fairly represented.2

And under it the first recommendation for
the appointment of Legislative Councillors
from
Canada
would,
should
the
Confederation scheme be adopted, come from
the existing Government of this province. In
making such recommendations, the spirit of
the resolution would be carefully observed,
and both sides in this House and as well life as
elected members, be equally considered and
fairly represented in the new Parliament.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863] begged to
inquire whether the resolutions before the
House were in all respects the same as those
sent to the members.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] said
they were not in one particular precisely as
first printed, there being a clause in those
before the House to allow New Brunswick to

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 83. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version
begins with Campbell’s speech.
Quebec Resolution 14. Resolutions were presented to Legislative Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.
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impose a duty on timber and logs, and Nova
Scotia on coal, which was not found in the
first; as for the other provinces, the imposition
of such duties was reserved to the General
Legislature3.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] said he
hoped that honourable members would rather
aid in furthering the scheme than take
pleasure in detecting the supposed causes of
opposition.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862] asked
whether the difference between the two sets of
resolutions was merely a misprint.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] could
not say whether it was owing to a misprint or
to an error in the manuscript.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862] again
asked whether the members of the Conference
had not signed the instrument containing its
resolutions
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] could
only say that the resolutions now before the
House truly and expressly represented the
conclusions the Conference had arrived at.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
Those conclusions had not been changed.
3

4

James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862] then
rose and said that the measure now before the
House was the most important one ever
submitted to a Colonial Legislature, and he
hoped to be able to approach it with entire
freedom from party spirit, and without the
purpose of finding out unnecessary objections.
He hoped he would, at all times, be able to
judge of the measures presented with the
fairness and candour of a Canadian and a
British subject.
At the outset he would, however, say, that
the project now before the House had taken
the country by surprise. The first time he had
ever addressed the House he was reported to
have spoken thus:—
That by a course of legislation, alike moderate, prudent
and upright, it will yet be the lot of some present to live
and see the day when Canada will be the centre of a noble
British North American Confederacy extending from the
Atlantic to the
•
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Pacific—a Confederacy not born in war, or baptized in
blood, but a Confederacy united by the bonds of
friendship, held together by the strong ties of friendly
commerce and mutual interests, and cemented by a
common allegiance to the throne of Great Britain.4

From this quotation it would be seen that
then he was in favour of a Confederation of the
several British North American Provinces, but
he little thought then that within two short
years such a scheme would be submitted to
Parliament. He was still in favour of
Confederation—

There seems to have been circulating in the Legislative Assembly an earlier set of the Quebec Resolutions, different from
both the text tabled in the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865 by John A. Macdonald (p. 18) and the one tabled by Étienne
Pascal Taché in the Legislative Council (pp. 1-6) on the same day. The texts printed in this volume, tabled on those dates
are the final and corrected texts, and it is also the texts found in the Journals of the Province of Canada for the Legislative
Council and those for the Legislative Assembly. It seems that some members were consulting an earlier set of the
resolutions. These were marked “private” and circulated after the close of the Quebec Conference in certain business
circles, sometime in November and December 1864, and were still in circulation well after that. These earlier sets not only
had mistakes in resolutions nos. 29(3), and 43(1) (in regard to exceptions for New Brunswick and Nova Scotia) but also in
resolution no. 24 (in regard to amending districts of local provinces, not the House of Commons). According to private
correspondence between the Coalition Ministry and the Premiers of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, these were
discovered and corrected well after the close of the Quebec Conference in October. It is likely that corrections were made
in November and December 1864. For these correspondences, see PrimaryDocuments.ca. For drafts and final text of the
Quebec Resolutions, see Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions: Including Several Never-Published Preliminary Drafts by
George Brown and John A. Macdonald & a Collection of all Previously-Published Primary Documents Relating to the Conference
(CCF, 2021).
James Currie, Legislative Council (Feb. 16, 1863). “Mr. Currie’s Speech on the Address,” The Globe (Feb. 20, 1863).
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Some Hon. Members—Hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—but it
must be a Confederation founded on a just and
equitable basis, upon principles which would
be alike advantageous to all parts and
injurious to none. If any other kind of
Confederation were agreed upon, it would
contain within itself the seeds of decay and
dissolution.
The project had been elaborately presented
to the House by the gallant knight at the head
of the Government [Étienne Pascal Taché] and
by his able colleague, the Hon. Commissioner
of Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], and
what reasons had they alleged in favour of it?
He confessed he had been quite surprised at
some of the arguments of the former. That
hon. gentleman had stated that if the scheme
were rejected, whether we would or would
not, Canada would be forced by violence into
the American Union, or placed upon an
inclined plane which would carry us there.
Now when men occupying high positions
like the hon. member, assumed the
responsibility of giving utterance to such
startling opinions, they ought to be prepared
to support them with very cogent reasons.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I am quite ready to
give them.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—If the
case were as represented, it must be because
we are quite defenceless, and that except in
union with the Lower Provinces we were at
the mercy of the United States. But what did
the honourable member mean by the inclined
plane? For his part he had not heard of any
desire on the part of the people of this
province to change their political institutions
and turn from the glorious flag under which
many of them had fought and bled. Had
anything been heard from abroad, to the effect
that unless we accepted this scheme, England
would cast us off or let us slide down the
inclined plane?
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Yet
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these were the sole, or at least the chief,
reasons alleged by that honourable member.
Let us then ask ourselves whether the scheme
provided a remedy for the threatened evils.
Would Canada indeed be so physically
strengthened sea-ward and land-ward by this
alliance, that in the event of aggression on the
part of the United States, we would be
rendered quite safe? It was easy to say that
union gave strength, but would this union
really give us strength? He could understand
that union with a people contiguous would do
so, but union with provinces 1,500 miles apart
at the extreme points, was a very different
thing, and more likely to be a source of
weakness.
In his mind it was like tying a small twine at
the end of a large rope and saying it
strengthened the whole line. When the
honourable member said that Canada would
be supported by all the military power of the
Lower Provinces, we should not run away
with the idea that this meant anything. What
were the facts? Upon looking at the census of
those provinces he found that the male
population between the ages of 21 and 50—the
extreme limits at which men bore arms—was
128,457, of which number 63,289 were chiefly
employed on the water, that is, in the coasting
trade and the fisheries, leaving 65,000 to assist
in the defence of Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Now, suppose a draft of one-third of these was
made for military exigencies—and one-third
would be a large proportion—we would have
less than 22,000 men available for the service.
Why, that would not be enough to defend
their own frontier from aggression. Without
referring to the causes which had led to the
formation of the present Government, or to the
extraordinary conduct of some of the public
men composing it, he must nevertheless
allude to the express objects they professed to
have in view in coming together. And the
principal object was a scheme of federation,
but not the scheme now offered to the House.
If he understood the matter at all, the
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Government was organized on the basis of a
Confederation of Upper and Lower Canada
first, in which Confederation the Lower
Provinces might afterwards be admitted if
they wished it.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Not
so.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—He
was not surprised at the dissent of the
Honourable Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell], for the leaders in both
Houses had placed the larger object, that is the
organization of a general Confederation, as the
primary one. But the basis of the organization
had been reduced to writing, and he held in
his hand the paper which recapitulated the
conditions. They were as follows:—“The
Government are prepared to pledge
themselves to bring in a measure, next session,
for the purpose of removing existing
difficulties by introducing the Federal
principle into Canada, coupled with such
provision as will
•
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permit the Maritime Provinces and the NorthWest Territory to be incorporated into the
same system of Government.” 5
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
resolutions on the table fulfilled that promise.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Well,
the honourable member’s colleague, the
Provincial Secretary [William McDougall], did
not mention the Lower Provinces otherwise
than incidentally at the great meeting in South
Oxford [George Brown], and the Intercolonial
Railway not at all. If his position (Hon. Mr.
Currie’s) was correct, that the Confederation
of Canada alone was the basis of the coalition,
then they had not carried out their pledge, and
he pronounced the scheme now propounded
as the authorized production of a number of
self-appointed delegates, and not the measure
the country expected.
5

Then he had been surprised to find that in
the Conference Canada had so small a
representation. He very willingly admitted
that we had very able men there, but they were
few compared with the whole number of the
Conference, and did not fairly represent the
population and wealth of the country. The
Honourable Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] had said, to be sure,
that it did not make much difference as the
votes were not taken by numbers but by the
provinces; in other words, that Prince Edward
Island, with its population of 80,000 souls, had
as much to say as Canada with its millions.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
two sections of Canada voted separately.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—That
was not much better, for it made Prince
Edward Island equal to Upper Canada, with
nearly 1,500,000 of population. But all this
apart, he maintained the country was not
prepared to pass judgment upon this
momentous question. It was the greatest
matter that had ever been presented for its
consideration, and it should be the aim of all
to have it perfectly understood and approved
of before it was adopted. We should seek to
frame a Constitution which would last for
ages. If any portion of the country were
seriously opposed to the project, and it were
carried through in spite of them, a wrong
would be inflicted which would perpetuate
itself in all coming time. If passed against the
sense of a majority of Upper or Lower Canada,
the act might lead to an agitation such as had
never been witnessed, and which might be
fraught
with
the
most
disastrous
consequences.
To prove that the country was not prepared
for this sudden change, he would ask how
many public meetings had been held in Upper
Canada for the purpose of discussing it? He
had heard of but one, and that not very
influential, where both sides of the question
were discussed. The people had in fact been

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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waiting for the programme, and to this
moment it had not been supplied—certainly
not in all its details. In a matter of this
momentous importance, upon which the wellbeing of millions in the future might so much
depend, he sincerely trusted the country
would not be hurried, but that full time for
discussion would be given to enable it to
arrive at a safe verdict.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It
was said that all the Governments interested
were in favour of the project, and it was well
known that there was to be a dissolution of
Parliament in one of the provinces; if so, where
was the necessity for haste in Canada, unless
indeed it was for the purpose of unduly
influencing the other provinces? When the
union between Upper and Lower Canada was
effected, there had been no such impatience of
delay.
The Imperial Government had brought in a
bill, copies of which were sent out, and
submitted to the Parliament of Upper
Canada—Lower Canada then had no
Parliament to consult, and in its case there was
less need of delay than now—the bill was sent
home again and approved, though meetings
held in Lower Canada strongly opposed the
measure, and to this day it is said it was forced
upon an unwilling people.6
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, from
some of the French members.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—If
time was then allowed, why should not time
be allowed now, when a much more important
union was in question?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Had
the views of such eminent men as Lord
Ellenborough and Lord Durham been duly
appreciated in 1839, this Parliament would not
now be met for the purpose of dissolving a
union which had been unprofitable to one
section, and unsatisfactory to the other.
6
7

91

Some
Hon.
Members—Hear,
hear,
derisively.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—He
would now take the liberty to quote the views
of Lord Durham, to which he had just alluded.
They were as follows:
I am averse to every plan that has been proposed for
giving an equal number of members to the two Provinces,
in order to obtain the temporary end of out-numerating
the French, because I think the same object will be
obtained without any violation of the principles of
representation, and without any such appearance of
injustice in the scheme, as would set public opinion both
in England and America strongly against it; and because,
when emigration shall have increased the English
population in the Upper Province, the adoption of such a
principle would operate to defeat this very purpose it is
intended to serve. It appears to me that any such elective
arrangement founded on the present Provincial Divisions
•
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would tend to defeat the purpose of Union, and
perpetuate the idea of disunion.7

He cited these pregnant words to indicate
the danger of resorting to temporary
expedients for the purpose of overcoming
grave difficulties. If hon. members desired to
establish a union under which the provinces
would grow in wealth, power and importance,
they must endeavour to make it as nearly
infallible as fallible men could. He had already
remarked that there had been but little
discussion in Upper Canada on this subject,
and he felt it ill became him, representing, as
he did, a large constituency, to vote
approbation before the people understood
what the vote involved. In the Lower
Provinces the people and the press seemed
alive to the subject, for the latter teemed with
articles for and against, all tending to give
information which our population had not
received.
But speaking of the Lower Provinces, he was
really afraid that some public men down there
were disposed to exaggerate the advantages of
a union with Canada, just as some of ours
seemed prone to magnify the riches of the

See The Union Act, 1840: Imperial Debate, Draft Bills and Correspondences, 1839-1840.
Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839) p. 104.
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Lower Provinces. If we were going into a
partnership, which he hoped would last if
entered into—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—we
should not attempt to deceive each other, for if
the people found they had been deceived, the
compact would be short-lived. To give
honourable members some idea of the manner
in which the subject was presented by leading
men in the provinces, he would read them an
extract from the speech of a Mr. Lynch, at a
large meeting in Halifax, as reproduced by one
of the organs of the Government there.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—What
organ?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—They
had so many organs they did not seem to
know them all.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—He
would now read from the speech in
question:—
But we are told by others that we had better have nothing
to do with Canada, because she is bankrupt. Canada
bankrupt! I wish we were all such bankrupts. She it
overflowing with wealth. This is now rapidly developing
itself, and must eventually place her among the first
nations of the earth. I have travelled over and examined
that great country, and it would take more than all the
time allotted to me to tell you of her wealth and resources.
Her rivers are among the largest in the world, and her
lakes are mighty inland oceans. I never had any idea of
their extent until I stood on the shore of Lake Erie, saw
before me a large square rigged ship, and was told that
such was the class of vessels that navigated those waters.
Why, sir, 7,000,000 tons of shipping trade upon those
mighty lakes. Again, look at the growth of the population.
Sixty years ago it was 60,000, now it is 3,000,000. Upper
Canada doubled her population in ten years, and Toronto,
in the beginning of this century the abode of the red man
of the forest, is now one of the finest cities of British
America, with a population of 40,000.
The soil is of the richest description, indeed it is only too
much so. In some places rich alluvial deposit is found to
the depth of 50 feet, and in many instances lands have
yielded their crops for years without the aid of a spadeful

8

of manure. Canada has not only the greatest yield but the
best wheat in America. It is a well-known fact that the
people of the United States in exporting their best flour
mix it to a large extent with Canadian wheat, and in order
to give you an idea of the increased growth of it I would
inform you that while in ten years the wheat crop
increased in the States 50 per cent, (an immense increase),
it in the same time in Canada increased 400 per cent. The
average crop is equal to that of the best wheat growing
countries in Europe, while some places have yielded the
almost incredible quantity of 100 bushels to the acre. The
yield of last year was 27,000.8

He only wished that this honorable
gentleman alone had been mistaken, but even
the Hon. Mr. Tilley, one of the most
distinguished statesmen of New Brunswick,
had made the statement that our tariff was in
fact only an eleven per cent, tariff. But all the
errors were not on that side, for they need but
turn to a celebrated speech of one of our own
leading men—a speech regarded almost as an
important state paper—and there it was stated
that the United Provinces would become the
third maritime power in the world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
England, it said, was first, then the United
States, and the speaker doubted if France
could take the third rank before us. Our seagoing tonnage would be five million, and our
lake tonnage seven million. These were vast
figures, and it almost bewildered the mind to
conceive their magnificent proportions.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Now
supposing all these vessels were 500 tons each,
it would require 14,000 to make up the sum,
but unfortunately the census showed that we
had but 808 sailors to navigate them—rather a
small number it must be admitted for 14,000
ships.
Some Hon. Members—Great laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
way the mistake—to use the mildest
expression—was made, was simple enough.
The vessels were entered at the Custom
Houses every time they came in and left port,

“Union of the Colonies. Mr. Lynch’s Speech at Halifax,” Quebec Mercury (Jan. 26, 1865).
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and as some of them came into port 200 times
in the year, as at Toronto for instance, their
tonnage was counted 200 times. It was easy in
this way to run up our inland marine to seven
millions of tons. But then if the products of
Canada were as great as Mr. Lynch
represented, why of course we would require
•
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all those ships to carry away all that wheat.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—He
would be glad if he could tell as fine a story,
but he could not do that and at the same time
tell the truth. Then the Lower Provinces were
told that our tariff averaged eleven per cent,
but was it so?
[The honourable member was here quoting from a
speech of Hon. Mr. Tilley, to which he had before
alluded.]
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Read on.
James
Currie
[Niagara,
elected
1862], reading on, immediately came to a
paragraph explaining the 11 per cent, to mean
the average of duties on the value of all
imported goods, a large proportion of which
were duty free.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The statement was correct.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862] then
proceeded to show the truth in regard to the
duties on staples and articles in domestic use
in Canada. He said if honourable gentlemen
would turn to the Trade and Navigation
returns for 1864, they would find that in the
first half of that year we imported and paid the
following duties on eight kinds of
commodities:

Cottons
Woolens
Tea, lbs.,
3,048,567

Value.
$3,277,985
2,537,669

Duty.
$644,381
499,084

1,059,674

275,126

Iron and
hardware
Linen
Hats and Caps
Sugar
Sugar, refined
Coffee, green

93

776,225

151,422

421,543
281,197
779,907
9,980
89,016

84,136
55,546
376,189
6,260
20,449
$2,112,593

Thus Hon. gentlemen would see we pay
more than fifty per cent, on our sugar, nearly
twenty-three per cent on coffee, while upon
tea we pay about twenty-six per cent. He was
afraid that if the present condition of Canada
was calmly considered we would be found
going into the union in a state far different
from the glowing representations of Hon. Mr.
Lynch. Let hon. members look at the trade of
Canada for half of the year 1864, and they
would find that the balance against us was
$9,999,000. Then there was the interest upon
the public debt; interest upon loans to private
individuals; bank dividends payable abroad,
for much of the stock of our banks was held
out of the province; the interest to loan
companies and others; all to be added to the
debit balance, and the picture of wealth
conjured up would present a very different
aspect.
Indeed, he wondered how, with all these
burdens, the country had borne up so well. In
the next place, he objected to the manner in
which the scheme had been brought down.
Why, if the Government desired the House to
vote favourably, did they not act and speak
understandingly? Why did they not at once
bring in the schemes for the local governments
and the estimated cost of the Intercolonial
Railway? He (Hon. Mr. Currie) did not object
to the principle of Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—No,
and he believed there would be the most
perfect unanimity on the subject, as there was
among the delegates as to the principle of
Confederation, but he asked to have, as part of
the scheme, the cost of the railway, which
seemed to be part and parcel of it.
We knew little of this project, where it was
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to commence and where to end, or how many
ends it was to have. We heard there was to be
one branch from Truro to Pictou; and then it
was said again that the road must pass
through the valley of the St. John, and end in
that city. Were we to accept the project without
information? Were we to have a road to
Halifax? to purchase the Grand Trunk to
Rivière du Loup and the link from Truro to
Halifax, all of them to enter and form part of
the national railway? Notwithstanding the
admitted talent of the delegates, he extended
that a manifest injustice had been done to
Canada, and especially to Upper Canada, in
the distribution of the subsidies to the local
governments. Hon. gentlemen must bear in
mind that the subsidies change not with
population, but remain fixed. They were as
follows:—
Upper Canada
Lower Canada
Nova Scotia
New
Brunswick

$1,116,873.00
889,248.00
264,000.00
$201,000
63,000
264,000.00

Prince Edward
Island

(p. 50)

a net revenue of $184,289.50, over and above
the costs of repair and management; and if you
add to that amount the tolls unwisely
refunded, $56,474.63, you have an amount
equal to five per cent, on the total expenditure
on the Welland Canal, as shown in the Report
of the Commissioner of Public Works [Jean
Chapais], up to the 1st January, 1862, and a
margin of $7,436 to the credit of this work.
Then we had the St. Lawrence Canals, and if
they did not pay it was because of the
extravagance of the management and the
system of toll on those works.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It
was reported that some people believed if we
could only get Confederation we would have
enough to pay for both the general and local
governments, and so much more to spare that
we would not know what to do with our
money. What would be the revenue of the
Confederation? Taking the year 1863 as the
basis, we find the revenues of the proposed
Confederation for that year, from customs and
excise, to be as follows:

64,035
89,043
153,728.00

Newfoundland

•

98,110
270,890
369,000.00
—
$3,056,849.00

If a person was proposing to enter into a
partnership he would naturally inquire into
the assets of the other members of the
intended firm. We knew what our assets were.
We had the finest canals in the world, which
had cost many millions.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—And they pay.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Place
tolls on the St. Lawrence Canals and you will
see what they pay. There was one canal that
did pay, the Welland. In 1861 this work alone
earned

Canada
Newfoundland
Prince Edward
Island
Nova Scotia
New
Brunswick

$5,999,320.98
$496,890
153,520
861,989
768,353
2,280,752.00
—
$8,280,072.98

We will now consider the burdens to be
assumed by the Confederation. Interest on the
debt of Canada, $3,812,514.01; interest on the
debts of New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, of
$15,000,000, say $750,000; interest on the debt
of Newfoundland, of $946,000, and the debt of
Prince Edward Island, of $240,673—$59,333.
Add to this the interest on the cost of
constructing the Intercolonial Railway, not
less than $1,000,000 yearly, supposing it were
to cost us but $20,000,000, and the amount to
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be spent yearly for defensive purposes,
$1,000,000. And assuming that civil
government and the cost of legislation should
be no more for the Confederation than for
Canada, which is certainly a reasonable view,
we have for civil government, $430,572.47; for
legislation, $627,377.92; judges’ salaries,
Lower Canada, $115,755.55; judges’ salaries,
Upper Canada, $157,690.33; emigration and
quarantine, $57,406.32; ocean and river
service, $511,356.40; lighthouses and coasts,
$102,724.75; fisheries, $22,758 41; cost of
collecting revenue and excise in Canada,
$401,561.41; local subsidies to provinces,
$3,056,849. Thus showing a balance against
revenue of $3,825,781.89; and if the canals are
to be enlarged, as promised, an additional debt
must be created of $12,000,000 for such
purpose,—another
annual
charge
of
$600,000,—or a total balance against revenue
of $4,425,781.89. These gentlemen from the
east were going to give us the Intercolonial
Railway and enlarge our canals, but if to
enlarge the canals, why were not the canals
put in the Constitution?
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—They did not want to throw cold water
upon it.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Why
not give a guarantee for their enlargement? He
found that the desirable improvement would
entail an expense of $12,000,000. As to the local
subsidy, he regarded it as a farce, or as honey
spread out to catch flies. As to the argument
that the rejection of the scheme would injure
our credit, he would ask whether the
bondholders would not much prefer our
present financial condition to one of fifteen
millions of increased indebtedness, with
nothing of value to show for it. If the people of
England knew that Confederation and the
9
10

11
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Intercolonial Railway meant an increase of
fifty par cent, on our tariff, they would not be
so anxious for it.
As to the representation in the Confederated
Legislative Council, it was proposed to give
Upper Canada and Lower Canada twentyfour members each, and to the Lower
Provinces twenty-eight. That is, the 780,000
souls in the Lower Provinces would have four
members more than Upper Canada with its
million and a half. This proved that though
Canada had talented men in the Conference,
they either forgot our interests or sat there
powerless.
When the Legislative Council of Canada was
made elective9, his honourable friend near him
(Hon. Mr. Christie) had stood up for the right
of Upper Canada, as the Delegates should
have done in the Conference. On the second
reading of the bill to change the constitution of
the Legislative Council, on the 14th March,
1856,—
Mr. Brown moved, seconded by Mr. Foley, That it be an
instruction to the Committee to amend the bill, by
providing that the members of the Legislative Council
shall be elected for four years, one-half retiring every
second year.10
Mr. Gould moved, seconded by Mr. Wright, That it be an
instruction to the Committee to amend the bill by
providing that the constituencies shall be arranged
according to population, without regard to the division
line between Upper and Lower Canada.11

This amendment was supported by the Hon.
Messrs. Atkins, Brown, Cameron, Christie,
Foley, Freeman, Wilson, and many leading
reformers in Upper Canada.
•
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And on the third reading of the bill on the
27th March,—
Mr. Hartman moved, seconded by Mr. Christie, That the

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
The whole amendment reads: “That’s the words ‘and that it be an Instruction to the Committee to amend the Bill, by providing
that the Members of the Legislative Council shall be elected for four years, one-half retiring every second year; and that the Members
of the Legislative Assembly shall be elected for two years’” Brown’s amendment was defeated 72-25. Journals of the Legislative
Assembly of the Province of Canada (Mar. 14, 1856), pp. 146-147.
Gould’s amendment was defeated 75-23. ibid., p. 148.
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bill be recommitted to a Committee of the whole House,
with a view to arrange the electoral divisions so as to
embrace within each, as nearly as practicable, an equal
population, and without regard to a division line between
Upper and Lower Canada.12

This amendment, although supported by
Messrs. Brown, Christie, and twenty other
Upper Canada members, was not carried. If
representation by population were right in
1856, was it not equally right in 1865?
But it might be said that the union was to be
a federal one, whereas it was no such thing. It
was neither federal nor legislative, but a
mongrel between both. If the representation
had been properly arranged, there would have
been no necessity for honourable members
vacating their seats. In that case, Upper
Canada would have had 30, Lower Canada 24,
and the Lower Provinces 18.
Yesterday the Honourable Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell] had
given reasons for abolishing the elective
principle as applied to this House; but not over
a year ago he had lauded the system, and he
(Hon. Mr. Currie) had not heard the life
members say a word in opposition. The
system had got a fair trial of eight years, and
had proved satisfactory, and would a few selfconstituted delegates, with a dash of the pen,
destroy that which had received the sanction
of the country? He was never sent to this
House to vote away its constitution—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—and
before endorsing any such proposition he
would wish to go to his constituents, and if
they said yes, he would not oppose—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—but
without that permission, he was not going to
give a vote which might have the effect of
giving him his seat for life.
12
13

14

15

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—He
had heard of Lower Canada domination, but if
this was the first taste of eastern domination,
he wished no more of it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It
was not a peculiarity of Canada, but the
judgment of the whole Conference.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—He
then presumed it was not the proposition of
the honourable member that the seat the
people had given him should be given to the
Crown; but it seemed he had passed under the
domination of the Lower Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—In
1849, the Legislature had made provision for
the support of common schools in Canada13,
and had set aside one million acres of the best
lands for that noble purpose. The lands, all
situated in Upper Canada, had been sold, and
a fund of a million and a quarter accumulated,
but with another stroke of the pen this, too,
was to be scored out. In 1862, the Government
of the day had brought down a bill to amend
the Separate School Act of Upper Canada 14,
and without expressing an opinion as to its
merits, he might say it had produced a very
strong feeling of indignation, A mass meeting
was held in Toronto to condemn the bill, and
the people were so exasperated that they had
called upon certain members of the
Government to resign. Other meetings were
held, viz.:—
Meeting at Harrington, North Oxford, 25th
March, 186315:
Resolved,—That the Hon. W. MacDougall has betrayed the

Hartman’s amendment was defeated 71-22 on Mar. 27, 1856. Journals, pp. 193-194.
An Act to raise an Income of One Hundred Thousand Pounds out of the Public Lands of Canada, for Common School Education
(Province of Canada, 1849).
Bill: An act to amend "An act respecting separate schools" in Upper Canada, in so far as the same relates to Roman Catholic Separate
Schools (Province of Canada, 1862).
The meeting took place on Mar. 20, 1863, not the 25th, which was the date the article was published. See footnote below.
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interests of his constituents for the sake of office.16

Meeting at East Nissouri, 6th April, 1863
Resolved,—That this meeting, while viewing the manner in
which the Hon. Wm. MacDougall has betrayed the
interests of his constituents in supporting Mr. Scott’s
Separate School Bill, believes it to be his duty to resign his
seat in the Provincial Parliament as member for the North
Riding of Oxford.17

He had read these resolutions to show the
feeling which then prevailed, and he might
have quoted articles to prove that the measure
was regarded as a most iniquitous one. He
would give one or two from the Globe:—
We can hardly believe that a government based on the
double majority, will permit an alteration in our common
school system in defiance of the vote of an Upper
Canadian majority.18
March 20th.—The prospects of Mr. Scott’s bill in the
Upper House are not very bright. When it was brought up
from the Assembly, nobody rose to move the first reading,
and Sir Etienne Taché, who, it will be remembered,
introduced this last Upper Canada Separate School Bill,
which passed into law, was about to assume this
responsibility, when Mr. McCrea, the newly elected
Councillor for the Western Division, came to the rescue.
The Speaker then very improperly suggested Mr. Aikins
as the seconder, an office which the member for the Home
Division promptly declined. No one else appearing, Mr.
Letellier, a French Canadian, seconded the motion. This is
French domination with a vengeance. We are not
astonished to find that there is a disposition to give the bill
strong opposition, regardless of the consequences to the
government. 19
April 11.—The bill passed the second reading in the
Legislative Council, 11 to 13 from Upper Canada.20
In spite of every temptation, Upper Canada stands true to
her school system. The bill may pass as other infamies
have passed our Legislature
•
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before, but it will not be by Upper Canada votes. If our
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
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school system is destroyed, Lower Canada must bear the
shame of it.21
April 21st.—Although the bill has passed both Houses,
and no number of meetings can stay its progress, it is well
for the people of Upper Canada to pronounce upon its
merits. They are deeply hurt and mortified by this
treatment they have received from Lower Canadians and
traitors among their own representatives. A sense of
personal wrong and injury exists which we have never
witnessed in so great a degree before. The iron of Lower
Canada domination seems to have touched the soul of the
people and the wound rankles. The word contempt does
not express the feeling which is manifested. There is a
spice of bitterness about it which takes it out of that
category.22

But, notwithstanding these evidences of
dissatisfaction, the act became law, and it
remained for the present Government, by this
scheme, to perpetuate the law. He was
surprised that the Government, framed as it
was, should become parties to such a scheme.
They had not yet done with the school
question. They proposed to protect the
Protestant minority of Lower Canada, and a
petition was on the table exhibiting what was
desired. This was proof enough that the
people were not satisfied; and whether or not
the scheme of Confederation were adopted,
the Government should bring in a measure to
do the petitioners justice. Then from Upper
Canada the Roman Catholics asked to be
placed in a position precisely similar to that
which the Protestants of Lower Canada were
seeking, and if each of these minorities were
suffering injustice, why should not their
complaints
be
redressed
before
a
Confederation took place?
Let these measures prelude Confederation,
and let not Parliament be asked to proceed
blindfold. He was satisfied that if the
Intercolonial Railway project were taken out
of the scheme, we would not hear much about

“Separate Schools in North Oxford. Meeting at Harrington,” The Globe (Mar. 25, 1863).
“Politics in North Oxford: Meeting in East Nissouri,” The Globe (Apr. 11, 1863).
“Separate Schools,” The Globe (Mar. 14, 1863).
“The School Bill in the Upper House,” The Globe (Mar. 20, 1863).
“The Separate School Bill in the Council,” The Globe (Apr. 16, 1863).
ibid.
“Separate Schools,” The Globe (Apr. 21, 1863).
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it afterwards. Some leading men in Halifax
had said, “the Railway first, and
Confederation next.”
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Hon. Mr. Tilley had said that.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Then
it would be better to try the Confederation
without the railway. It would, after all, be
much easier for the members from the Lower
Provinces to come to Ottawa than it used to be
for the members from Sandwich to go to
Montreal at the time of the union. The Grand
Trunk Railway had cost the province a vast
sum, but then it had been of vast service to the
country. But where is the company that would
keep the Intercolonial Railway running for its
earnings, the road and the rolling stock being
made over to them as a gift? Suppose a
merchant from Montreal wants to go to
England, which road will he prefer? Why, he
would go by way of Portland. Would any
produce be sent over such a road? How much
wheat was there sent over the Grand Trunk,
even in winter?
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—A great deal.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—How
much from Montreal? And why did we hear
complaints from Huron and Bruce?
Several Voices—They have no railway
there.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Was
there not the Buffalo and Lake Huron Railway
passing through Huron? It was our duty to
hesitate and not to press on at railway speed,
but to act like prudent men. We were sent here
to place a check upon hasty legislation. But
was there ever such hasty legislation as this?
Yet as the Government were strong in
Parliament, they might attempt to press the
measure without the consent of the people. If
they do, however, pursue such a course, they
will perhaps, receive a check in Nova Scotia or
New Brunswick, for in these provinces they
had no intention to pass the measure without
a free and full discussion.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed

1848]—Why, if it was good for them as the
hon. member said, they might be glad to do it.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—If
it was so unfavourable for Canada it must be
in the same degree favourable to the Lower
Provinces.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Oh,
that does not by any means follow; they are a
frugal, industrious and intelligent people, and
it may be considered inadvisable by them to
join a people who, in the short term of ten
years, by a course of extravagance and
prodigality increased the expenses of their
government nearly four hundred per cent,
independent of the increase of the public debt.
They might also call to mind the Grand Trunk
swindles.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—When the hon. member said that there
had been Grand Trunk swindles, he said what
was not correct.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Perhaps he used a wrong term. He meant
Grand Trunk frauds. Those people might
hesitate about connecting themselves with a
people that had almost brought themselves to
the verge of national bankruptcy, and loaded
themselves with such a heavy tariff, they
might recall to mind the political dishonesty of
our public men, men who had so maligned
and blackened the public character of each
other as to require a wider stage and a new
audience to witness
•
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their future acts. They would also observe that
all formerly connected with the Grand Trunk
were urging this scheme forward. He then
accused the Government of bad faith in
bringing down these resolutions, instead of a
measure simply for the Canadas; that the
reform party only committed themselves to
the latter scheme when Mr. Brown entered the
Cabinet, but now it was only secondary. To
bear this out he read the following resolution
adopted by that party:—
Moved by Mr. Hope McKenzie, and seconded by Mr.
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McGiverin—That we approve of the course which has
been pursued by Mr. Brown in the negotiations with the
Government, and that we approve of the project of a
Federal union of the Canadas, with provision for its
extension to the Maritime Provinces and the NorthWestern territory, as one based on which the
constitutional difficulties now existing should be settled. 23

He was not personally opposed to
Confederation in itself, but this measure was
so defective that he could not support it,
bearing, as it did, the seeds of decay apparent
in its details. He heartily concurred in the
views expressed recently at Halifax, by a
distinguished Upper Canada Statesman—(Mr.
Brown):—
“On a survey of the whole case, I do think that there is no
doubt as to the high advantages that would result from a
union of all the colonies, provided that terms of union
could be found just to all the contracting parties, and so
framed as to secure harmony in the future administration
of affairs. But it were wrong to conceal for a moment that
the whole merit of the scheme of union may be completely
marred by the character of its details.”
He asked who would not say that the details of this
measure did not so mar as to spoil the scheme. If we are to
have a Confederation, let it be put upon a proper and
permanent foundation, one that will be of advantage to
this young and vigorous province, and he expressed the
hope that only such a scheme would be sanctioned by
Parliament. 24

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
applause.
It being nearly six o’clock, John Ross [Canada
West, appointed 1848] moved—
to adjourn the debate till the morrow,

—which was carried.
The House then adjourned.

23

24

“Latest from Quebec. Very Full Caucus of the Upper Canada Liberals. Negotiations with the Government Endorsed,” The
Globe (Jun. 22, 1864).
George Brown’s speech at Halifax (1864). Edward Whelan, The Union of the British Provinces (1865), p. 37.
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Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, in one
Government, with provisions based on the Resolutions
which were adopted at a Conference of Delegates from the
said Colonies, held at the City of Quebec, on the 10th of
October, 1864.1

Ross [Canada West, appointed
John
1848] continued the debate as follows:

Debates of
The

Legislative
council

Honorable gentlemen will remember that I
yesterday moved the adjournment with the
intention of replying to the remarks of the
Hon. member from Niagara Division (Hon.
Mr. Currie), who engaged the attention of the
House during most of its sitting. From its
commencement to its conclusion, the speech of
that honorable gentleman was of a most
remarkable character.
At its very outset he took the opportunity of
quoting some parts of the first speech he made
in this chamber, two years ago, in which he
strongly approved of the principle of a
Confederation between Canada and the
Lower Provinces, and in some portions of his
yesterday’s speech he reiterated in a very
decided manner his approval of such a
scheme.
But other parts of his speech were of such a
character that if any of the promoters of
Confederation had been at first inclined to
number him among the friends of
•

WEDNESday,
february 8, 1865

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of the
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—
For an Address to Her Majesty, praying that She may be
graciously pleased to cause a measure to be submitted to
the Imperial Parliament for the purpose of uniting the
Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,

1
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Intercolonial Union, they might afterwards
have said “save us from our friends.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—He took the very singular course of
first decrying the credit of the Lower
Provinces, and then decrying that of Canada
itself, endeavouring to show first that we were
making a very bad bargain in uniting our
destiny with such poor provinces as they
were, and afterwards that such was our state
of bankruptcy that they would be very foolish
indeed in joining their fate with ours.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 87. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version
begins with Ross’ speech.
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John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—It would, indeed, be almost a sufficient
answer to the honorable member to take his
speech in separate paragraphs and to place
certain of them opposite to others as the reply,
for a more illogical and inconsequential
address I hardly over heard. Nor was he
content with dealing in what he thought was
irony or sarcasm, but ventured to attack
important statements of fact made by the
public men of this and the other provinces.
Now, if we are to have a Confederation at all,
I think we should be careful what language we
use with respect to such men, and what
statements we place before the public. If
language such as the hon. member permitted
himself to use be encouraged, it will be
impossible to secure the good feeling and
harmony which are indispensably necessary
to the well-working of the contemplated
union. I am, however, satisfied that the sober
sense of the House will condemn such
language, not only when it comes from the
hon. member for Niagara [James Currie], but
when falling from any other hon. member.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The hon. member commenced his
attacks upon the public men of the provinces
by quoting from a speech of Mr. Lynch,
recently delivered at Halifax2, and did his best
to turn it into ridicule, as well as to excite
contemptuous laughter at the expense of that
gentleman. Now the statements Mr. Lynch
made are facts, not foolish inventions, as the
hon. member pretended. That gentleman
spoke by the book, and relied for his
information upon the official report of one of
our public departments, and if the hon.
member will turn to the census of 1852, he will
find, at page 32, a table comparing the produce
of Canada and the United States, from which
it appears that, while that of the latter
increased 48 per cent., that of Canada
increased 400 per cent, during the previous
decade. This is what Mr. Lynch stated, and
2

what the hon. member for Niagara [James
Currie] asserted to be untrue.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—That
was between the years 1841 and 1851, while
the remarks of Mr. Lynch had reference to the
subsequent decade.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—It is not so; Mr. Lynch spoke of an
increase of ten years; he read from our official
records in proof, and read correctly. The hon.
member probably derived his information
from some newspaper, and the error he has
committed should teach him to be more
cautious how he assails public men on such
evidence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—He then turned from Mr. Lynch to the
Premier of New Brunswick, a gentleman of the
highest character and ability, who is so strong
in the esteem and confidence of the people of
that province that it seems impossible to
displace him. Now I maintain that, to say the
least it is in extremely bad taste to attack highplaced public men, especially those of other
countries, and more especially those of the
sister colonies, as the hon. member has done.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I did
not attack them.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The hon. member has attacked their
veracity; he has denied the correctness of the
statements they made openly as public men.
The Hon. Mr. Tilley quoted the figures of our
own Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt], and
the hon. member represented him as not
speaking the truth, but as, in effect, attempting
to deceive those whom he addressed.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I beg
to know when the Finance Minister of Canada
[Alexander Galt] stated that the average duties
collected in Canada were 11 per cent. The
figures—
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The honorable member will find it in
the Finance Minister’s [Alexander Galt]

“Union of the Colonies. Mr. Lynch’s Speech at Halifax,” Quebec Mercury (Jan. 26, 1865).
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speech, and while I do not think it proper in
him to interrupt me for the purpose of going
into calculations just at this moment, I
maintain that by taking all the imports,
including those free of duty, the honorable
member will find that the rate stated is exactly
correct. The imports in 1863 amounted to
$45,964,493, and the duty collected was
$5,169,173, which is just 11 per cent, of the
whole. I repeat, honorable gentlemen: that,
instead of making such attacks on great public
men, I conceive it to be more properly our
duty to defend them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Having thus disposed of the remarks
the honorable member made on the veracity of
Mr. Lynch and Hon. Mr. Tilley, I will now
advert to that portion of his remarks in which
he endeavoured to show that Hon. Mr. Galt’s
statements were incorrect.
He referred to the figures respecting the
tonnage of the proposed Confederation, as
quoted by Hon. Mr. Galt, and pooh poohed his
remarks in a way which was no doubt
intended to be very amusing. The Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt] declared that when
the Union was effected, we should be, he
believed,
•
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the third largest country in the world, as
regards the tonnage of our commercial
marine, though possibly France might be
about on an equality with us. England, he said,
was the first, the United States the second, and
either
France
or
the
contemplated
Confederation would be the third; and this is
true. I will read the statement of that
honorable gentleman:—
The sea-going tonnage of Canada, including that of the
inland lakes, amounts to about nine million tons, a great
portion of which, however, represents the tonnage of
vessels performing the coasting service, many of which
frequently clear and arrive in the course of one day.

the States on the other side of the lakes is of a nature to
give employment to a large portion of this lake tonnage—
amounting to 6,907,000 tons. I cannot class that in the same
category as the tonnage arriving at Quebec and Montreal
which, in most cases, can only make two or three trips per
annum.
The seagoing tonnage of Canada amounts to 2,133,000
tons; of New Brunswick, 1,386,000 tons; of Nova Scotia,
1,432,000 tons. Consequently the amount of sea-going
tonnage, subject only to a small deduction, is actually
about five million tons.3

The way the honorable Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] made up his statement was
exactly similar to that in which the same kind
of statistical statements were made up in
England, the United States, and other great
maritime countries, the object being to show
the actual amount of tonnage employed
during each year in the carrying trade. It does
not matter whether a vessel is engaged in long
or short voyages; if it be employed merely as a
ferry, the fact of its being so employed in
carrying goods inwards or outwards is a proof
that its tonnage capacity is required by the
trade of the countries to and from which it
plies.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—But the honorable member made it
appear untruly that the statement of the
honorable Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt] with respect to the tonnage employed on
the Canadian lakes was put forth for the
purpose of misleading the public and
inducing them erroneously to believe that the
Confederation will have a prominent place
among the great maritime nations by reason of
the tonnage employed in its trade. Mr. Galt’s
statement was that the sea-going tonnage of
the proposed Confederation would be the
third largest employed in the trade of the
world, and the statistics regarding the tonnage
of the inland waters of Canada were
superadded to those of the seagoing tonnage
of the Union.
The two statements were made perfectly

It is gratifying to know that the trade between Canada and
3
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Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 7, 1865), p. 64.
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distinct, in every table and every speech
emanating from the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] or his department. It is thus
the honorable member has availed himself of
his position for the purpose of trying to throw
dirt upon our leading statesmen, of
endeavouring to asperse the characters of our
most distinguished public men, and I repeat,
for I cannot too strongly urge it upon the
House, that we ought to discountenance such
attempts, for we should consider the character
of our public men as public property, not to be
lightly attacked and damaged. If we are to
enter into this scheme, we should at least do so
unassailed by our own people, and with as
good a public reputation as we deserve.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The
honorable
member
next
proceeded to read extracts from old Globes and
other newspapers, in which, with the
characteristic features and bitter feelings of the
times in which they were written, certain
things
were
stated
not
specially
commendatory of some of the Canadian
ministers now concerned in the preparation of
the Confederation scheme. I am not here to
defend these gentlemen—the Hon. Messrs.
Brown and McDougall, his own party leaders,
whom he attacked—nor do I intend to make
remarks upon past events, but this I will say,
that the parties alluded to have entered upon
their present work with the sincere intention, I
believe, of putting an end to the grave
difficulties which have so long distracted the
country.
This they have done with the full
concurrence and approbation of their political
friends, whose advice they sought before
entering the Administration; and I think that,
under the circumstances, instead of being
reproached and held up to public censure,
they ought to be treated with confidence and
generosity. I have hitherto always listened to
the honorable member with pleasure, even
when I could not agree with him, and even in
certain parts of the speech to which I am now
referring, the honorable member exhibited

considerable ability; but I do think,
considering it as a whole, that a more illogical,
self-contradictory, and generally objectionable
address has seldom been made in the
Canadian Legislature.
Upon reviewing the general effect of this
remarkable effort, I can only compare it with
the performances of the Parrott guns against
Fort Fisher, six of which, we have been told,
slightly wounded two of the enemy, but killed
and disabled about fifty of the men who
served them. I take it that Hon. Messrs. Tilley
and Lynch have got off with very slight
wounds indeed, and that
•

(p. 74)

any damage done is to the honorable
member’s own friends.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I will now come more closely to the
subject under debate, the proposed
Confederation of Canada and the other British
North American colonies, and in doing so I
feel I am dealing with a matter in which is
bound up the happiness and prosperity of the
country, not for the present only, but for a long
course of years to come. I only wish the
honorable member for the Niagara Division
[James Currie] had read the debates which
preceded the establishment of the American
Constitution after the United States had
gained their independence. I especially advert
to the debates in the Councils of Virginia,
which at that time, by reason of its wealth and
population, bore a similar relation to the other
colonies to that which Canada now bears to
the Lower Provinces.
If he had read the speeches of the Madisons,
the Marshalls, the Randolphs, the Henrys, the
Lees and others, he would have found no
passage in keeping with the sentiments he
uttered yesterday. Those great patriots
evidently met under a deep sense of the
responsibilities of their work, and instead of
bringing into the debates the small village
feelings and animosities tending to embarrass
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and to destroy harmony, they acted like great
men, true and noble men as they were, and
applied themselves to their task with the
purpose of bringing it to a successful issue.
The confederation which they first
established, in the year 1781, did not work
well. It remained poor, without respect
abroad, or prosperity at home, and so in 1789
they abandoned that condition of existence
and adopted the Constitution which lasted
until the commencement of the present
unfortunate war, and now governs the North.
In speaking of the Constitution prepared by
our delegates, the honorable member for
Niagara [James Currie] said it was neither one
thing nor another, it was neither legislative nor
federative, but a mongrel nondescript scheme
between the two; a Constitution for which
there was no precedent in all the world’s
history. Such, at least, was the effect of the
words he used. It happens, however, to be a
fact, that in opposition to the profound and
enlightened opinion of the honorable member,
the work of the delegates has received the
approbation of some of the most eminent
statesmen of England, as well as that of the
most distinguished and able writers for the
press of that country, which is at any rate some
small consolation. I will say that if the
delegates who met at Quebec and prepared
that instrument were incompetent for the task,
I do not know where others can be found to do
it better; and, after all, I think that,
notwithstanding the remarks of the honorable
member, the disinterested testimonies to the
value of the work done, coming from the
quarters I have indicated, will be considered in
Canada as having some weight.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—But since the honorable member
regards this as a mongrel constitution,
unworthy of acceptance, ought he not to have
been ready to suggest something better?
Should he not as a patriot have given the
country the benefit of his superior wisdom? It
is of no use to look for a better form to the
constitution of the ancient republics which

105

have passed away, their having ceased to exist
being of itself proof enough of their not being
adapted to our wants.
The honorable member might perhaps have
cited the Swiss and Dutch republics, or the
constitutions of the United States of 1781 and
1789, and if he had, the House would perhaps
have been able to compare them with that now
proposed, and arrive at some definite
conclusion which might after all have been
that ours, as now proposed, is that which
promises best to secure freedom to those who
are to live under it, and stability for the
political condition of our country.
With respect to the Swiss Confederation,
however well it may be considered to have
worked, it is a fact that within our own time a
civil war has existed among the cantons, and
that republic has been upon the brink of
destruction. As regards the Dutch republic, it
is a matter of history how it fell. During the
whole of its struggle against Philip II, the
provinces comprising it never had that
centralized power which is necessary to the
stability of a government, especially one
assailed by enemies from without, for two
provinces, Guelderland and Overyssel,
contributed nothing all that contest through,
each standing upon its state rights, while
among the remaining five, by far the largest
proportion was contributed by the one
Province of Holland.
The natural result was that the republic fell,
and became a monarchy. The same evil lay at
the root of the American Constitution of 1781,
and after it had been adopted, so ill concerted
and disunited were the efforts of the thirteen
states, that the arrangement would not work
at all, so that General Washington was obliged
to ask for and actually obtained dictatorial
powers, to enable him to carry on the contest
against Great Britain. The difficulties between
the North and the South which now prevail,
arose wholly upon the question of state rights,
and had provisions existed, in the Constitution
of the American
•
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Union, similar to those which, it is proposed to
introduce into ours, the probability is the
States would have remained united.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—But the hon. member said further that
the scheme has taken the country by surprise.
Now, I really beg to ask whether there is any
foundation for such a statement? I most
deliberately say that there is not. It must be
well known to hon. members that the late
Chief Justice Sewell, who enjoyed the
friendship of the Duke of Kent, the father of
Her Majesty the Queen, so far back as 1814,
addressed a letter to the noble Duke,
recommending an union, for this fact is
adverted to in Lord Durham’s report on the
affairs of the British North American
Provinces4.
Some ten or twelve years before even that,
the Hon. Mr. Uniacke, of Nova Scotia, had
made a similar suggestion5, and from time to
time, since then, the importance and
desirability of the project has been openly
advocated by leading public men in all the
colonies. Amongst others, I may mention
Archdeacon Strachan, the present venerable
and Right Reverend Bishop of Toronto, whose
enlightened opinions upon great public
questions, have always commanded the
utmost respect, and who, writing to Mr.
Charles Bulwer, the able Secretary of Lord
Durham, in 1838, expressed himself as
follows:—
I have only to add that it will be a pleasure to me to
contribute everything in my power to the prosperous
issue of Lord Durham’s Administration; and if Mr. Pitt
considered the Constitution which he conferred upon the
Canadas one of the glories of his life, what glory must
rebound to the statesmen who give a free Constitution to
4
5

6
7
8
9

the British North American colonies, and by consolidating
them into one territory or kingdom, exalts them to a nation
acting in unity, and under the protection of the British
Government; and thus not only ensuring their happiness,
but preventing forever the sad consequences that might
arise from a rival power getting possession of their
shores.6

Then it was formally presented and
recommended in Lord Durham’s remarkable
report on Canada and British North America
generally, so often quoted as a high authority,
and only yesterday by the honorable member
himself. Well, what did that distinguished
nobleman say on the subject. He said:—
How inseparably connected I found the interests of Your
Majesty’s Provinces in North America, to what degree I
met with common disorders, requiring common
remedies, is an important topic, which it will be my duty
to discuss very fully before closing this report.7
Again—on my first arrival in Canada, I was strongly
inclined to the project of a Federal union, and it was with
such a plan in view that I discussed a general measure for
the government of the colonies with the deputations from
the Lower Provinces, and with various leading
individuals and public bodies in both the Canadas.8
But I had still more strongly impressed on me the great
advantage of an united government, and I was gratified
by finding the leading minds of the various colonies
strongly and generally inclined to a scheme that would
elevate their countries into something like a national
existence. 9

Lord Durham, after expressing his opinion
in the report as on the whole in favour of the
Legislative Union, and referring to the
influence of the United States as surrounding
us on every side, goes on to say:—
If we wish to prevent the extension of this influence, it can
only be done by raising up for the North American
Colonist some nationality of his own, by elevating these
small and unimportant communities into a society having

Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839), p. 103.
Richard Uniacke (1753-1830) was a Nova Scotia politician who had advocated for the union of British North American
colonies for decades. He had brought up the issue previously in 1806 and 1821, before formally writing his “Observations
on the British colonies in North America with a proposal for the confederation of the whole under one government” (1826).
The report, which was never published, a copy was given to Lord Durham.
Letter from Archdeacon Strachan to Charles Bulwer (1838). Unconfirmed reference.
Durham Report, p. 3.
ibid., p. 98.
ibid., p. 98.
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some objects of a national importance, and by thus giving
their inhabitants a country which they will be unwilling to
see absorbed even into one more powerful.10
An union for common defence against foreign enemies is
the natural bond of connection that holds together the
great communities of the world, and between no parts of
any kingdom or state is the necessity for such an union
more obvious than between the whole of these colonies.11

The whole of this branch of this remarkable
report on the subject of an union of the British
American Provinces should be read by every
man in the several provinces, the arguments in
its favour are so able and so unanswerable.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I will honestly say, as many others
have said before me, that if it could have been
attained, I would have preferred a Legislative
Union, but it is well understood that Lower
Canada would never have agreed to it.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Nor the Lower
Provinces.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Nor, as my honorable and gallant
friend the Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché]
states, would the Lower Provinces have
consented to it. He may well be supposed to
know, for he was in the Conference, presiding
over its deliberations, and had the very best
opportunity of ascertaining the opinions of the
delegates.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—But coming down to later times—the
10
11
12
13
14

15

16
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times so well described by the Hon. Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché] in his excellent
speech12—when difficulties between Upper
and Lower Canada began to thicken, the Hon.
Mr. Galt brought up the scheme of Colonial
Federation as the best mode of overcoming
those difficulties, and made a most able speech
on the subject in his place in Parliament13.
Subsequently, in
•
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1858, that honorable minister entered the
Government with the express understanding
that the question would be dealt with. It is well
known that he carried his point so far, that the
subject was alluded to at the close of the
session of 1858, in the Speech of Sir E. Head,
the Governor General, and communication
with the Imperial Government for permission
to negotiate with the Lower Provinces on the
subject was then undertaken 14. Shortly after
this, three members of the Government, viz.,
Hon. Messrs. Cartier, Galt, and myself, went
to England, and on the 25th of October, 1858,
we laid our request before the Secretary of
State for the Colonies, Sir E. B. Lytton15, but
difficulties, not of our creation, intervened and
caused delay—Lord Derby’s Government was
defeated, and the matter continued in
abeyance.
To say, in the face of the facts I have stated,
that the project is unknown and has taken the
country by surprise, is to say what is not the
case. Even last year it was distinctly referred to
in His Excellency’s [Viscount Monck] Speech
at the close of the Session16, and Hon. Messrs.

Durham Report, p. 100.
ibid., p. 101.
Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), pp. 6-11.
Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly, (Jul. 5 & 7, 1858). “Provincial Parliament,” Montreal Herald (Jul. 8 & Jul. 10, 1858).
Governor General Head, Legislative Council [Prorogation of Parliament] (Aug. 16, 1858). Journals of the Legislative Council
of the Province of Canada (1858), p. 525. The paragraph referenced is, “I propose, in the course of the recess, to communicate with
Her Majesty’s Government, and with the Governments of our sister Colonies, on another matter of very great importance. I am d esirous
of inviting them to discuss with us the principles on which a bond of a federal character uniting the Provinces of British North America
may perhaps hereafter be practicable.”
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
Governor General Monck, Legislative Council [Prorogation of Parliament] (Jun. 30, 1864), p. 223. The paragraph referenced
is, “In releasing you from further attendance, I would impress upon you the importance of using the influence which the confidence of
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Brown, McDougall and Mowat entered the
Government with the express understanding
that negotiations were to ensue to bring about
the proposed Federation. Hon. Messrs. Brown
and Mowat went back to their constituents
and were re-elected by acclamation, and
although Hon. Mr. McDougall was defeated,
he too was subsequently elected for another
constituency
by
acclamation.
These
gentlemen, instead of being decried and
assailed for the part they have acted, should be
honored for their patriotism.
There has been no such thing as surprise.
The resolutions were sent to all the members
of the Legislature shortly after they were fully
settled upon, and even before that the plan
was published in all the newspapers of the
province, and I am at a loss to know how it
could have been made more public. It is true
the Opposition have not held public meetings
to consider or object to the scheme, but the
reason of this is, that the majority in its favour
is so enormously large that they did not
venture to do so.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The next piece of disingenuousness on
the part of the honorable member was in
stating the military power of the Lower
Provinces at 65,000 fighting men, or in limiting
to that number the men competent for military
service—
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—No; I
said 128,000, of whom 65,000 only were
available, the rest being engaged on the water.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Why did not the honorable member
candidly state their census population, which
at this time cannot be much short of a million
souls?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—With the permission
of the honorable member I will state the result
of my experience in this matter. I have been for

some time attached to the Adjutant General’s
office, where I had the opportunity of
examining the particularly correct returns of
the Militia for Lower Canada, and it always
appears that out of a given population of both
sexes the one-fifth pop. is the exact number of
men, between the ages of 18 and 60, fit for
military duty. This is the case all the world
over. The law is as uniform as that which
determines the relative numbers of the two
sexes; in all Christian countries the males
being 21 and a fraction to 20 females, while in
countries where polygamy exists the case is
exactly reversed, the females being 21 and a
fraction, and the males 20. I hare verified the
fact that one-fifth of our population shows the
correct number of militiamen, and if the
honorable member (Hon. Mr. Currie) will
apply to the Adjutant General he will find it
was so.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
have taken the figures as furnished by a
colleague of the honorable member.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Then my colleague
must be in contradiction with myself. The
number of militia-men in Upper Canada, by
the last census, was 280,000, which, multiplied
by 5, gives the population, with a few to spare.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I think it is now unnecessary for me to
say anything else on this subject, as the
honorable member has been fully answered by
my honorable friend the Premier [Étienne
Pascal Taché]. All that I need add is that
according to the rule now stated, the million of
souls in the Lower Provinces would produce
200,000 instead of 65,000 men, all capable of
bearing arms, those employed on the water
being as liable to serve as those employed on
the land. I trust we shall never require to
muster our fighting men from any part of the
proposed Confederation; but the best
preventative of danger is preparedness to

your fellow subjects confers upon you to secure for any scheme which may be proposed with this object, a calm and impartial
consideration both in Parliament and throughout the country.”
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meet it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The honorable member next came to
the question of the Intercolonial Railway,
which after all seems to be his great peculiar
horror—the great pillar which overshadows
and oppresses him. Well, I will turn again to
Lord Durham’s report, in which the following
passage, remarkably apposite to the subject,
appears:—
•

(p. 77)

The completion of any satisfactory communication
between Halifax and Quebec would, in fact, produce
relations between these provinces that would render a
general union absolutely necessary. Several surveys
proved that a railway would be perfectly practicable the
whole way….
The formation of a railroad from Halifax to Quebec would
entirely alter some of the distinguishing characteristics of
the Canadas. Instead of being shut out from all direct
intercourse with England during half the year, they would
possess a far more certain and speedy communication
throughout the winter than they now possess in
summer.17

This passage greatly impressed the public
men of the day—the Lafontaine-Baldwin
Administration18—in which Mr. Hincks and
the honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché]
each had a place. It was under them that the
railway legislation of the province received its
first impulse, and last session I remember to
have had occasion to quote the preamble of an
act passed in 1851, which recites:—
That, whereas it is of the highest importance to the
progress and welfare of this province, that a Main Trunk
line of railway should be made throughout the length
thereof, and from the eastern frontier thereof through the
provinces of New Brunswick and Nova Scotia to the city
and port of Halifax; and it is therefore expedient that every
effort should be made to ensure the construction of such
railway.19

17
18
19

20
21
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The second clause of the act
Authorizes the Government, for the time being, to
negotiate with the Imperial Government and New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia, for the construction of the
line, and to bargain therefore; the funds to be obtained
under Imperial guarantee. 20

This act, honorable gentlemen, is still in
force, and from the time of its passing there
has always been an anxiety among the public
men of Canada to accomplish the construction
of a railway to Halifax. All our governments,
without exception, have felt in the same way,
and the Macdonald-Sicotte Administration 21
took steps towards such an end. But the
difficulties which followed stopped further
progress, and, in fact, had almost stopped
legislation altogether.
Now, however, the Hon. Mr. Brown himself
has made the construction of this railway a
part of the proposed Constitution, and has
said, at a great meeting in Toronto, that if the
project contained half-a-dozen intercolonial
railways he would go for them all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I feel morally certain that if the subject
were fairly discussed in every town in Upper
Canada, nine-tenths of the people would go
heartily for it. Indeed, the railway is absolutely
necessary and we cannot do without it. Upper
Canada alone, not to speak of Lower Canada
at all, requires it, and so well is this understood
in the Lower Provinces that an opponent of the
Hon. Mr. Tilley—Hon. Mr. Smith—has lately
said it was quite unnecessary for New
Brunswick to spend any money on the work,
as Upper Canada must build it for its own
sake.
As to the cost of this road, which has been so
greatly exaggerated, Mr. Brydges, who must
be supposed to know something about the

Durham Report, p. 102.
Led by Louis-Hippolyte Lafontaine and Robert Baldwin (1842-1843, 1848-1851).
An Act to make provision for the construction of a Main Trunk Line of Rail-way throughout the whole length of this Province
(Province of Canada, 1851).
ibid.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863).
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matter, has offered, on behalf of an English
company, to undertake the construction of the
line for £3,500,000 sterling. Everybody knows
how much that is, and when reciprocity22 is
gone, Upper Canada will do well to build the
road on its own account, if all the other
provinces refuse.
They will however not refuse, for the line is
equally necessary for Lower Canada and the
other provinces, and it is a great advantage to
all parties that it should be so. New Brunswick
requires it to open up its rich interior country
which contains, as I have learned from
advance reports of subordinate surveying
engineers, some of the finest lands in the
world. Halifax wants it, in order to bring
freight to her great seaport when those of
Quebec and Montreal are closed. It should
have been commenced three years ago, and if
it had it would now be built, and we should
have heard nothing about the abolition of the
Reciprocity Treaty.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The honorable member then asked
why, since there was to be a dissolution and an
appeal to the people of New Brunswick on the
subject, there should not be one in Canada?
The answer to that has already been given. The
term of Parliament would have expired in that
province on the 1st of June, and as the
members would then have had to go to their
constituents to give an account of their
conduct during the previous four years, it was
thought better to anticipate the time of its
dissolution by three or four months.
In Nova Scotia and Newfoundland,
however, where the elections were more
recent, there are to be no elections. I will add
that this mode of appealing to the people is not
British but American, as under the British
system the representatives of the people in
Parliament are presumed to be competent to
decide all the public questions submitted to
them. When the unions between England and
22

Scotland, and between England and Ireland
were effected, there were no appeals to the
people, it being assumed that the people’s
chosen representatives were quite competent
to judge of the measures.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Yet the members who have recently
gone to the country have found public opinion
to be decidedly
•
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in favour of the project. One honorable
member (Hon. Mr. Macpherson) who
represents 130,000 souls, has told the House
that he has held meetings all over the vast
Division for which he sits, and that in every
case he has explained the subject to them
without finding a single person to oppose it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The honorable member for Niagara
[James Currie] also said, that the project has
been unfairly brought down. Now, I contend
that it was brought down in the only way in
which it could be submitted to us or to the
people. Such a censure as this is beyond my
comprehension, and it has certainly not been
shown to my satisfaction, nor I should
imagine, to that of anybody else, in what the
unfairness consists.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Next the honorable member attacked
the financial terms of the scheme, and rolled
up a mass of figures which I strongly
suspected the honorable member himself did
not understand.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and laughter.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt] fully and lucidly stated the case last
evening, and I will read part of his speech to
show how satisfactorily the matter was
explained. Hon. Mr. Galt said:

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
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With reference to the trade of this country, he had taken
the returns of 1863. The returns of the trade of Canada, in
that year, taking exports and imports conjointly, showed
an aggregate of $87,795,000. Taking the census of 1861, this
trade represented thirty-five dollars per head of the
population. The value of the import and export trade of
New Brunswick, for the same year, reached $16,729,680,
amounting to sixty-six dollars per head of its population.

Nova Scotia
New
Brunswick
Newfoundland
Prince Edward
Island

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—With respect to the revenue and
expenditure of the provinces, I find a succinct
statement in the speech delivered by Mr. Galt,
at Sherbrooke, as follows24:—

Nova Scotia
New
Brunswick
Newfoundland
(1862)
Prince Edward
Island
Canada
Total,
1863
Total,
1864
Estimated
Surplus, 1864

Revenue.
$1,185,629

Expenditure.
$1,072,274

899,991

884,613

480,000

479,420

197,384

171,718

9,760,316
—

10,742,807
—

$12,523,320

13,350,832

14,223,320

13,350,832

—

—
$872,488

The Hon. Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt] made some admirable remarks, at
Sherbrooke,
with
reference
to
the
indebtedness of the colonies, where he gave to
a public meeting the following table25:
23
24

25

(1863)

$4,858,547

“

5,702,991

(1862)

946,000
240,673
—

Total,
The aggregate trade of Nova Scotia, for the same period,
amounted to $18,622,359, or fifty-six dollars per head of its
people. And in the case of Prince Edward Island, the
import and export trade amounted to $3,055,568,
representing thirty-seven dollars per head of the
population of that colony. The value of the total trade of
Newfoundland was $1,245,032, or eighty-six dollars per
head. The whole of these figures represented an aggregate
trade of all the provinces, amounting to $137,447,567.23
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Maritime
Provinces
Canada
(1863)

Grand Total

$11,748,211
67,263,994
—
$79,012,205

Reasoning from these figures, Mr. Galt
stated that the debt of Canada amounts at the
present time to about $27 per head, and that to
enter into an equitable arrangement with the
other provinces where the debts were about
$25 per head either ours had to be reduced or
theirs increased; that is, when made
chargeable to the Confederation, and as the
former is the preferable course, the surplus or
excess of ours over $25 per head has to be
locally assumed by Canada.
He also explained that the debts of Prince
Edward Island and of Newfoundland being
less than $25 per head, an allowance had to be
made to them to place them on an equal
footing with the rest of the colonies.
I will add, for the information of the
honorable member for Niagara [James Currie],
the following official figures, which are
instructive as showing that the people of the
Maritime Provinces are a people who
contribute, under their present tariffs, a
considerable sum to their respective
treasuries:
Duty on Imports Per Head
Newfoundland
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
Prince Edward Island
Canada

(1863)
$3.53
2.46
2.81
1.69
1.85

Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 7, 1865), p. 63.
Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864) in Speech on the Proposed Union of the British North American Provinces
(1864), p. 23.
ibid.
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Looking at all these facts together, the
conclusion appears to me irresistible that the
arrangement proposed is in every respect an
equitable one, and that it has been made with
a view to give to each province as nearly as
possible what is right and fair, as far as what
is right could be discovered. No honorable
member could wish that Canada should have
undue advantages over the other parties to the
compact. The spirit in which the deliberations
of the Conference were conducted was the
correct one, and had its members tried to
overreach each other, had they not been
impressed with the necessity of mutual
concessions for the common good, no result
could ever have been arrived at.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The next point the honorable member
touched was the
•

(p. 79)

assets of the Lower Provinces, and he asked
very emphatically what they had to bring into
the partnership. He said we had our valuable
canals, but what had they? Well, they have
their own railways, built with provincial
money. New Brunswick has 200 miles, equal
in value to eight millions of dollars; and Nova
Scotia 150 miles or thereabouts, equal to about
six millions of dollars, though I am not sure of
the exact extent.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
What do they pay?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—What do our canals pay? That,
however, is not the question; our canals are
assets and valuable assets too, even though
they do not pay much directly, for they
cheapen transport to an extraordinary extent.
I remember the time when the freight of a
barrel of flour from Toronto to Montreal cost
one dollar, and now it is 10d; and one cwt. of
merchandize brought back also cost one dollar
then, but now only 1s. It is in this way that
great public works are valuable to a country.
As to the earnings of the Lower Province
railways, the net profits—not the gross

receipts—are stated, I believe, at $140,000;
$70,000 in New Brunswick, and $70,000 in
Nova Scotia, which, at any rate, is something.
The Welland Canal, of which the honorable
gentleman spoke so much, did not pay even
the interest on its cost; and if the canal on the
American side of the Niagara is constructed,
as we learn from the American press it is to be,
the chief source of its revenue will be cut off,
and so far from being the best of the canals in
a paying point of view, it will be the worst of
all those connected with the St. Lawrence
navigation. Let me not be understood,
however, as depreciating the value of the
Welland Canal. None is more ready than I am
to admit that its construction was wise, and
that it has proved and will continue to prove
beneficial in the highest degree.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The honorable member, living as he
does on the very banks of the Welland Canal,
very naturally asked how the canals are to be
enlarged? Well, they will be the property of
the General Government, and when the trade
requires it, that Government will, no doubt,
appropriate money for the work.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—As to local taxation, all the provinces
will be put upon the same footing, and nothing
can be fairer. If Upper Canada, which it is
asserted is so much wealthier than the other
portions of the Confederation, requires more
than the eighty cents per head allowed to all
the provinces, its greater wealth will cause it
to feel the taxation so much the less.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The honorable member next attacked
the proposed constitution of the Legislative
Council, and insisted not only that it should
have remained elective, but that the principle
of representation according to population
should also have prevailed. But who ever
heard that in a Federal Constitution the Upper
House should be arranged on that principle?
If that view be the sound one, the better way
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would be to have but one House, for the only
effect of having two Houses, both elected on
the basis of population, would be that one
would constantly be combating the other, and
the wheels of government would unavoidably
be brought to a stand-still. In such a case the
more powerful members of the Confederacy
would be wholly unrestrained, and would
completely overwhelm the weaker.
This was fully considered on the adoption of
a Constitution for the United States, according
to which it is well known that the smaller
States are represented in the Senate by the
same number of senators as the larger ones—
there being two members for each. The same
principle has been adopted in arranging the
terms of this proposed union, and for the same
reason; viz., to protect the weaker parties to
the compact.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The next point referred to by the
honorable member related to the Common
Schools and the fund proposed to be created
by the Act of 184926, but as the honorable
member has been informed one of its
provisions, that relating to this fund, has never
been carried out; with respect to the other, my
honorable friend the Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell] has already
explained that the million of acres have been
set apart and a fund year by year created,
while Parliament has annually set apart about
$100,000 for the support of the schools. Upper
Canada then has suffered no injustice in this.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The honorable member at last
concluded his remarks by drawing a sorry
picture of the condition of Canada. According
26

27
28

29
30
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to him, it was about bankrupt when a number
of self-appointed delegates met and devised
this scheme for its further embarrassment. So
far from this being the case, it is a matter of
history that the Government was formed
expressly for the purpose of considering and
framing this very scheme, and getting rid of
the dead-locks which have so injuriously
affected the legislation of the country. It
appeared that by the time the honorable
member came to this part of his speech he
became so excited that he hardly knew what
he was saying.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I will conclude by reading an extract
from a remarkable speech delivered by His
Honor the Speaker (the Honorable U. J.
•
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Tessier) at a public meeting held in Quebec in
1858, when the three delegates were in
England27 pressing for Confederation. It is as
follows:—
In 184928 and 185229 there were passed acts of our
Provincial parliament to give some kind of guarantee for
the construction of this (the Intercolonial) Railway. As a
member of the Canadian Legislature, I pledge my best
support to help this enterprise, and as to the Canadian
nationality, distinct from the English or French
nationality, composed of the best qualities of both, to
which allusion has been made, I share in this sentiment,
and I hope to see growing a Canadian Empire in North
America, formed by a Federal Union of all the colonies
connected and linked together by this Intercolonial
Railway, that may hold a position able to counterbalance
the grasping power of the United States on this
continent.30

I refer to this able speech to show the
enlightened views which that honorable
member held on the subject, in common with

An Act to raise an Income of One Hundred Thousand Pounds out of the Public Lands of Canada, for Common School Education
(Province of Canada, 1849).
The three being Galt, Cartier, and [John] Ross.
An Act to provide for affording the Guarantee of the Province to the Bonds of Rail-way Companies on certain conditions, and for
rendering assistance in the construction in the Halifax and Quebec Rail-way (Province of Canada, 1849).
An Act to establish a Consolidated Municipal Loan Fund for Upper Canada (Province of Canada, 1852).
U.J. Tessier’s speech probably took place in Oct. 1858, when Galt, Cartier, and Ross went to London. Unconfirmed
reference.
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many other distinguished public men. I have
now done with the speech of the honorable
member for Niagara [James Currie], and will
only say further that I hope the important
subject before the House will be fully and
completely discussed, so that the fine merits of
the scheme may be thoroughly understood. I
know it will be discussed calmly, with mutual
forbearance and kindness, and with the
excellent dispositions which honorable
gentlemen usually bring to the consideration
of the matters submitted for their judgment.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
applause.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I feel satisfied that after such
discussion the House will complete its share of
this great work by assenting to the resolutions
submitted for its approval.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George
Alexander
[Gore,
elected
1858] said—I am sure that the members of the
Government desire that this great question
should be freely and fully discussed—I am
sure they will be glad to see any members of
this House frankly state wherein they
conceived any of its details to be defective—I
am sure that the suggestions by the honorable
gentlemen who represent the divisions of
Victoria [Thomas Ryan] and Wellington [John
Sanborn] will be duly weighed by the present
Administration, as any other suggestions
made in the spirit to accomplish good.
But some members in both branches of the
Legislature appear to be opposed to the
Confederation scheme in toto 31.—They hold
that the constitutional changes proposed are
unwise, and are fraught with great evil. The
honorable member for Niagara Division (Hon.
Mr. Currie) appears to be of that number, from
the very strong appeal which he has made to
this House against the whole measure, and I
desire to reply to some of the arguments which
he pressed, no doubt with very great force and
ability, upon our attention.
He objects to the whole manner in which the
31

Convention was formed; he has no faith
whatever in the result of their deliberations.
He maintains, in the boldest manner, that the
proposed
union
will
be
found
disadvantageous and burdensome to all the
provinces uniting. He produced figures,
prepared beforehand, to show that our
burdens will be increased to the extent of at
least $3,000,000 per annum—an increase
which will be found oppressive to the industry
of the province of Canada.
I cannot understand from what source he
has obtained his figures to arrive at such a
conclusion. There is no difficulty in our being
able to form a reliable idea as to the future
financial position of the proposed federal and
local governments. If we make an estimate of
the whole revenue of those provinces from
their financial returns, taking the basis of 1863,
we find that there will be a net revenue,
available for the purposes of the General
Government, after paying the subsidy of
eighty cents per head to the local
governments, amounting to the sum of
$9,643,108, while we are justified in assuming
that the ordinary expenditure of the General
Government will not exceed $9,000,000.
But, of course, there are always certain
grants which are not classed under ordinary
expenditure, and we shall have to provide for
the Intercolonial Railway, and the widening
and deepening of the St. Lawrence canals; and
suppose that we allow the very liberal item of
$25,000,000 for those great objects, it will be
admitted on all sides that we shall be enabled
to obtain this amount under the Imperial
Guarantee at four per cent., thus throwing
upon the federal treasury the additional
annual burden or charge of $1,000,000, which
we may, with perfect right, say will be met in
the following manner.
It can be clearly shown that it rests entirely
with ourselves, whether we cannot meet all
the claims of ordinary expenditure and
interest on the federal debt with the amount,
already named, of $9,643,108; while I am sure

i.e. “as a whole”.
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that most commercial men will allow that,
with the power which we shall have of
imposing uniform tariff and excise duties
throughout the whole united territory of these
united provinces, we shall raise sufficient
additional revenue to meet this large item.
But as I have, on a former occasion, said, we
must inaugurate the dawn of our infant
national career with the utmost care and
prudence. All jobbery and lavish expenditure
must be carefully avoided; and if we do so, I
venture to
•
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prophesy that the anticipations of my
honorable friend from Niagara [James Currie]
will never be realized. I venture to say, in the
face of all his evil forebodings of increased
burdens and debt, that we shall find our
position greatly improved.
He appeared in the delivery of his able and
powerful speech, very desirous to make out
the strongest possible case, raking up even the
public condemnation of the Provincial
Secretary [William McDougall] at the famous
Harrington meeting32. I was one of those who
voted against Mr. Scott’s Separate School Bill33,
valuing, in common with the earnest electors
at Harrington, our noble school system of
Upper Canada, which carries the blessings of
education throughout the width and breadth
of the land; but the people generally are not
prepared
to
reject
the
proposed
Confederation, because of the position of that
question, although there are individual
electors who have strong convictions on the
subject.
My honorable friend also dwells upon the
amount which will require to be appropriated
for the militia. He appears to think that
soldiers can be formed by magical influence in
a day, and to effect a small saving he would
elect to leave this magnificent territory, with
its valuable homesteads, exposed to be swept
at any moment by a ruthless aggressor; or

32
33
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should not mind that our Canadian people
should run the risk of being subjected to share
the liability of three thousand millions of debt,
in addition to their own burdens. The great
body of the people of Upper Canada have
great faith in the expansion and growth of a
young country such as this.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
They do not forget the remarkable fact, that
after experiencing a large deficiency in the
revenue of the country for several years, with
also, in addition, two very indifferent harvests,
we are in a position to announce a
considerable surplus of revenue at this
moment; and we look forward to this
consolidation of other great interests, full of
hope, that it will give us a higher standing in
the world; that it will give a great impetus to
the growth of our population, our commerce
and our revenue; and if the expenditure to be
made on those great public improvements
should swell the debt, we shall find ourselves
in a condition of such prosperity that it will fall
lightly upon us. There are so many conspiring
circumstances to make us regard this great
scheme with favour, the offspring, as it is
presented to us, of the large experience and
matured judgment of the political leaders of
all these provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
We may venture to accept it and give it a fair
trial as the best solution of the difficulties we
have experienced in working out our present
Legislative Union. It is very true that we have
all opposed until now the construction of the
Intercolonial Railway, because we have had
grave doubts as to the commercial value of
that work, and the prospect of its being selfsustaining; but it certainly cannot be denied
that the unfriendly attitude assumed towards
us by the neighbouring republic in respect to
the trade relations between the two countries,
makes it more prudential for us thus to secure

“Separate Schools in North Oxford. Meeting at Harrington,” The Globe (Mar. 25, 1863).
An Act to Restore Roman Catholics in Upper Canada Certain Rights in Respect to Separate Schools (Province of Canada, 1863).
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a winter road to the great highway of the
world’s commerce—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
and it will certainly place us in a stronger
position to negotiate fair and just terms in a
renewal or modification of the Reciprocity
Treaty34. Whilst that public work is accepted as
an indispensable part of the scheme, we are
glad to be assured by the members of the
Government, that the deepening and
widening of the St. Lawrence canals will be
carried out simultaneously. Good cannot fail
to flow from the union if justice is thus done to
all its component parts.
As regards the question of finance, the
proposition to assume the debts upon a certain
basis on the one hand, and to impose a
uniform tariff on the other, with certain
reasonable stipulations, is perhaps the nearest
approximation to dealing out common justice
to all, which could be arrived at, with so many
varied interests there represented. We know
that our own delegates contended, as we now
contend, that it would only have been fair and
just that the future subsidy to be paid to each
province of eighty cents per head should be
based upon the census returns to be made
every ten years. But this is not the moment to
enlarge upon this point, or upon those details,
to which, as I have before stated, the great
body of my constituents take exception, and I
will reserve myself, therefore, until we discuss
the details per item.
I would only, in conclusion, observe, that
our most enlightened citizens see nothing but
weakness and insecurity in our present
fragmentary position, while they regard the
proposed union as calculated in every way to
give us importance, standing and strength—
improve our credit—inspire a feeling of
confidence in our future, and bring emigration
to our shores. If we can look back with just
pride to our giant growth during the last
quarter of a century, so may we enter upon the
34
35

extended relations now proposed full of hope,
that with an accession of territory, population
and power—commencing our career with a
volume of trade exceeding $137,000,000, with
such boundless resources to develop, and a
country capable of sustaining
•
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any extent of population, there is no barrier to
our extension and material progress.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
We must feel that such a field or human
enterprise and such a position is calculated to
give our people higher aspirations, and to
make them cherish what may at the present
moment be pronounced at this stage of our
infancy but a dream; that just as the Russian
Empire extends its powerful sway from the
Black Sea to the polar regions, so may the
people of British North America aspire to raise
up a great Northern Power upon this
continent, which shall be distinguished for the
wisdom and stability of its institutions, which
shall emulate the parent countries from which
its races have sprung, in developing their
manly virtues, and in diffusing the blessings of
a higher civilization, wherever its population
may flow.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected
1863] said he cordially agreed with the
honorable gentleman who had spoken in
desiring a union of the provinces, and with the
Honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] in
believing that if such union could be arranged
to the satisfaction of all the parties concerned,
it ought to be effected. Without exactly
committing himself to the opinion of the
Honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] that
this country was upon an inclined plane
which, if the proposed scheme of
Confederation were rejected, would land us in
the United States 35, he nevertheless thought
that the arguments which he had advanced to

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 22.
Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 6.
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demonstrate the necessity of some change
which would secure our future exemption
from the difficulties by which we were now
beset were unanswered and unanswerable.
Yet he was obliged to express his
disapproval of the manner in which the
scheme had been submitted to Parliament, as
the course adopted entirely precluded the
Legislature from suggesting any improvement
or modification of its details. He felt, in
common with all other honorable members,
that the subject was one of vast importance;
that we were not legislating for the mere
purpose of escaping from unpleasant party
political difficulties, but for the safety and
prosperity of our country and the welfare of
our children and descendants, and therefore
could not agree with the honorable member
for Brock (Hon. Mr. Blair), that immediate
action was necessary and that any delay was
dangerous.
Notwithstanding all that had been said of
this country being acquainted with the scheme
and prepared to adopt it, he did not and could
not believe that such was the case; in arranging
its details no advice or assistance had been
sought from the representatives of the people,
and the people themselves were to have no
voice in the matter. The scheme was assumed
to be perfect, and being perfect, must be
adopted by the House without change or
modification of any kind.
It was said that nine-tenths of the people
were in its favour; he believed that a very large
majority approved of the general principle of
union, but there were details of the plan which
did not pass unchallenged. It was much to be
regretted that the resolutions had not been
introduced in such a way as would have
permitted the House to place upon record its
views in respect to any part of them which
might be unacceptable, and to suggest to the
Imperial authorities who might frame the bill,
such amendments as it considered desirable.
He thought the honorable member for
Wellington (Hon. Mr. Sanborn) was in error in
proposing the amendments of which he had
given notice,—the resolutions before them
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were not, properly speaking, resolutions of the
House, they must be regarded as a mere
statement of certain agreements entered into
by other parties and communicated to us for
our information, and consequently could not
in any way be altered or amended. Honorable
members were thus placed in an anomalous
position—invited to discuss the whole subject
freely and their assistance requested, and at
the same time informed that no change would
be effected—that in fact the only assistance
wanted was the voting for the adoption of the
scheme as a whole.
Whatever doubts may exist as to the change
the proposed union might effect either for
good or for ill, he thought there was no doubt
that there would necessarily be a vast increase
of expense in carrying on the Government:
without mentioning specific sums, it must be
obvious that Canada would have to maintain
two local legislatures with all their
appurtenances, in addition to her share of the
expense of the Federal Legislature, which
latter could scarcely be expected to be less than
at present.
With regard to the proposed change in the
constitution of the Legislative Council, he was
far from considering it a wise step; like the
honorable member for Niagara (Hon. Mr.
Currie), he had great regard for the right of the
franchise as now enjoyed by the people, and
felt that it would be improper to vote away
that privilege of his constituents without their
authority or assent. He had been sent here by
them to assist in legislating under the
Constitution we now have, and not to change
it. It was admitted by all that the elective
system had operated advantageously, and
why then should it be abandoned?—why
initiate a retrograde movement
•

(p. 83)

unsought for by the country?
Much had been said about the risk of
collision between two elective Houses, that
legislation might come to a dead-lock; now it
was a remarkable fact that under the present
system there had been no such difficulties,
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while both in England and in Canada,
previous to the introduction of the elective
system, they had occurred, and on several
occasions the power of the Crown had been
called in to overcome them by appointing
additional members. What would be the
position of the House under the new scheme?
It would be the most irresponsible body in
the world; and if a dead-lock should occur
there would be no way of overcoming it, for
the casualties of death, resignation or
acceptance of office, which had been so
strongly insisted upon as sufficiently
numerous to enable the Government of the
day to modify the character of the House,
would not in his opinion be adequate to meet
such an exigency. Such was apparently the
view of the Colonial Secretary [Edward
Cardwell]; and it would in all probability be
found necessary to leave the Crown unfettered
in the exercise of its prerogative of
appointment.
The honorable gentleman concluded by
saying that he would not now comment upon
any other details of the scheme, as he
understood the resolutions were to be
discussed seriatim36, but he did not very clearly
see the advantage of such a discussion when it
was so distinctly stated that the only question
for the House to determine was whether the
scheme as now submitted, unchanged and
unchangeable, should be rejected or adopted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] said the scheme, it was
true, must be taken as a whole, or rejected,
since it was not the property of the
Government of Canada alone, but of all the
other provinces as well. But it did not therefore
follow that honorable members who might
dissent from some parts of it might not
inscribe that dissent on the journals. If the
amendments proposed were passed, the
motion for an Address would not be pressed;
but, if they did not carry, then the votes of the
36

honorable members who had supported them
would be on record.
In former days, before the yeas and nays
were taken, it was the practice for members
who objected to any particular measure, in
conformity with the practice of the House of
Lords, to enter a protest on the journals
exhibiting their reasons for dissent, and he
knew of no rule which would prevent such a
course from being pursued on the present
occasion. It was quite in the power of
honorable members, if they chose, to propose
amendments, and so secure the advantage of
placing their views before the country.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “adjourn!
adjourn!”
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841] said, as there was an evident desire for
an adjournment, he would not occupy the time
of the House for more than a few minutes, his
intention being merely to refer to a portion of
the remarks made by the honorable gentleman
(Hon. Mr. Vidal) who had just sat down.
Though he generally agreed in what had been
said by that honorable member, there was one
particular in which he (Hon. Mr. Moore)
thought he was in error. He (Hon. Mr. Vidal)
seemed to have become impressed with the
idea that it was not competent for the House
to amend the resolutions, but that they should
either be adopted or rejected as a whole. It was
true the Government had so laid it down, but
he (Hon. Mr. Moore) held that the question
could be dealt with in the same manner as any
other that might come before the House.
His honorable friend was also of opinion
that, if no suggestions or amendments were to
be adopted, it was wasting time to discuss the
scheme. In this respect he (Hon. Mr. Moore)
begged to differ with the honorable
gentleman, holding that it was not only useful,
but essentially necessary that the details of a
measure fraught with such grave and
momentous importance to the country should
be thoroughly discussed. A calm and
considerate discussion—and every latitude for

i.e. “point by point.”
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discussion—were necessary, and he hoped the
Government would not press the measure
with any unseemly haste, for they not only
owed it to the Legislature, but to the country,
that ample opportunity for consideration of
the project should be afforded to the people’s
representatives.
He also considered it important that
members should have an opportunity to
confer with their constituents on the subject, in
order to vote advisedly when the time came;
and he trusted the Government would not
press the matter, nor hinder the expression of
views, even if those views extended to
amendment in certain particulars.
The honorable gentleman then sat down, repeating
that he thought the House might deal with the
question as with any other that might come before
it.
The debate was then adjourned until the morrow.
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Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island, in one
Government, with provisions based on the Resolutions
which were adopted at a Conference of Delegates from the
said Colonies, held at the City of Quebec, on the 10th of
October, 1864.1
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eorge Allan [York, elected 1858] said,
that if he acquiesced, or thought that the
House acquiesced, in the opinion expressed by
the honorable gentleman who spoke at the
close of the debate last evening, that under the
circumstances in which the resolutions now
before them were presented for their
consideration, it was useless to discuss their
merits or express any opinion upon them; he
would not now venture to trespass on the time
of the House with any remarks of his on the
great scheme which had been submitted for
their approval. But believing, as he did, that
the Government had not invited them to
express their opinion as a mere matter of form,
but they were really asked in good faith to
examine and discuss the measure, and then to
express their approval or disapproval of it as a
whole, he would venture to occupy their
attention for a few moments, while he stated
to the House the reasons which induced him
to give it his hearty concurrence and support.
He would first, however, premise that he
could not see the force of an objection which
had also been made, that as they were
precluded from making any alteration in the
details of the scheme, they would be betraying
their trust and violating their duty to their
constituents if they
•

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—
For an Address to Her Majesty, praying that She may be
graciously pleased to cause a measure to be submitted to
the Imperial Parliament for the purpose of uniting the
Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,

1
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acquiesced in the scheme as a whole, to some
of the particular features of which their own
convictions might be opposed, and in
reference to which they perhaps had no
opportunity of ascertaining definitely the
views of their constituents.
Now, he would ask honorable gentlemen,
did it not constantly happen that in the
business of life they were obliged to delegate

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 90. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version
begins with Allan’s speech.
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to a few the conduct of many matters in which
they were most deeply interested themselves,
but which, from the very nature of the
interests involved, could not be dealt with
advantageously otherwise, and if they had
confidence in the judgment and ability of
those to whom the task had been committed,
were they not satisfied to accept their
recommendations, although their views on all
points might not coincide with their own? Just
so in the case of the Confederation scheme—it
was one which required special ability, tact
and judgment, to deal with.
It was one in which so many conflicting
interests, so many nice questions were
involved, that it would have been next to
impossible to have arrived at any satisfactory
settlement of the question, had the task been
committed to a popular assembly or any other
large body. Now, he was satisfied that the
people of this country were fully persuaded at
the time of the Conference that the task of
framing a scheme for the union of all the North
American Provinces had been assumed by
those statesmen who, by their ability,
experience and judgment were, of all men, the
best qualified for the duty; and he had yet to
learn, from any expression of public opinion,
either out of doors or in the press, that this
confidence had been shaken, or that the
scheme, as a whole, had been disapproved of.
On the contrary, the people of Canada had
now been acquainted with all the important
features of the measure for some three months
at least, and he believed the result had been
that, while various opinions had been
expressed in reference to the details of the
scheme, the great majority of the people were
perfectly satisfied to leave the matter in the
hands of their representatives, to be assented
to by them as a whole, if, after a full discussion
of its merits, they were satisfied that they so
far outweighed its defects as to commend itself
to their adoption.
If then, in the best exercise of his judgment,
he had come to the conclusion that the peculiar
circumstances of the times, and the merits of
the scheme as a whole, outweighed any of the

defects which might present themselves in the
details, he thought he should be fully
warranted, acting on behalf of his constituents,
in according his support to the measure,
without being in any way chargeable with a
dereliction of duty or a betrayal of the trust
committed to him. He would now state to the
House what were the considerations which
induced him to give his support to the
measure, and which, to him at least, appeared
of sufficient importance to outweigh all
objections that had been brought against it.
They were twofold—arising in the first place
from our internal condition, and in the second
place from our position with regard to the
neighbouring States. And first, with regard to
our internal condition, while he partly agreed
with the remark which fell from the honorable
member for the Brock Division [A.J. Fergusson
Blair], that our political differences alone
could perhaps scarcely be said to necessitate
such great and important constitutional
changes as those involved in Confederation;
yet taken in connection with our external
relations, he thought no one would deny that
the state of chronic weakness of the governing
body had become a subject of grave
apprehension to every well-wisher of their
country.
No one would deny that when storms were
impending, it was doubly necessary that the
ships of the state should be guided by firm and
determined hands—that weakness and
vacillation under such circumstances would
be sure to end in disaster. Yet for the last few
years, when the political horizon had been
growing darker and darker, when fresh causes
of irritation had unhappily sprung up from
time to time between us and our neighbours,
we had seen ministry after ministry break
down, until anything like a stable and
vigorous government seemed to have become
a hopeless impossibility. Who could say that
such a state of things was not fraught with
danger to any community.
He believed that in Federation they had
found a remedy for those sectional differences
between Upper and Lower Canada, which had
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so long agitated the country, and had been a
source
of
weakness
to
so
many
administrations. Under the scheme now
proposed, all causes of jealousy and distrust
between the two provinces would be
removed, and they might well hail with
satisfaction any change which, by removing
these stumbling-blocks which sectional feeling
and party strife had placid in the way of so
many successive ministries, had enabled the
ablest men of all parties to unite their councils
for the formation of a strong, vigorous and
permanent government.
For these considerations, amongst others,
the measure before the House should have his
hearty support, but there were to his mind
graver reasons still why the union of the
provinces
•

(p. 117)

should, if possible, be brought about without
further loss of time. No one who had watched
the course of public opinion in Great Britain in
reference to the colonies, as expressed during
the last few years, either in Parliament or in the
public press, could doubt that the feeling had
been gaining ground there that the time had
come for us to assume a larger share than we
had hitherto assumed of those responsibilities
which attach to every country aspiring to any
sort of national existence or political standing.
He need scarcely say that he alluded to the
question of defence.
This was a question which would have been
forced upon us sooner or later under any
circumstances, because it was neither
reasonable nor just that we should expect that
Great Britain would continue to give us the
protection of her fleets and armies, unless we
showed that we were willing to bear our share
of the burden, and were ready to contribute
our quota of men and means towards the
defence of our own hearths and homes should
war unhappily threaten us.
Under any circumstances, then, the
consideration of this question must
necessarily have occupied a large share of the
attention of the Government and the
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Legislature, but no one would deny that it had
acquired tenfold importance in view of our
present relations with the United States, and
that what might safely have been left to the
unaided resources of Canada alone, had peace
and harmony continued to prevail on our
borders, would now require all the assistance,
all the material aid and moral support, which
a close and cordial union with nearly a million
of our British fellow-subjects could alone give
to us.
Feeling then as he did upon these points, he
could not help asking himself the question,
what would be the result, as regards the wellbeing and prosperity of Canada, if this
Confederation scheme should fall through?
Should we not suffer most seriously in all our
relations both at home and abroad? Would not
the effect on our credit in England be most
disastrous? Would they not say that our own
folly and want of patriotism had condemned
us to a state of isolation and weakness, when
union with our sister provinces would have
made us strong, powerful and prosperous?
Some honorable gentlemen had such strong
objections to some of the details of the
measure—the alteration in the constitution of
this House, for instance—that rather than
bring themselves to vote for it, they were
willing to run the risk of imperilling the whole
scheme. For his own part, he thought it would
ill become an elected member like himself to
say anything against the elective system as
applied to this House; although he earnestly
believed that the majority of his own
constituents were in favor of a Legislative
Council appointed by the Crown.
As for the objection which had been urged
that between an Upper House composed
exclusively of life members, and an elective
Lower House, there might be the danger of a
direct collision in the event of one rejecting an
important measure which the other had
passed, he did not think there was much
danger of such a contingency. Indeed he
would remind honorable members that the
only instance of anything like a dead-lock
between the two Houses, which had occurred
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within late years, at all events, was since the
introduction of the elective principle2, when
the Council in 1859 refused to pass the Supply
Bill3 on account of certain items contained in it,
providing for the expense of the removal of the
Government to Quebec.
The Government on that occasion were left
in a minority in this House, although they had
a majority in the Assembly, and it was only
after an adjournment of some days and upon
a reconsideration of the question, after
bringing up some life members from Lower
Canada, that the Government carried the vote
by a majority of two or three. Upon the whole,
however, he thought that the life members of
the Council would admit that the elective
members had so far, at all events, comported
themselves in such a way as to maintain the
character of the House as a conservative body,
free from all violent party feeling, and
exercising a wholesome check against all illconsidered or hasty legislation.
The real danger, he thought, was that if the
House in process of time were to become a
purely elective body, and party lines became
more closely drawn, the same partisan spirit
which too often swayed the proceedings of the
popular branch of the Legislature, might find
its way into their chamber, larger powers, such
as originating money bills, might be claimed,
and a collision between the two Houses might
then occur at any time.
Another objection raised by some honorable
gentlemen, was, that this measure was being
urged upon the Parliament and people of this
country with undue haste, and from the
language of some honorable gentlemen it was
quite clear that they did not think that our
situation was by any means such a critical one
as to call for any immediate change. For his
own part, he did not understand how any one
could look abroad at what was passing on our
borders and not take into consideration the

2
3

fact that our communication
•
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with the sea-board during the winter was
about to be cut off—that our trade and
commerce with the United States was
hampered by the most vexatious and needless
restrictions—and that, furthermore, measures
of a military and naval character having
special reference to our frontier relations, had
found favor and countenance with the
Government and people of the United States.
Looking at all these things, he could not
conceive how any Canadian could feel that
this was a time for his country to remain in her
present comparatively weak and isolated
condition, when an opportunity was offered of
acquiring that Strength which union with the
sister provinces could alone give us.
It might be that there were some honorable
gentlemen who did not view the question, so
far as regarded our relations with the United
States, in the same light that he did. Now, from
whatever point of view he looked at the
question of Confederation, he was equally
convinced of the extreme desirableness of an
early settlement of the question. He would be
very unwilling to follow the example of some
honorable gentlemen in decrying the
resources or underrating the position of
Canada; but he was bound to say, that while
he freely admitted and heartily acknowledged
the many sources of material wealth and
prosperity which Canada possessed, in her
fertile soil, her rich minerals, her noble system
of canals and railways, he nevertheless could
not shut his eyes to the fact that our trade and
revenue, our commercial and agricultural
interests, had been so injuriously affected by
the state of things on the other side of the
lakes, that unless we could find new avenues
for our commerce, new markets for our
produce, we must inevitably suffer a most
serious check to our prosperity and well-

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
Bill: An Act for granting to Her Majesty certain sums of money required for defraying certain expenses of the Civil Governmen t for
the year 1859, and for certain other expenses connected with the public service (1859). The debates in the Legislative Council on
this contentious issue start on Apr. 29, 1859.
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doing.
In this Confederation scheme he believed
that a golden opportunity was offered to us of
remedying the evils under which we were
now suffering, and of opening out a new and
prosperous career for this country, if we
would avail ourselves of it. He believed that it
might be said of nations as of individuals:—
There is a tide in the affairs of man
Which, taken at the flood, leads on to fortune;
Omitted, all the voyage of their life is spent
In shallows and miseries.
On such a full sea are we now afloat.
And we must take the current as it flows,
Or lose our venture.4

He would urge then upon the House, not to
allow the opportunity to pass—even should it
be at the sacrifice of individual opinions—of
forming a strong, powerful and prosperous
Confederation, and thus ensure for ourselves,
and our children’s children, a national
existence as British North Americans, which
may endure for many ages to come.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected
1863] said he rose for the purpose of moving
the resolution of which he had given notice,
and would take the opportunity of offering
some observations on the general subject. In
his opinion it could not be injured by
discussion, and whatever might be its merits
or demerits after going through the crucible,
the residuum must be better than the present
condition of the subject, both as regarded the
legislature and the country. On a former
occasion he had expressed himself as not
averse to the question, but as inclined, from
various considerations, to view Confederation
favorably; and acting in the same sense he
would now state certain points, which, in his
opinion, must lead to the conclusion that such
a union would advance the prosperity of the
colonies interested, and their ultimate
establishment as a nation.

4
5
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The principle of association, as exhibited in
commercial partnerships and corporations,
continued a secret of prosperity, the precise
nature of which it might be difficult to
elucidate and account for, but which no one
could fail to recognize, and so far as it applied
to nations its potency was sufficiently
established to show that the analogy was
presumed and that it was as operative as in
partnerships and corporations. He was also
prepared to admit that diversity of interests
was no sufficient argument against union,—
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
since in this very particular might frequently
be found the strongest bond of union. As in
electricity, opposite poles attracted each other,
so among nations a diversity of interests
which might a priori5 be pronounced a bar,
was not infrequently the most effectual means
of harmony, and thus a diversity of feeling
which brought out talent, might lead to a
comparison of opinions which would induce
an enlarged policy calculated to elevate and
not to depress national energies. He was
prepared to admit that Confederation would
enlarge the minds of all, and make us better to
understand our resources and capabilities. It
would make us more enquiring, and teach us
so to use our industrial power as to secure the
best results.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
He was prepared to admit that the results of
the union between Upper and Lower Canada
had been beneficial to both, and he argued that
union with the other provinces, inhabited by a
people
educated
under
different
circumstances and of different origins, could
hardly
•
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be without mutual advantage. It would give
the inhabitants of each province the
opportunity of studying each other’s habits

William Shakespeare, Julius Caesar, Act IV, Scene III.
i.e. “deduced, presupposed.”
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and pursuits, and so induce larger and more
comprehensive views.
He was prepared to admit that the
assimilation of tariffs would be an advantage
of no little moment, and that it would do away
with much chafing in working the machinery
of the government. He also admitted the
advantage of having ocean seaports of our
own, though he was not prepared to attach so
much importance to that as some other
honorable members. We were told that no
inland country could ever be great, and that so
long as we had no opening to the sea we could
not expect permanent prosperity. He was
quite prepared to say that access to the ocean
through the ports of St. John, N.B., and
Halifax, was very desirable, but he was not at
all certain that the grand effects proclaimed
would be realized. It was no doubt very
desirable to secure all these advantages, but
the measure contained some provisions
which, if carried out, would, as he believed, be
highly injurious to both the general and local
governments. Then he must say he had a
strong distrust of it on account of the manner
in which it was originated.
It was not in accordance with the analogy of
things or with the lessons taught us by the
history of the world, that a few gentlemen,
however wise and well-intentioned, but selfelected, should meet together to form a
constitution and erect a new nationality6. If we
looked to the United States (the history of
whose Constitution he would presently allude
to, and whose Constitution had been more
closely followed in that now under
consideration than the British Constitution)
we would see how patiently they had
proceeded to construct it.
[Here the honorable member gave a history of the
first instrument of federation, established for
mutual convenience and support, though not for
national union, which occupied from the 7th
October to the 15th November, 1777, in the
discussing. He then said that this arrangement, not
6

being found to answer the requirements of the
States concerned, in September, 1787, they
commenced deliberating upon the adoption of a
Constitution, which, after being arranged, was for
two years before the individual states and the
people, being only ratified in October, 1789.]
This showed how careful and particular they
had been in this important matter, and a
distinguished member of the other branch of
our legislature had said, only a few evenings
ago, that the greatest statesmen who ever lived
had been engaged in the work. From the
length of the discussions, and the time given
to the people to study and understand the
measure, it was seen how anxious they were
that it should be made perfectly satisfactory to
them.
But what was it that gave rise to the desire
for federation first in the States? They were
poor and comparatively helpless. They had
just come out of an exhaustive war with Great
Britain, and the duty fell upon them of
organizing a government for a broad expanse
of country, containing but two and a half or
three million souls. This it was that led to the
first attempt at federation, and afterwards to a
closer union under the constitution of 1789.
How was it with us? It was alleged that we
had been led step by step, according to the
strictest method of induction, to the necessity
for the measure now proposed; that without it
there must have been an irremediable deadlock between the parties in the legislature,
which would have rendered further progress
impossible. But what was the real
impediment? Want of patriotism—not the
want of a good Constitution. If there had been
less virulence of party spirit, and a better
disposition to accommodate matters, there
would have been no dead-lock.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848] hoped the honorable member felt this.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
If the leading men had felt as they ought to
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have felt, there would have been no dead-lock,
for it existed more in name than in reality.
There was no cause for saying that no
government could be formed which could
command a good majority. And what had the
difficulties arisen from? From a persistent
agitation for representation according to
population, in consequence of which the
people had at last come to believe that it was a
fundamental axiom in government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
But did it follow that because there were
difficulties that they could not be arranged
without recourse to such a measure as this,
and was it certain even that Confederation
would remove them? Instead of meeting the
difficulties, the Government had travelled
away from them and formed an agreement
with provinces in which they had no existence,
without devising means to relieve themselves.
Federation was forthwith produced, like
Minerva from the head of Jupiter, fully armed;
and we were told it was just what we wanted
to make all things right. We were told we must
take it as presented, without any possible
change; we must lay aside our character as a
deliberative body, and without considering
the country (which had been studiously kept
in ignorance of the scheme) vote to accept or
•
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reject it.
It was true that soon after the resolutions
had been agreed upon, copies had been sent to
the members of both Houses confidentially,
but the people must be kept in the dark. If the
members had acted up to the implied
requirement of secrecy, and not divulged the
provisions of the scheme, the people were to
this day ignorant of its character, and it could
not be said that it was ever constitutionally
submitted to the country. Then we were told
that, as elective members and as patriots, it
was our duty to accept the measure as it was,
even though portions of it might not be
satisfactory, rather than lose it altogether. It
had been generally represented by the local
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newspapers in Upper Canada—fed to do so—
that it was commonly approved; but while the
simple idea of union might find favor, as he
believed it did, it was not less true that the
country was waiting for the details, of which
they would judge when they had been
discussed in Parliament.
When this had been done, and the bearing of
the manifold particulars was thoroughly
understood it was expected, at least among the
English of Lower Canada, that it would not be
passed until after having been submitted to
the people. If it were passed through without
such an appeal, he had no hesitation in saying
that the Government would assume a very
serious responsibility, and if, in after times, the
union should prove disastrous, it would bring
upon them imprecations instead of blessings.
And he was under the impression that the
Government, whenever they had given their
views on the subject, had never said it would
not be so presented, but no doubt their
utterances were very much like those of the
Delphic oracle, susceptible of being
understood in two opposite ways. But what
could such an indisposition to speak clearly
indicate, if not a purpose to press the matter
on to a result, even though the people might
not want it. Under this measure the elective
members would have a right to vote
themselves, two out of three at least, as
members for life.
Now it had been found necessary to enact a
law to ensure the independence of Parliament,
and for the purpose of removing all
temptation to swerve from the right, they were
precluded from occupying even the small
offices of postmasters in the remotest parts of
the country, or acting as security for such
officers. For every day that a member
occupied a seat in either House unlawfully, he
was subject to the extreme penalty of £500, and
if this strictness had been found necessary,
was not the spirit of the law violated when this
House was invited to pass a measure by which
the members of the Legislative Council of the
Confederation would be appointed for life,
and selected from the members of the present
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Legislative Council—even allowing that all
the Crown nominated members were to be
first chosen, as the Honorable Commissioner
of Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell] had
left us to infer from his remarks.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] said he
had stated nothing of the kind, and the
honorable member had no foundation
whatever for his assertion. He (Hon. Mr.
Campbell) had used no such language, but
had expressly stated that due consideration
would be given to members of both sides of
politics, and to life and elective members
equally.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected
1863] said he had reason to suppose that what
he had stated was a fair inference from what
the Honorable Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] said.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
honorable member could not have been in the
House when the statement was made, or how
could he draw that conclusion?
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected
1863] said he was ready to accept the
explanation, as it would not affect his
argument. And supposing all the members
nominated by the Crown were appointed, he
would say it was but just; nay, it would be
unjust to deprive them of seats which had
been given them for life. The Honorable
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] would thus see that he (Hon. Mr.
Sanborn) had attributed only such opinions to
him as he himself conscientiously held to be
right. Assuming then that the Crown members
would retain their seats, there was a direct
temptation presented to at least two out of
three of the elective members. This, he
thought, exhibited the project in a very
damaging light. Such a measure was
calculated to bias the judgment, and ought not
to be presented to any legislative body. He
7

held that elective members had received a
sacred trust to exercise; that they were sent
here by their constituencies to represent them,
and to do that only.
Under these circumstances he would ask,
whether they could conceive they had the
power to vote away the rights of their electors?
That was not in their mandate, and if they did,
they would be doing what they had no
authority to do; they would be doing what
they could not do without going beyond the
authority confided to them. Coming to the
principle of elective legislative councils itself,
he might say it had already been adopted in
four British colonies besides Canada. Canada,
though the largest of these, was not the first to
adopt it
•
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though it might claim to be foremost in
establishing precedents—especially as with
the addition of the Lower Provinces we are
told we shall be the third largest nation in the
world—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
since for a long series of years the demand had
been made by the people. They persisted
against many discouragements, and the
reform constituted one of the famous ninetytwo resolutions of the constitutional party in
Lower Canada 7, until with other reforms it
was at last conceded and consummated. When
the subject was under discussion, objections
were made and fears expressed that there
might be a feeling among the members, who
came from the people, to claim the right to
originate money bills, and that an antagonism
would thus arise between the two branches,
but no such conflict of opinion had ever
happened, and the Constitution had worked
as heretofore. The infusion of the elective
element was made gradually with the view of
anticipating such a result, and the effect was

The ninety-two resolutions were presented to the Lower Canada House of Assembly on Feb. 21, 1834. Journals of the House
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attained, for there had been no clashing of
interests.
The elective principle had been applied to
the Legislative Council of Prince Edward
Island, and he would ask, how, under the 14th
resolution of the Confederation, that body was
to be dealt with? He would read that part of
the resolution to which he referred—“The first
selection of the members of the Legislative
Council to be made from the Legislative
Councils of the various provinces, except as
regards Prince Edward Island,” 8 &c. What did
this mean? Were the members from Prince
Edward Island still to be elected?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—No;
they were to be appointed. The resolution was
so worded as not to limit the selection in
Prince Edward Island to the Legislative
Council now in existence there.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Was it because the elective principle had
worked so badly in Canada that this change is
proposed?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—No;
and therefore in Canada the selection was to
be made from the House itself.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
It appeared then, that Prince Edward Island,
dissatisfied with the elective principle, had
dictated terms, and Canada had yielded to the
dictation.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
Conference had yielded to Prince Edward
Island only in respect of its own members.
They were so dissatisfied with their
Legislative Council that, with reference to
themselves, a choice from the people at large
was permitted, but this had no reference
whatever to Canada.
8
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John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Suppose the elective members should be
swept off, what became of the people’s right of
representation by men of their own choice?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—No
such thing was intended.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected
1863] said he had only put the case
hypothetically, but had been glad to learn the
reasons which had led the delegates to resolve
upon the abandonment of the elective
principle in respect of the Legislative Council.
Canada, however, did not deserve to be used
in this way. He would now ask whether the
representatives of Canada in the Conference
had any warrant from the country to justify
their action? They had none whatever. If they
had not acted under the dictation of Prince
Edward Island, they had acted on their own
motion, and without authority of any kind.
The conclusion was legitimate and logical.
The position they had assumed was
exceptional and distasteful. Coming to the
proposal to amend the resolutions, he would
say there existed no reason why the House, if
it thought proper, could not change them in
any particular. He willingly admitted that they
were in the nature of a treaty, and we must
accept them, if accepted at all, so that their
essential character should not be impaired; but
when they were presented to us, we were
bound to decide whether they were what we
wanted or not. If they were so in the main,
there was no necessity for taking exceptions
which would affect our relations with the
other provinces, but they might be modified
and changed in so far as Canada was
concerned, and the other provinces would
have no cause of complaint. What interest had
they in the manner of our choosing our own
representatives? All they had a right to say in

Quebec Resolution 14, which reads in full, “The first selection of the Members of the Legislative Council shall be made, except as
regards Prince Edward Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by the Crown at the recommendation of the General Executive Government,
upon the nomination of the respective Local Governments, and in such nomination due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members
of the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province, so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be fairly represented.”
Resolutions were presented to Legislative Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.
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the matter was that we should not have more
than two-thirds of the whole number.
There was a way of putting things so as to
frighten and convince wavering minds; but he
would ask the House to sift this matter to the
bottom—to look at the reason of things—and
to say if his amendment were adopted, which
maintained
intact
the
principle
of
representation laid down in the resolutions—
only retaining the mode of choosing the
members—the modification could lead to
harm or to anything else than what had
already been declared, viz., that the Imperial
Parliament might take the scheme with the
amendment under consideration, and act
upon said amendment.
Mr. Cardwell had
•
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already remarked upon that very point, and if
it were changed, would it not be to retain the
elective principle? If the Imperial Parliament
may do so, may we not ask them to do it? May
we not record our views? And would they,
upon a measure of such vast moment and
pregnant with such results, proceed to adopt a
principle unless they knew its operation to be
beneficial?
Turning to his proposed amendment, the
honorable member said that if it were
adopted,
the
principle
of
federal
representation in the resolutions would be
retained; the same members would be
retained (in Canada at least); and to render the
proportion of the Lower Provinces relatively
equal, he would allow them to name ten life
members. Were we to be told that such a form
would be incongruous, and be deterred from
considering the proposition? Then we should
be reflecting upon ourselves. He and other
honorable members sat under a mandate from
the people, while other honorable members
sat under a patent from the Crown.
It would be a reflection both on our past and
present condition. There were the same
reasons now for adopting such a form as there
were when the elective principle was adopted.
It was a domestic matter, and should be left to

domestic arrangement. Each province had its
own peculiar interests, and should be left to
the exercise of its judgment in the
management of them. If subsequently a
change were desired, it could be granted.
He maintained that his views were correct
and logical, and he was at a loss to see the
incongruity with which they were charged. He
could not discover any sufficient cause for the
proposed change, and as the people had not
asked for it, and as Canada formed a large
majority of the whole, it ought not to have
been granted without reference to their
opinions. Representation according to
population was now looked upon as a cardinal
principle, but it certainly was not observed in
dealing with this important question.
We were told the vote was taken by
provinces, not by numbers, still the Lower
Provinces had the majority of representatives,
though they represented but a minority of the
people. Then it was said our delegates were
leading men and men of talent, which he was
quite prepared to allow, yet they did not
compose all the talent or statesmanship of
Canada. In this way the one third of the
populations interested had given the law to
the other two-thirds.
We were told again that the Constitution
emanating from the Conference was desirable
because it was modelled on the British
Constitution. The British Constitution was
unmatched in the world, and was not
susceptible of imitation. It had grown by the
accretions of ages, by the independence of the
people, and by their undying love of justice
and fair play.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
It had been produced by the strictest inductive
method, and stood unrivalled as a monument
of the greatest human wisdom. Except in
remote future times, it could not be imitated—
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
and he did not urge this difference as a
demerit, for it was in the nature of things that
it should exist. It had reference to different

(pp. 115-125 in the primary document)

february 9 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

kinds of people—to people of different genius,
and to people of new countries and altered
circumstances; but though an able theoretical
composition, it might fail to produce the
anticipated results. It was not a copy of that
horror of our Constitution-makers—the
Constitution of the United States—but he
would show that the delegates had borrowed
more largely from that Constitution than from
any other, though to be sure, in some aspects,
it differed very much from it, as in the
provision which gives to members of the
Upper House their seats for life.
The resolutions provided that an equal
representation should be given to the three
sections of the Confederation as having
separate interests, while in the Lower House
the representation was to be according to
population. Both these provisions were copied
from the American Constitution. The life
membership was supposed to be in
conformity with the British Constitution, but
the limitation of the number of members was
a violation of it. The limitation of the power of
the federal, and the power of the local
governments, was the old story of federal and
state rights—in fact, the bone of contention
which had led to the present unhappy war; an
apple of discord which our posterity might
gather in fruits of the most bitter character.
There was another branch of the subject he
would fail in his duty if he did not touch upon,
and that was the situation in which the English
of Lower Canada would be placed.
The Honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché] had remarked at some length upon the
disposition to toleration and the indulgent
spirit evinced by his people in past times, and
he (Hon. Mr. Sanborn) was not prepared to
detract from this. He would freely and fully
concede the point. He had always lived in the
midst of a mixed population, and his division
was more French than English, and it would ill
become him to cast reflections on their
liberality and desire for fair play or justice to
others. But this was the time, when treating of
important arrangements

•
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for the future, to lay aside all unnecessary
delicacy, and by our action to lay down the
guarantees for the perpetuation of these kind
feelings and this spirit of toleration so longexisting, and which he devoutly hoped would
never cease. No greater calamity could befall
the English, or, in fact, both races, than the
introduction of religious discord among the
people of Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
It would, however, be a grievous mistake to
overlook the safeguards and rules necessary to
perpetuate kindly feelings, and to prevent the
disposition to aggressions which existed more
or less in all minds. That principle—the love of
power—was found in every human heart,
none were exempt from it, and the history of
the world showed that no people had ever
risen superior to it. The Honorable Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché] had recognized this
truth in the remarks he had made in regard of
the difficulties between Upper and Lower
Canada.
The French Canadians had persistently
refused the demands of Upper Canada for
representation by population, because of the
terror they felt that, if granted, their
institutions would be in danger; and he had
told the French members in the House that
under the new Constitution their rights were
so effectually guarded that their autonomy
was fully secured—the safeguards thereof
being put in their own hands. But, at the same
time, the English, who were a fourth of the
population, and who, by habit and tradition,
had their own views of public policy, were left
entirely without guarantee other than the
good feelings and tolerant spirit of the French.
Was this safe?
The only safeguard they were to have was in
regard of education, but in regard of the rights
of property they were to be left to the
Legislature. And this brought him to the
consideration of that part of the proposed
Constitution which had reference to civil
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rights and rights of property. It was said that
the civil laws of Lower Canada were now
consolidated into a code, and this would
enhance our credit; and if based upon sound
principles and rendered permanent, it would
undoubtedly do so, for what is so conducive
to the prosperity of a country as wellprotected rights of property and vested
interests? This feature was deeply engrained
in the British mind, and in that of the United
States also, insomuch that the American
Constitution provides that no law could be
passed which would affect the rights of
property. This was exemplified in the
celebrated Dartmouth College case, in which
Webster so distinguished himself, when the
endowment was maintained and perpetuated.
But to what power were the rights of property
committed in these resolutions?
When the Minister of Finance [Alexander T.
Galt] appealed to moneyed men abroad for a
loan, could he say the Constitution had
provided guarantees against injurious
changes, when it was known that the laws
relating to property were left to the caprice of
the local governments? Where was the
security of the great religious societies of
Montreal, if a sentiment hostile to monopolies
were carried to extremes in the Local
Parliament?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and
Receiver
General]—The
General
Legislature had power to disallow such acts.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—This
would be an interference with local rights.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—It would preserve local rights.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
It was a wise power and commended itself to
all; it was, however, not an ordinary power to
be commonly resorted to, but an extreme
power, and one almost revolutionary. It was a
power somewhat similar to that which existed
in the second branch of the Legislature to stop
the supplies, but in its very nature not one
often to be exercised; and it could not be
frequently exercised without destroying the

very foundations of society, and occasioning
evils of the greatest magnitude. On the whole
he conceived that entrusting such power to the
local governments was illogical and
dangerous, and informing the world that the
rights of property were not made sure. It was
urged by some that, to make the measure now
before the House answer the ends proposed, it
must be immediately adopted, but he did not
participate in this opinion.
He knew no reason for this haste, and could
not believe that a few months would make any
material difference. This union, when formed,
was to strengthen us so marvellously that we
would be able to intimidate all the rest of the
world, and guarantee us a lasting peace with
all mankind. It might increase facilities for
communication, but could not increase our
real strength. How the people of New
Brunswick could be expected to come up to
Canada to defend us, and leave their own
frontier
unprotected,
he
could
not
comprehend. If he had misinterpreted the
statements or explanations on this point, let
the ministers show how this greater strength
was to be acquired. There would be three or
four provinces more united together, but the
frontier to be defended would be increased in
greater proportion than the additional number
of men acquired. It was said by the advocates
of the scheme that the naval power of
•
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Great Britain would defend St. John, for
instance, and leave scope for the volunteers to
defend the frontiers; but the Intercolonial
Railway, running as it would along the
frontier, would be constantly subject to
assaults, and would require all the force which
could be spared for that purpose. Lower
Canada would continue to be assailable from
Maine and Vermont, and Upper Canada from
the state of New York. Under these
circumstances,
each
section
of
the
Confederation would have enough to do to
attend to its own affairs. We were told to love
our neighbours as ourselves, but he was not
aware that we were enjoined to love them
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better.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
We were not told what appropriations were to
be made for defence, indeed pains had been
taken to conceal that, and Hon. Mr. Tilley said
that the matter was not debated or
determined. The province had already
incurred an expense of $400,000 for the simple
purpose of sending a few companies of
volunteers to our frontier, and if there were no
guarantee in the scheme of union—and he did
not see any—for increasing our strength,
where was the use of haste? Were we not as
safe now as we would be then? The Honorable
Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] had stated we
were on an inclined plane9, and he (Hon. Mr.
Sanborn) supposed that like Holland we must
dyke ourselves up, lest we slide away into the
sea of the great American Confederacy.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Whether we were liable to be hurled thither by
an avalanche or gradually glide down, we
could not prevent our going there except by
Confederation, but Confederation would stop
us, and that was something to be thankful for.
His own impression was that our position
would have been more improved by an
agreement with Upper Canada than by the
new nationality10. Canada had had difficulties
with the United States, but they had never
exhibited a spirit of aggression towards us,
except in times of war, which had arisen from
issues between Great Britain and the United
States, and he did not believe they entertained
such purposes now any more than in former
times. If we desired to have a Constitution
which would afford good hope of
permanency, it must be planted deep in the
affections of the people—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
for until their intellects were convinced of its
excellence, they would not be prepared to
9
10
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uphold it and resist innovations. But they
must feel and comprehend the obligation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
To render it secure, it must be in the hearts of
the people. Why was it that the English had
always resisted attempts upon their
Constitution? Because every link of the great
chain had been conquered by resistance to
oppression, and by sacrifices of blood—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
by resistance to royal exactions and
assumptions—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
and these achievements were preserved, held
dear understood, valued, and clung to with all
the tenacity of that great people’s nature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
This was the reason why it rested upon such a
solid foundation, why it had endured so long,
and was likely to endure for ever.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
The Constitution asked for was to be built on
a flimsy foundation, consisting of certain ideas
in the minds of a few men, who no doubt
wished well to their country; but that
Constitution was new after all, and they could
not, in the small space of time they had given
to the project, view the whole subject in all its
bearings and aspects, as it was desirable they
should. The honorable member closed his
remarks by reiterating his opinion that an
appeal on the subject was due to the people
whose voice had not been heard upon it. The
acquiescence spoken of was rather the patient
awaiting of the details which were sure to be
challenged, and the testimony of a subsidized
press was not to be taken in evidence of its
general acceptance. He was not prepared for
one to take or reject the measure as presented.
He believed the people would not approve of
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such a course, and, even were it infinitely
better than it was, he would not take the
responsibility of voting for it unless after it had
been submitted to the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
He would now move his amendment, which
was as follows:

o’clock, arrived.
His remarks will be found recapitulated in the
commencement of his speech on Friday.11
At six o’clock the debate was adjourned, Hon. Mr.
Macpherson having the floor.

That the following words be added to the resolution now
under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for
the eighth resolution the following:—
Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council
by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as effective members, shall
be members of the first Legislative Council of the Federal
Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life,
and the elective members for eight years from the date of
their election, unless removed by death or other cause;
their successors to be elected by the same divisions and
electors as have elected them; and it shall be permitted to
the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional
members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond
with the
•
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present life members from Canada, and that after the first
appointment of members in the Maritime Provinces, no
new appointment shall be made, except to supply the
vacancies by death or otherwise in the twenty-four
members appointed to correspond with the elective
members from the two sections of Canada.
And that in the eleventh section, after the word “Council,”
in the first line, the following words be added: “in the
Maritime Provinces.”
And that section fourteen be struck out.

Seconded by Jacques-Olivier Bureau [De
Lormier, elected 1862].
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864] briefly addressed the House in opposition to
the amendment until the hour of adjournment, six
11

Macpherson’s recapitulated speech can be found on p. 149.
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the eighth resolution the following:—

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
friday,
february 10, 1865

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of the
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863],—1
That the following words be added to the resolution now
under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for

1
2

3
4

Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council
by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall
be members of the first Legislative Council of the Federal
Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life,
and the elective members for eight years from the date of
their election, unless removed by death or other cause;
their successors to be elected by the same divisions and
electors as have elected them; and it shall be permitted to
the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional
members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond
with the present life members from Canada, and that after
the first appointment of members in the Maritime
Provinces, no new appointment shall be made, except to
supply the vacancies by death or otherwise in the twentyfour members appointed to correspond with the elective
members from the two sections of Canada. And that in the
eleventh section, after the word “Council,” in the first line,
the following words be added: “in the Maritime
Provinces.” And that section fourteen be struck out.2

—in amendment to the motion of Étienne Pascal
Taché [Canada East, appointed 1848, Premier,
Minister of Militia, and Receiver General], to
Resolve—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the tenth of October, 1864:—3

D

avid Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864], continued his speech commenced
yesterday4, as follows:—In the remarks I offered
to this House yesterday, hon. gentlemen, I

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 95. Inserted for completeness.
Sanborn presented the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 9, 1865, pp. 124-125. The amendment has been added
within this debate by the editors for completeness.
Journals, p. 95. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version begins with Macpherson’s speech.
David Macpherson began speaking on Feb. 9, 1865 just before adjournment at 6 o’clock, but is only reported here for the
first time. The original editor’s note that accompanied that speech explains that the beginning of the speech would be
“recapitulated in the commencement of his speech on Friday.” Legislative Council (Feb. 9, 1865), p. 125.
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desired to state my reasons for voting against
the amendment of my hon. friend from
Wellington [John Sanborn] 5, and for the
resolutions of Hon. Sir E.P. Taché6.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected 1864]
—I stated that I believed the Confederation
scheme was desired by an overwhelming
majority of the people of this country,
certainly by a very large majority of my own
constituents. I stated further that as the
resolutions had been before the country for a
long time—for a number of months—and as
there was no evidence whatever before us of
their being disapproved of as a whole, or
indeed any one of them, we had good reason
to assume that the people were satisfied.
The press had published them in full, and
there was not one petition against the
measure. We have every right to assume that
the people are in favor of Confederation. I
went on further, and said that during last
autumn, I was constantly and daily bringing
the matter before a very large constituency,
where it was always approved of. During a
portion of that canvass, one of my opponents
mooted what I may call the smaller
Confederation—that is, the Confederation of
the two parts of Canada, and the people
rejected and scouted it, while approving of the
larger one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I went on to say, with respect to the
proposed change in the constitution of this
House, that I did not look upon it as a
disfranchisement of the electors, although the
nominative was to be substituted for the
elective principle, because while the
nomination was not to be made by the people
directly, it was to be made on the
recommendation of their representatives in
the other House of Parliament,—in fact in a
manner analogous to the mode adopted for

5
6
7

selecting the Senate of the United States—two
senators being elected by the Legislature of
each state.
In our case the monarchical principle was
strictly preserved, and the Legislative Council
was to be appointed by the Crown, on the
advice of the Government of the day. If I
viewed it as a measure of disfranchisement,
then, looking at my obligation to maintain the
franchise of the people, I should have more
hesitation in voting for it. An hon. gentleman
has said that the change, from the nominative
to the elective plan, was made at the demand
of the people. That assertion is not historically
correct; it is not correct as far as Upper Canada
is concerned, and I think not with respect to
Lower Canada either.
There was, at one time, a desire in Lower
Canada, for the election of its legislative
councillors, but the public men who carried
out the change, did so more out of respect to
the traditions of the country than from any
pressure that existed then. In Upper Canada, I
am quite sure, that so far from the people
desiring it, they were either lukewarm or
opposed to it.
The liberal and reform party of Upper
Canada were all opposed to it. It is well known
that the late Hon. Robert Baldwin, so many
years the leader of that party, was always
opposed to the change. And it is also well
known, that the hon. gentleman who is and
has been for years the leader of that party, and
who now holds in the Government the
position of the President of the Council (Hon.
Mr. Brown), opposed the change to the very
last wherever his influence extended, in the
press which he controlled, and in his place in
Parliament I myself saw him stand up to vote
against the third reading of the bill7. It cannot,
therefore, be said that the alteration was made
at the earnest desire of the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

Supra footnote 2.
Supra footnote 3.
Third reading of the Bill to Change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by Rendering the Same Elective in the Legislative
Assembly (Mar. 27, 1856). Journals, p. 194. Brown was one of twelve who voted against the Bill.
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David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I went on further, and stated that I
looked on the measure as one which did not
admit of amendment, since if we were to
amend it, there were nine other houses which
might claim the right to do the same, and it
could, perhaps, never be carried out. I then
expressed approval of the financial
arrangements contemplated, and differed
from my hon. friend from Port Hope (Hon.
Mr. Seymour), who said the revenues of the
provinces in past times should have been
made the basis on which they should bring
their debts into the Confederation. Inasmuch
as we are not to continue separate, provinces,
and not to contribute separate revenues to the
treasury, but are to be subject to the same
imposts and to have one tariff, a capitation
basis is the proper one, and not that desired by
my hon. friend.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I went on to say that the trifling
amount to be paid to New Brunswick by the
Confederation, for ten years, was necessary
under the circumstances, and ought not to be
allowed to weigh for one moment against the
benefits to be derived from the proposed
arrangement. The hon. gentleman from
Niagara (Hon.
•
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Mr. Currie) said our expenditure would be
greatly increased.
I said that would depend upon ourselves,
for we should continue to have the
management of our own affairs, and the
economy with which they are conducted will
depend upon those who administer them. If
great improvements are carried out—if the
Intercolonial Railway is built, and our canals
enlarged—if harbors are constructed on Lake
Huron, as they must be—and if further aid
should be granted to extend a railway to those
harbors—if all this is done, it will be
impossible to effect it and not increase our
present
expenditure—but
those
improvements will be amongst ourselves in

137

Canada, and we shall enjoy the benefits they
will confer; and Canada, it should be
remembered, will have a just voice in the
Confederate Legislature.
I myself hope these great improvements will
be carried on in the west, simultaneously with
the Intercolonial Railway, although this is the
only one specifically referred to in the
resolutions—the enlargement of the canals
being only spoken of generally. The
Intercolonial Railway, hon. gentlemen, must
be constructed if we have Confederation; but I
hope western improvements will be carried on
at the same time.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I think, honorable gentlemen, we
should be governed in our votes by the
consideration of the effect of this measure
upon the prosperity of the provinces. If it is to
do us good, we should adopt it without
unnecessary delay. What is it that we expect?
Have we not reason to believe that it will settle
the sectional difficulties, which have so long
agitated and distracted the country? Will it not
be the means of extending our influence over
a large and most valuable territory? Will it not
open the way for us to two of the finest harbors
on the Atlantic—St. John and Halifax? Will it
not give us access to the ocean at all seasons of
the year? Will it not open to us the coal fields
of the Lower Provinces? Will it not add nearly
another million to our present population, and
place under one government four millions of
souls?
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—But if the measure fails, what will our
position be? I believe that our position in
Upper Canada would be one of hopelessness,
one bordering on despair—with none of the
questions settled that have been agitating us,
and which have checked the progress of the
country; with representation by population
not granted, and no prospect of it being
granted for a long time to come, while the
agitation for it could not possibly cease until it
was granted.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—Furthermore, hon. gentlemen, you all
know the influence that the agreement arrived
at in the Conference had upon our credit in
England; that it had the effect of raising the
price of our securities 15 to 17 per cent. But if
we fail to agree upon the measure here in
Parliament, what will be the effect in Britain?
Would there not be a feeling of
disappointment—would not our friends there
almost despair of our ever placing ourselves in
a position to carry on our affairs with credit,
and acting for ourselves in a statesmanlike
way? Some hon. gentlemen speak of dreading
to take the responsibility of a vote on a
question which is to make a change in the
constitution of this House, without consulting
the people.
Why! What are we here for if it is not to take
responsibility? The people send us here for
that purpose, to act as we think best upon all
measures that may be presented to us. But
under existing circumstances, I think the
responsibility of postponing the adoption of
the scheme, of putting Confederation off, is
very much greater than the responsibility of
sanctioning it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I cannot help thinking that if we
postpone the measure—and to adopt any
amendment would have the effect of
postponing it, and perhaps, of losing
Confederation forever—our conduct will be
considered extremely factious and unpatriotic.
A good deal has been said about a possible
dead-lock between this House and the other
House, but there has been little of that in past
times, and nothing of a serious nature. If,
however, the amendment passes, I can
imagine a dead-lock which might be
extremely prejudicial to this House—
prejudicial to its influence in the country; nay,
almost destructive of it.
Suppose these resolutions to be carried in
the other House by a large majority, which I
have little doubt will be the case, and we carry

an amendment here—suppose all the
legislatures of the Lower Provinces adopt the
resolutions, and this House stands alone in
rejecting them—do you believe the British
Parliament will be turned aside from what it
believes to be the best interests of British
America by the action of this House? I can
imagine a dead-lock occurring then, and one
in consequence of which the opinion of this
House might be set aside and its vote
disregarded.
Until this measure is carried out it is
impossible the
•
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defences of the country can be properly
attended to, while all must admit it is most
important they should be proceeded with. Is it
patriotic, honorable gentlemen, in the
presence of such a state of things, and in view
of circumstances which all thinking men
admit to be most serious, is it wise to delay
unnecessarily the passing of these resolutions?
Honorable gentlemen may feel that they do
not meet the views of every one in all
particulars, but they must see the beneficial
tendency of the whole, and they cannot fail to
see the importance of getting them passed
without delay, for if they are to receive the
sanction of the Imperial Parliament at its next
session, there is no time to be lost.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—One honorable gentleman has said the
people are not satisfied with the measure. I
believe they are perfectly satisfied. It has been
before them for a long time, and they are
possessed of sufficient intelligence to have
made their disapprobation known if it was
felt. But, to show the feeling in reference to the
matter, I will read two or three extracts from a
report which I received this morning of the
proceedings of the Counties Council of York
and Peel.
These counties send four representatives to
the other House of Parliament, and they
comprise portions of three of the divisions
represented in this Chamber—Midland, Peel
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and York. Mr. Graham, a member of the
council, moved that a select committee be
appointed to draft a petition to the Legislature
as to the advisability of the people being
consulted before the scheme of Confederation
should be carried into effect.
I will now read from the report:—
Mr. Graham, Vaughan, argued that he did not introduce
the resolution with any such intention, for he did not
regard it as political. The Administration was composed
of men of different shades of politics, and hence the
question was not one of any particular party. The present
Parliament was not elected to consider this question, and
should therefore not pronounce on the scheme without
first consulting the people. On questions of far less interest
they had gone to the country, and he thought they should
on this, as it involved large interests, and was of the
greatest importance. The Attorney General had said, in his
place in Parliament, that the scheme must be adopted
without any amendments, but he (Mr. Graham) thought it
needed amendment so far as the people of Upper Canada
were concerned.
Mr. Hartley said the whole scheme was now before the
country, and the people who were interested in the matter
were aware of its provisions. In the very riding
represented in part by the very mover of the resolution,
the people gave expression in favor of Confederation by
the election of the Hon. W.P. Howland; and in fact at every
election held since the scheme was proposed, the
candidates elected have declared in its favor. He
considered the Attorney General perfectly right in
declaring that the resolutions must pass without
amendment. The measure, as it stood, had received the
sanction of all the delegates representing.
Mr. Graham, Gore, stated that some of the members
looked upon the resolution as being of a political
character. However, be that as it may, the resolution was
now before the chair, and had to be disposed of. He
thought the question of Confederation was in the hands of
the best judges, and they would decide whether it would
be advantageous to Canada or not. These representatives
of the people were all well posted up in the resources of
the provinces, and how such could be best developed, and
therefore he thought the question should be left with them
for decision.
As to an appeal to the people, he could not see what good
results would flow from it. The resolutions passed at the
Quebec Conference on Confederation were before the
people and their representatives, and it is for the latter to
decide for or against them; and they are undoubtedly in a

8
9
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good position to form correct conclusions concerning
them. He could not see what reasons the statesmen of
Canada would have in sacrificing the interests of our
country. They all had a common interest with ourselves,
and hence would not be likely to do anything detrimental
to the best interests of Canada.
As regarded the submitting of the question to the people,
Mr. Graham thought that ample time had been given the
representatives during the recess, to ascertain the feelings
of the people on the subject, and that, therefore, they went
to Quebec perfectly prepared to deal with the question
without putting the country to the expense of a general
election. An appeal to the people would be a useless
expenditure, and, therefore, he would oppose the
resolution.
On being put to the council, the motion was lost on the
vote of 6 to 25.8

This, honorable gentlemen, is the opinion of
the Municipal Council of York and Peel, and I
hope this House will do as that council desire,
and decide upon the measure without
resorting to any course. That can produce any
delay whatever.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—So important is this scheme considered
in England, as well as in our own country, that
I believe the vote taken on it will be regarded
as a test of our desire to remain in connection
with the British Empire, to maintain our
allegiance to our beloved Sovereign, or of our
indifference to the prospect of being merged
into another country. This might be an unjust
conclusion to arrive at, but we have recent
examples in our own history of
•
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the way such conclusions are formed abroad.
I remember a vote which was misconstrued,
much to the prejudice of this country—I refer
to that on the Militia Bill rejected in 18629.
There is no doubt the rejection of that bill gave
rise to the opinion which prevails in
England—and you cannot convince the
people there to the contrary—that Canadians
are unwilling to defend themselves. Nothing

“Counties Council,” The Globe (Feb. 8, 1865).
Bill: An Act Respecting the Militia (Province of Canada, 1862).
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could be more unjust to our people than to
entertain such an idea, nothing more unjust
even to the majority who voted against that
bill; but still that was the conviction arrived at,
which it took a long time to modify, and which
is not entirely removed to this day. I believe
that vote has cost the country a very large sum
of money in various ways.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—In conclusion, let me just say that we
cannot remain any longer as we are; we have
to advance in some direction, and I believe we
are going in the right direction when we
proceed towards Confederation. I am very
much disposed to agree with the honorable
and gallant Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché],
that we are on the top of an inclined plane10,
and that if we do not adopt Confederation, we
shall very likely find ourselves descending it
against our wish, and plunged into a
maelstrom of debt, democracy and
demagoguism.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847] said he rejoiced to find, in the accession
to the House of the honorable member who
had just spoken, a gentleman so well
calculated to sustain its credit, and to assist by
his enlightened and thoroughly patriotic
views in the disposal of the many and
important questions with which it had to deal,
in a manner worthy of the House and
beneficial to the country.
With respect to the measure in debate, he
must state he was delighted at the principles it
embodied. He was strongly in its favor, and so
far from regarding it as imperilling the
interests of the province, thought it eminently
adapted to advance its prosperity and welfare.
He was not a young man, having numbered
more than half a century of years, during the
greater part of which period he had filled a
seat in either one or the other of the Houses of
Parliament, but he had never yet known a
measure of equal importance brought under
10

discussion. He might possibly not live to see it
carried, but hoped and expected he would,
and if it were, he had no doubt it would realize
all the anticipations of its framers, and issue in
the greatest advantages not to the colonies
alone, but to the Mother Country likewise.
During the time he had been in Parliament
he could safely say he had been guided by an
earnest purpose to vote rightly, but yet he had
two or three votes to regret, and that which he
most regretted, was the one he gave against
the union of Upper and Lower Canada. In this
he felt now, as he had felt before, that he was
wrong, but his consolation was that he had
acted independently and conscientiously, not
allowing himself to swerve from what he
regarded as his duty even by the earnest
entreaties of one of his most valued friends,
the then Attorney General for Upper Canada,
who had taken a different view of the case.
He now recognized the wisdom of the
measure, and was glad his fears had been
disappointed, and that great benefits had
resulted from it to both sections. He viewed
the union now proposed as fraught with the
largest advantages to all the British North
American Provinces, and believed his
anticipations would be realized. He had often
crossed the Atlantic and travelled extensively
in England and the United States, but it was
not until last summer, as he acknowledged
with shame, that he had paid a visit to the
Lower Provinces, now proposed to be united
with Canada.
This ignorance of sister colonies so near to
our own country, he thought, was not
creditable to any legislator, and he hoped
other honorable members would feel it their
duty to acquire for themselves information
which was so necessary to their position. Well,
he had been there last summer, and his
opinions respecting those countries had
immediately undergone a very sensible
change. He had not expected to see such a
beautiful city as St. John, N.B., or such a place
as Halifax.

Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 6.
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He had conceived the people as poor and
struggling for existence, but was delighted to
find merchants doing a great business, and
exhibiting as high a standing and as much
enterprise as any in Canada. Then, these
provinces were distinguished by the most
devoted attachment to the British Empire and
loyalty to the British Crown, sentiments which
he was unfeignedly delighted to observe. He
hoped these sentiments would continue to
prevail and even be strengthened by the
Confederation now contemplated.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847]—When he represented a constituency in
Upper Canada and had to seek re-election, he
had always hung out his flag with “British
supremacy” inscribed thereon—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847]—and he hoped that the sentiment
would continue to be cherished in the country
so long as he lived. As to the allegations of
some honorable members that the people were
ignorant as to the merits of the measure
proposed, he could say that, so far as the
locality from which he
•
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came was concerned, it was a serious error. It
had engaged the attention of the people more
or less for many years, and especially of late.
After alluding to the favorable consideration
of a Confederation of the British North
American Provinces by many distinguished
British statesmen, such as the late Earl of
Durham11 and the late Sir Wilmot Horton 12,
formerly Under Secretary of State, many years
ago, the hon. gentleman spoke of the opinion
11
12
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of a particular friend of his own, a
distinguished member of the other House, Mr.
Morris, son of the late Hon. William Morris,
with whom he (Honorable Mr. Boulton) had
had the pleasure of acting for many years in
the House of Assembly of Upper Canada.
Mr. Morris, the present member for South
Lanark, in a pamphlet published by him, in
1858, expressed himself clearly and distinctly
in favor of the union of the British North
American Provinces, and in that pamphlet
quoted the views of the present American
Secretary of State, Mr. Seward, and which he
(Hon. Mr. Boulton) read as follows. Mr. Morris
introduces those views thus:—
That day may be and I trust is far distant, but sure I am
that whatever, in the upheavings of the old world and the
restless whirl of events may betide, yet the connection
between our country and the parent state will not he
rudely severed, but fostered by the power and might of
Britain, and, rising in strength and power, thousands of
strong hands and bold hearts within our borders will
cherish towards Britain sentiments of warm affection and
attached loyalty, and will be ready, if need be, in the
contests for liberty that may arise, to stand side by side in
the foremost rank with the armies of Britain.
There is, indeed, vast room for speculation as to the future
of this great British Colonial Empire, and its consideration
has engrossed and is engrossing the energies of many
minds. Amongst others, hear what Senator Seward thinks
of us: “Hitherto, in common with most of my countrymen,
as I suppose, I have thought Canada, or, to speak more
accurately, British America, to be a mere strip lying north
of the United States, easily detachable from the parent
state, but incapable of sustaining itself, and therefore
ultimately, nay right soon, to be taken on by the Federal
union without materially changing or affecting its own
condition or development. I have dropped the opinion as
a national conceit. I see in British North America,
stretching as it does across the continent from the shores
of Labrador and Newfoundland to the Pacific, and
occupying a considerable belt of the temperate zone,

Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839).
This refers to the U.K. Bill Act of Union, 1822 that would have united the two Canadas. The bill was tabled by Sir Robert
Horton, Under Secretary for the Colonies, but it was withdrawn for a number of reasons, notably that Lower Canadians
opposed it. The Bill provided the elimination of the French language in parliament. The provision read, “… all written
proceedings of what nature soever of the said Legislative Council and Assembly, or either of them, shall be in the English language and
none other; and that at the end of the space of fifteen Years, from and after the passing of this Act, all debates in the said Legislative
Council or in the said Assembly, shall be carried on in the English language and none other.” Upper Canadians also did not fully
support the measure. The financial proposals were then incorporated into a separate bill The British North America (Trade
and Lands) Act, 1822 (UK). See Arthur G. Doughty and Norah Story’s The Constitutional History of Canada: 1819-1828 (1935),
pp. 122-151.
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traversed equally with the United States by the lakes, and
enjoying the magnificent shores of the St. Lawrence, with
its thousands of islands in the river and gulf, a region
grand enough for the seat of a great empire.” 13

Secretary Seward (who was known to be one
of the principal men in the American
Government) once regarded this country as a
poor one, but it was clear he no longer thought
so, but had formed a very high opinion of our
resources and capabilities. There was no doubt
that Canada was a great country and destined
to be much greater still, and he held that if we
were true to ourselves we could well sustain
ourselves, especially as in the effort (if effort
ever were needed) we were sure to enlist the
sympathies, co-operation and support of the
Empire.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847]—Then he was satisfied that as the
project of Confederation was favourably
received at home, as calculated to strengthen
our position, we might expect all the aid that
we needed. He regretted not being prepared to
support his views by statistical statements, but
other honorable members who were much
more competent than himself, had done so,
and no doubt others would follow. Of this,
however, he was convinced, that we would
lose nothing by the union, but would
considerably improve our revenue. The Lower
Provinces possessed advantages which we
had not, and among them their coal and their
gold fields might be regarded as of great
value.
We would soon require a large and constant
supply of coal, a mineral which, so far, had not
been found in Canada. It was really
melancholy that there should have been so
little commercial intercourse between us and
those provinces. They were constantly
needing large supplies of provisions, which
we had to sell, and it was a pity that the money
expended in procuring them was not paid to
us. He hoped that there would be a great
revolution in the state of things before long,
13

and that we would profit largely by it. In every
point of view, he conceived this union to be
most desirable, though he must confess he
would not desire to see it carried out if he
thought there was the remotest probability of
its leading to a separation from the Empire.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847]—The Mother Country had done much
for us; mistakes had arisen, but, on the whole,
we had been most kindly and generously
treated by her; we had been materially assisted
by loans on the guarantee of the Imperial
Government, and that very fact had greatly
enhanced our credit. In this way it was that
our great and valuable public works had been
constructed. It had often been a matter of
surprise to him that we had shown so little
care and anxiety with regard to our own
defence, but the time had now come when we
would be obliged to do something for
ourselves in that direction.
•
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The people of England very truly said we
had now grown up so as to be able, to some
extent at least, to protect ourselves, and while
they did not expect us to maintain the whole
struggle unaided, they yet demanded that we
should do our part. This done, according to the
measure of our ability, we would have nothing
to fear, and the union would enable us to do
better than we otherwise could. There might
still be a feeling among a few of our people in
favor of annexation to the United States, but it
was limited to a very small number indeed, if
it existed at all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847]—Some years back he thought the feeling
prevailed to some extent, but the unhappy war
in the adjoining country had led to a very great
change in this respect. He deplored that
dreadful war, and would deprecate the
possibility of a rupture of our present peaceful
relations with that country. He hoped we

Alexander Morris, Nova Britannia; Or, British North America, Its Extent and Future (1858), pp. 46-47.
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would still continue to live upon amicable
terms, and was convinced that if war did arise,
it would not be provoked by us.
They were a great and a powerful people,
and he hoped they would continue in the
future to treat us kindly as they had done in
the past; but it could not be denied that of late
they had shown a different disposition. They
had passed a measure to repeal the Reciprocity
Treaty14, which had been of so much
advantage to the two countries; a repeal
which, two or three years ago, they had no
purpose whatever to bring about; but he
thought a change might yet take place, and
that after all the treaty would not be abolished.
At the same time, if it were abolished, he did
not think we would be ruined altogether, but
expected that intercourse with the Lower
Provinces would, in a great degree, make up
the loss. It might be, however, that we could
yet pass through the States, but if not, and we
were restricted to our own channels of
communication, we must do the best we can.
He trusted the amendment of the honorable
member for Sherbrooke (Hon. Mr. Sanborn)
would be voted down, and that the measure as
it was would pass in its integrity. The
Constitution of the Federal Legislature had
been adopted in a council of our leading
politicians, some of whom had all along been
opposed to elective legislative councils,
amongst others, the Honorable President of
the Council, (Hon. George Brown).
And the people, he verily believed, did not
wish to see the principle prevail. He had no
doubt the Crown would make wise selections
as it had generally done before, and though
mistakes might in some cases have been made,
for his part he was perfectly willing to trust it.
He was willing to give the people all the power
they could reasonably ask, but it was a fact
that the power granted had in many instances
been abused. Many municipalities have been
nearly ruined. They contracted loans, and

14
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instead of applying the money in a way to
forward the public weal, a good deal of it had
gone into the pockets of the borrowers.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847]—He desired to prevent a recurrence of
such things. When the Municipal Loan Fund
Bill15 was passed, great advantages had been
expected from it, and great improvements had
been projected, some of which, he was free to
say, had been carried out, but some of the
municipalities had misapplied and wasted the
money, and now they were asking the
Government for delay to enable them to pay
the interest. In making these remarks he had
no intention of saying aught that could be
disagreeable, and if he had done so he prayed
it might be overlooked. He had taken an active
part in the legislature, especially in the other
branch, in years gone by, and had always
acted independently, and he thought it was
the duty of public men to follow the dictates of
their own convictions in preference to the
solicitations of friends. Having done so in the
past, he would try to do so in the future. He
would close by expressing the hope that the
resolutions would pass by a large majority, as
he had no doubt they would.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862] said:—I
do not believe, honorable gentlemen, that
what occurred in the Counties Council of York
and Peel, to which the honorable member for
the Saugeen Division [David Macpherson]
referred, can bear the interpretation that
honorable gentleman placed upon it. The
honorable member stated that a large majority
in that council had declared themselves
unfavorable to an appeal to the people on the
subject now before the House—the
Confederation of the Provinces. Now, I am
personally acquainted with most of the
members of that body, and think a fuller
reading of the proceedings to which the

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
An Act to establish a Consolidated Municipal Loan Fund for Upper Canada (Province of Canada, 1852).
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honorable member referred will place the
matter in a different light—
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I read the whole of the report.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—Well, I
shall read it for myself and draw my own
conclusions.
[Here the honorable gentleman read the report
again, remarking that there was nothing in the
speeches of any of the members of the Counties
Council to show that they were opposed to an
appeal to the people, and then proceeded]:—
The members of the Counties
•
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Council were not elected on political grounds,
but to administer the affairs of the
municipality. Any expression of opinion that
they may offer on political subjects is therefore
but the expression of their own individual
opinions, and however much it may be
entitled to respect from the character of the
gentlemen composing the council, it can in no
way be regarded as the expression of their
constituents’ wishes on the subject. But I
contend, moreover, that the vote in the council
was not even an expression of opinion on the
part of the members; for we find from the
report that several members opposed the
motion for an appeal to the people, simply on
the ground that the question was one that
ought not to have been brought before them, it
being of a purely political character, and they
rejected it without expressing any opinion
upon its real merits.
Then, combined with them were the
gentlemen who really oppose the appeal to the
people, and of these two classes was the
majority composed, of which the honorable
gentlemen spoke so exultingly.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—But
apart from the expression of opinion of the
Counties Council referred to, in whatever light
16

it may be regarded, I object to the resolutions
being submitted to Parliament and pressed
upon the consideration of this House in the
same way as the Address in reply to the
Speech from the Throne. They are said to be
passed or rejected as a whole, without
alteration or amendment, just as if the
Government were bound to stand or fall by the
decision.
The Government, it appears, has pledged
itself to the other governments to abide by
these resolutions, and in that case it should
have been a condition that they should stand
or fall with them. Ministers are opposed
further to any expression of opinion on the
contents of these resolutions, other than what
may be stated in the speeches of honorable
members; the resolutions cannot be changed,
modified or amended in any particular, and
yet the chambers are asked to consider them!
What is the use of considering them if we
cannot come to our own conclusions and give
them effect in the shape of amendments?
I stand here as the representative of, if not
one of the largest, at least one of the most
intelligent constituencies in Upper Canada,
and I have no hesitation in saying the people
are generally in favor of the principle of the
resolutions; in other words, of a Confederation
of Canada and the Lower Provinces, but I do
not believe they are in favor of all the details
of the project.
The Honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché], in moving the resolutions, said they
would be productive of two special
advantages to Canada;—they would give us
strength and durability, and at the same time
settle the difficulties under which the province
has labored for some years. That honorable
member also stated that if this union is not
accomplished there will be a danger of our
being forced by violence into the United
States; that, if not forced therein by violence,
we will insensibly slide thither; and that we
are upon an inclined plane which must of
necessity land us there 16, and whether by
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violence or by sliding, we must reach that
result.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—If the
Honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] had
shown that the proposed union would in
reality give us strength, and place us in a
position to improve our defences, then I
would admit he had made a good case. I have
anxiously waited to hear his reasons and
explanations, for I wanted better reasons for
adopting the resolutions than any I was
acquainted with. I am anxious to have them
carefully analyzed and scrutinized, and desire
that they may be found in the interest of
Canada. If the Government, in bringing them
down, had stated that after a thorough canvass
and examination, if deemed desirable, they
might be amended in some particulars, I
would have accepted the declaration with
satisfaction and hope; but no, though allowed
to debate them, we cannot proceed any
further.
They are submitted, as I have already said,
like an opening Speech from the Throne, an
amendment to which is treated as a motion of
want of confidence, and I can see no great use
in discussing them at all. I desire, however,
prior to the taking of the vote, to know how
much the Intercolonial Railway will cost. Only
a short time ago public opinion in Upper
Canada was adverse to this enterprise, but if
new light has dawned upon the subject, I
would be glad to share in it.
I would like to know also what the route will
be, and how many millions it will cost; and if
it should be shown that its construction will be
a real advantage to the country, I will be
prepared to go for it. There are other points
upon which I desire information, and one is as
to the proportion of the debt which Upper and
Lower Canada will be called upon
respectively to bear. If the sixty-two and a-half
millions of debt the Confederation is to
assume is to be divided according to the extent
of the two populations, will Lower Canada,
over and above its share, assume the amount
paid for the abolition of the Seigniorial
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Tenure? These questions, in my opinion, need
answers before this scheme is carried.
•

(p. 156)

Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
There is no disposition on the part of the
Government to withhold any information the
House may desire to have;—on the contrary,
they are anxious to afford all in their power,—
but the points suggested by the honorable
member are not yet before the House for
discussion. As to the Seigniorial Tenure debt it
will be assumed entirely by Lower Canada.
Then as to the five millions reserved for a
certain part of the debt, the matter will be
disposed of by a fair division between Upper
and Lower Canada; and I beg to add that
Parliament will have the opportunity of fully
considering the arrangement which the
Government may propose for that division.
An affirmative proposition will be laid before
the House, upon which members will of
course have the opportunity of pronouncing.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I am
very much pleased, indeed, to hear the
statement of the Honorable Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell]; but I
must say I am at a loss to perceive how we
shall have an opportunity of considering any
of these resolutions if we now affirm the
substantive proposition.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
opportunity will be afforded when these five
millions of debt come to be distributed
between Upper and Lower Canada, and when
bills or propositions are brought before
Parliament for that purpose. The intention of
the Government is to offer propositions which
it considers fair to both sections of the country,
and it will be in the power of Parliament, of
course, to speak and decide in regard to the
scheme.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I am
quite willing to give the Government credit for
sincerity on this question, but before I am
called upon to vote for Confederation, I would
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like to know, and I am sure this House would
like to know, not only how much the
Intercolonial Railway is to cost, but how this
amount of debt is to be diffused or distributed
between Upper and Lower Canada. It does
appear to me very important that we should
have all these explanations prior to being
called upon to vote these resolutions.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—As to
the Intercolonial Railway, the honorable
gentleman will see that it is a matter for the
Government of the Confederation to deal
with. The only question for this House to
consider is as to how the five millions of debt
is to be distributed between the two sections,
and as to that every member will have an
opportunity of assenting to or differing from
the proposition of the Government. The
question of the railway stands on an entirely
different footing, being for the consideration
only of the General Legislature of the union.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I am
quite well aware that the Intercolonial Railway
is to be constructed by the General
Government, but I would like to know now
how much it is to cost. It does appear to me
that this is a very important question, and one
that lies at the root of the whole matter in the
minds of many honorable gentlemen. I know
that it affects me very much.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—Then,
with regard to the Constitution of this
Chamber, the honorable gentleman who has
just taken his seat (Hon. Mr. Boulton), and
who comes from Cobourg, has indulged in a
general attack upon the elective system,
because, forsooth, several municipalities
throughout the country have borrowed
largely from the Loan Fund, and because the
money they so borrowed has not been
properly invested. He argues from this that the
principle of election by the people should be
done away with in this House. It does appear
strange that any hon. gentlemen should take
the narrow and contracted ground that this
Chamber should be appointed by the Crown,

because certain loans have not been properly
distributed by municipal bodies—especially
strange that an honorable gentleman should
take it who represents a municipality that is
very heavily in arrears to the Loan Fund.
George Boulton [Canada West, appointed
1847]—I did not allude to the town of Cobourg
at all, but to other municipalities, where the
councils squandered the money borrowed
from the Loan Fund and put large sums of it
into their own pockets. Cobourg expended the
money properly in connection with a great
public work, and acted honestly, uprightly
and properly in the matter.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—Well, I
do not see why a good thing should be put
past the honorable gentleman himself; and
when he indulges in an attack upon the
elective system, because certain municipalities
have failed to meet their obligations, I do not
see why I should not point out that Cobourg is
a defaulter to a large amount. The honorable
member from the Saugeen Division [David
Macpherson] argues that the appointment of
members of this House by the Crown is not a
disfranchisement of the people.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—The honorable gentleman is mistaken.
What I said was that, inasmuch as the
appointments are to be made in the way that
has been described—that is, on the nomination
of gentleman representing
•
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the people in the other House—the change
does not amount to disfranchisement.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—If the
honorable gentleman had not been quite so
sensitive, I would have saved him the trouble
of making his explanation.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I did not wish to be misrepresented.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—It
certainly is not my desire to misrepresent the
honorable gentleman in any manner. I think
the conclusion one would arrive at, after
hearing his remarks upon the point, is that the
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people would still, after this proposed change
in the Constitution, have the power to make
appointments to this House.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—No, but through their representatives.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—The
honorable gentleman says they will have the
power, through their representatives, to make
their appointments. Well, after reading the
fourteenth resolution17, it does appear to me
that, after the first election of the Chamber, the
people will have nothing at all to do with it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—The
honorable gentleman says, however, that the
representatives of the people will have the
power of making these appointments. Who
are the representatives of the people he refers
to? The members of the Government, who will
have this power; or, in other words, the Crown
will make the appointments.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—With the advice of the representatives
of the people.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—Yes,
undoubtedly; but the people, nevertheless,
will have nothing at all to do with the matter;
we advert again, in fact, to the old principle
when the Crown made all the appointments.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—Now,
with regard to this question, I feel myself in
this position, that although I may be in favour
of the Crown making these appointments—
upon which principle I express no opinion at
this moment—if I voted for these resolutions I
would give a vote, and every member of this
House would give a vote, by which they
would give themselves seats in this House as
long as Providence thought fit to let them
remain.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
17
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James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I came
here, honorable gentlemen, to conserve certain
interests, to represent certain classes, and to
reflect the views of those who sent me here so
far as they accorded with my own judgment.
But they did not send me here to change the
Constitution under which I was appointed,
and to sweep away at one dash the privileges
they possess, one of which is, to give a seat in
this House to him in whom they have
confidence. It does not appear right to me that
the members of this House should declare, by
their own votes, that we shall remain here for
all time to come.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—The
reasons given for the proposed change are
various, and to some extent conflicting. We
find one member of the Government telling us
that it is because the Maritime Provinces are
opposed to an elective Chamber, and hence we
in Canada—the largest community and the
most influential—give way to them, and set
aside a principle that was solemnly adopted
here, and so far has worked without prejudice
to our interests. We find another gentleman,
who, when the question came up years ago,
strongly opposed the elective principle, quite
as strongly opposes it now, because since then
certain municipalities have borrowed more
than they are able to pay! These are somewhat
extraordinary reasons, and I trust the House
will give them their due weight. I think,
honorable gentlemen, that prior to the
proposed change taking place, we ought not to
declare by our own votes that we are entitled
to permanent seats in this House,—without, at
any rate, knowing whether the people consent
to it or not; and I do not think I am wrong in
using this line of argument, when we have
reason to believe that, even if the Crownappointed members remain here, a large

Quebec Resolution 14, which reads in full, “14. The first selection of the Members of the Legislative Council shall be made, except
as regards Prince Edward Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by the Crown at the recommendation of the General Executive Government,
upon the nomination of the respective Local Governments, and in such nomination due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members
of the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province, so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be fairly represented.”
Resolutions were presented to Legislative Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.
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number of the elected members will also
remain.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—How would you act if you were
satisfied that the whole public opinion was in
favour of it?
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I can
very easily answer the honorable gentleman. If
I did not and could not reflect the views of my
constituents on such an important subject as
this, there is one thing I could do, return to
them the power they placed in my hands.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—That is
the course I should feel compelled to take
under such circumstances.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—With
regard to this scheme altogether, I think that a
very great deal depends upon the resolutions
themselves. If we are to have framed a new
Constitution upon them as a basis, all of them,
in my opinion, should be thoroughly
canvassed and examined; and this House, as
well as the other branch of the Legislature,
ought not to be prevented by the Government
of the day from expressing its opinions with
regard to their merits.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—It is
said by many honorable gentlemen that the
people are in favor of this scheme. I think the
people are in favor of a scheme
•

(p. 158)

of Confederation, but I think it depends
altogether upon the details of that scheme
whether they will give it their approval or not.
I have no hesitation in declaring what is the
opinion of the people of my division. I meet
and mingle with them almost daily, and have
had ample opportunities of ascertaining their
views and sentiments. I believe that a very
lame proportion of them have no fixed and
definite opinions with regard to this scheme.
They are in favor of Confederation, but they
have no definite distinct ideas in regard to the
details of the scheme proposed. If they knew

that their taxation would be largely increased
by it, and that it would add heavily to the
public burdens, they would not support it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I
think, then, that we who are placed here to
conserve and protect the interests of the
public, should be extremely careful and
analyse these resolutions thoroughly, and
ascertain, as nearly as possible, what their
effect is likely to be, before we take the
responsibility of voting for them. I have no
hesitation in declaring that there never was a
period in the history of Canada when the
people suffered more than they do at present.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—In
consequence of the personal, municipal and
national indebtedness, the farmers of the
country were never placed in a worse position
than that which they now occupy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—When
we find that property has depreciated in value
within the last five years, twenty, thirty, forty,
ay, and even sixty per cent; when we find that
the crops of the country have been steadily
decreasing in quantity and value within that
period; when we find that the people are
dissatisfied with the manner in which the
country has been governed during the last
eight or ten years; when we find all this, we
may believe that they are prepared to accept
almost any change that promises a relief from
their present difficulties. But we were placed
here to conserve their interests, to look after
their welfare, and should not hastily adopt any
scheme, proposed by any Government—
whether all of one party stripe or not—without
fully examining it and weighing the results
likely to flow from it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—It is
said that the public is well acquainted with the
nature of the scheme. I demur to that
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statement in toto 18. The public is not
acquainted with it in all its bearings, and if
there is one thing I regret, it is this, that it has
not been made a party measure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I
regret this because, although perhaps no party
could have carried it as a party measure
through this Legislature, it would have been
better if proposed as a party scheme, for then
its merits would have been more thoroughly
canvassed and its demerits more thoroughly
exposed. Our public men would have ranged
themselves on either side; some would have
favored it. and others would have opposed it;
they would have pointed out its defects as well
as its good points; the whole subject would
have been fully ventilated, and the result
would have been that, if passed at all, the
scheme would have been as perfect as it was
possible to have made it. But what do you find
now? You scarcely see a newspaper from one
end of the country to the other that is not full
of laudations of the scheme. And why?
Because the leading public men of the country
have thought proper to make a fusion; the
leading daily journals on both sides applaud
the step and the scheme that followed, and the
small papers throughout the province, as in
duty bound, follow in their wake.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—They
only express public opinion.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—Public
opinion, the honorable gentleman says. I say
that public opinion has not sufficiently
weighed this scheme, and that we should be
influenced here by our own matured opinion
18
19
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in regard to it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—As I
have already stated, I am in favor of the
confederation of these provinces, framed on a
proper basis; and all I desire is that we should
have the opportunity of examining all these
resolutions, and if we object to any of them,
finding them imperfect or unsuitable, that we
should have power to amend them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—So far
as the amendment that has been proposed is
concerned, there are portions of it with which
I cordially agree. After it has been thoroughly
discussed, I shall, like other honorable
members, make up my mind as to what course
I shall pursue in reference to it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—As no
one has taken the floor to continue the debate,
I beg to enquire of the Honorable
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] why it is that certain export duties
are allowed under this scheme to be collected
by the local governments in New Brunswick
and Nova Scotia, but which in Canada are
collected by the General Government? It is
part of the forty-third resolution, which
reads:—”The local legislatures shall have
power to make laws respecting the following
subjects: Direct taxation, and in New
Brunswick the imposition of duties on the
export of timber, logs, masts, spars, deals and
sawn lumber; and in Nova Scotia, of
•
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coal and other minerals.”19 That, it appears to

i.e. “as a whole.”
There seems to have been circulating in the Legislative Assembly an earlier set of the Quebec Resolutions, different from
both the text tabled in the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865 by John A. Macdonald (p. 18) and the one tabled by Étienne
Pascal Taché in the Legislative Council (pp. 1-6) on the same day. The texts printed in this volume, tabled on those dates
are the final and corrected texts, and it is also the texts found in the Journals of the Province of Canada for the Legislative
Council and those for the Legislative Assembly. It seems that some members were consulting an earlier set of the
resolutions. These were marked “private” and circulated after the close of the Quebec Conference in certain business
circles, sometime in November and December 1864, and were still in circulation well after that. These earlier sets not only
had mistakes in resolutions nos. 29(3), and 43(1) (in regard to exceptions for New Brunswick and Nova Scotia) but also in
resolution no. 24 (in regard to amending districts of local provinces, not the House of Commons). According to private
correspondence between the Coalition Ministry and the Premiers of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, these were
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me, is leaving very valuable material to be
subject to taxation by these local governments,
for they comprise a very large proportion of
the exports of the country. This is giving a
great preference to the eastern provinces in
regard to powers of taxation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Then,
again, as stated by the President of the Council
[George Brown], in another place, the sum of
$63,000 a year is to be given as a sort of
gratuity to New Brunswick for a period of ten
years. When these things are taken into
consideration, certainly it seems that our
public men representing Canada in the
Conference have gone to work in a rather
reckless manner. They have apparently been
regardless of expense on the part of Canada,
when particularly careful to meet every
objection to union on the part of the Lower
Provinces. It would appear that because
Canada is the largest colony, they were willing
to grant everything that the other colonies
asked.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—It
seems extraordinary too that these gentlemen
should have passed a scheme binding the
Government to construct the Intercolonial
Railway without any understanding or
knowledge as to what it will cost.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It
will be somewhat inconvenient for a member
of the Government to answer at once the
questions put by the honorable member, but I
have no objection to answer those which he
has now asked. The House understands, of
course, that the Crown lands of the provinces
are retained under the Confederation scheme
by each individual province. It was found
necessary that they should be retained in order

to provide each province with the required
funds to carry on the local government. In the
province of New Brunswick the duties that are
levied in Canada as “stumpage dues” on
cutting down timber, are not levied in the
woods but collected at the ports as export
duties, this being in that province a more
convenient and less expensive mode of
obtaining revenue from the timber trade.
Now, the honorable gentleman will see that
if we do not allow the Local Government in
New Brunswick to collect these dues in this
way, the revenue which is derived in Canada
from “stumpage dues,” would be lost to New
Brunswick. That is the reason why the
exception he refers to was made. In the same
way, with reference to Nova Scotia, was
allowed the royalty on coal, that is the
percentage of the product of the mines
reserved for the use of the Government, which
is collected as a duty out the export of the
article. There also the export duty is reserved
as a source of revenue to the Local
Government, it being necessary in both cases
that they should have the advantage of their
territorial revenue in the same way as the local
governments in Canada, which will collect the
same revenue in a different way. At the first
glance it may seem that this clause gives
especial advantages to the Lower Provinces
not conferred upon the local governments
here, but this is not the case.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Then,
with regard to the subvention of $63,000 a year
to New Brunswick for a period of ten years, it
was found necessary because during that time
it would be impossible for New Brunswick out
of its local revenue to carry out the
undertakings upon which the province had
entered. The honorable gentleman said, and I
regret to hear the statement, that the

discovered and corrected well after the close of the Quebec Conference in October. It is likely that corrections were made
in November and December 1864. For these correspondences, see PrimaryDocuments.ca. For drafts and final text of the
Quebec Resolutions, see Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions: Including Several Never-Published Preliminary Drafts by
George Brown and John A. Macdonald & a Collection of all Previously-Published Primary Documents Relating to the Conference
(CCF, 2021).
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representatives of Canada must have been
reckless, and that as the Lower Provinces
made demands conditional upon entering the
union, we had to submit with what grace we
could. All I can say is that I wish very heartily
that those gentlemen who thus find fault had
been at the Conference, and then they would
have had an opportunity of judging whether
indeed we were reckless or not; and I must say
to my honorable friend, whom I have had the
pleasure of knowing for some years, that if he
had truly known the representatives of
Canada on that occasion, he would have
spared us to-day the imputation made against
them that they were reckless.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
$63,000 were given to New Brunswick because
it was found that with the local revenue
allowed her it would have been impossible for
her to fulfil her engagements. It would of
course have been idle to have gone into a
confederation and find that the revenues of
that colony had been so far ceded to us that she
was unable to meet the obligations into which
she had entered, and that the Confederation
would be responsible for the claims of her
creditors. The engagements into which she
had entered involved a subvention of the
railways of the province. In New Brunswick
they thought it better, rather than take the
shares or mortgages of a railway for the
encouragement of railway enterprise, to give a
certain sum at once for railway purposes. Any
company constructing a railway became
entitled to a certain sum per mile out of the
public funds. Thus liabilities were incurred
which of course it was necessary to redeem.
Well, New Brunswick having ceded all her
ordinary
revenues
to
the
General
Government, means had to be provided by it
to enable her to meet these
•
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liabilities. And I may say that these railways,
which are among the public works ceded to
the General Government, are not valueless.
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They yield a revenue to the public exchequer.
I do not remember the exact sum, but it is
about $6,000 or $8,000 per annum.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—That
is exactly three-eighths of one per cent, of their
cost.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Well,
I said they yielded a revenue—I did not say
what proportion it bore to their cost—and
when we give this sum we know that we are
not entirely without a return for it. Unless we
made some provision for this payment we
would have been unable to carry out the
scheme, and there is a fair probability of these
works becoming more productive. Of course,
some gentlemen may say that it was possible
to have given the other provinces equivalents
for this expenditure in New Brunswick, but
we all know how unfavorable to our finances
has been this system of equivalents.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—A
similar sum might have been granted to the
other provinces, but that would have been
nothing but extravagance, which, I am sure,
the country would be slow to sanction, in view
of the past experience in this province in the
system of equivalents.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—This,
we all felt convinced, was the most economical
and prudent course to have followed in order
to obtain the end of Confederation.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—I
would like to ask the Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell] whether,
supposing I sent a vessel from Montreal with
flour to a lower port, and it returned with a
cargo of coal, there would be an export duty
upon it in Nova Scotia?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I am
not aware that there would be, but upon this
point I speak under correction. That is a
question which, if the honorable gentleman
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desires explicit information, I would like to
reserve for a future occasion. If questions are
put, not to embarrass the passage of the
scheme before the House, but to elicit
information on particular points, I shall
prepare myself to answer them as fully as
possible.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I am
sure, however, no honorable gentleman
would put questions with a view of
embarrassing the subject, but simply to obtain
information on certain points.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—I
have no desire to ask questions in order to
create embarrassment, but this is a question
forced upon me by the explanations that have
been made, and while I am up I may ask
another. I will not discuss how much Upper
Canada gives to the General Government
under this scheme, but it strikes me as singular
that in making these compensations the
Conference gave them all to the Lower
Provinces, Why was not this money required
by New Brunswick raised by direct taxation,
and the colonies thus placed on an equal
footing?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Because the income of these railways
in New Brunswick accrues to the General
Government.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—But
they pay nothing.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—They do pay something now, and in
future they will pay more. I, however, speak
only from my own individual point of view,
and not from any knowledge other than that
in possession of the House.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
And I speak from the same, and think the
objection I have made good.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—As to the export duty on coal from
Nova Scotia, it appears from the resolutions
that the equivalent given to Upper Canada for

this revenue is the duty on Crown timber.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
Well, what about the fishery dues given to the
Lower Provinces?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—We will have that by and by. I am only
answering one question now. It is in lieu of the
duty we levy on timber, and known as
“stumpage dues,” that Nova Scotia is allowed
to levy an export duty on coal. The honorable
gentleman shakes his head, but it is a fact.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—It is
not on the stump that we levy dues, but as the
hewn timber passes through the slides.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Well, it is not an export duty at any
rate; but in New Brunswick it pays a duty
when exported, either as sawlogs or square
timber. In both cases it pays a duty to the Local
Government, and it only seems reasonable
that Nova Scotia should enjoy a revenue from
her coal wherever it goes.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—If the coal were exported to a foreign
country, then I could understand why a duty
should be imposed, but when a ship is laden
in one port of the Confederation, with coal, for
another port in the same country, it does not
appear much like a free Confederation if an
export duty is levied upon the ergo.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—There would seem, then, to be a
distinction—a preference for one portion over
another—within
the
limits
of
the
Confederation. If we are to have a union, I
hope we shall have it in fact and
•

(p. 161)

not in name alone. I should like to be fully
informed as to whether an export duty is to be
levied on coal in Nova Scotia, no matter
whether it is intended for another part of the
Confederation or for a foreign country.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
royalty collected on coal in Nova Scotia is
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similar to the stumpage duty on timber in
Canada, which is paid no matter where the
timber is exported to. It may well be, therefore,
that when coal is exported from Nova Scotia to
another province it will contribute to the
revenues of the Local Government of Nova
Scotia.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—There
are several other provisions in the proposed
Constitution which seem to be ambiguous in
their meaning, and before discussion upon
them it would be well to have them fully
explained. In the eleventh clause of the
twenty-ninth resolution, for instance, it is
declared that the General Parliament shall
have power to make laws respecting “all such
works as shall, although lying wholly within
any province, be specially declared by the acts
authorizing them to be for the general
advantage.”20
It would appear from this, that works like
the Welland canal, which yield a very large
revenue, will be given over to the General
Government; and this being the case, surely
this is a sufficient setoff, five times over, for the
railways given by New Brunswick, without
the annual subsidy proposed to be given to
that province of $63,000.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—The cost of these works forms part of
the public debt of Canada, which is to be borne
in part by the Lower Provinces under the
Confederation.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
honorable gentleman will see that there are
some works which, although local in their
geographical position, are general in their
character and results. Such works become the
property of the General Government. The
Welland canal is one of them, because,
although it is local in its position, it is a work
in which the whole country is interested, as the
chief means of water communication between
the western lakes and the sea. Other works, in
20
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the Lower Provinces, may be of the same
character, and it is not safe to say that because
a certain work lies wholly in one province, it is
not to belong to the General Government.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I do
not object to the General Government having
the control of these works. It is, I believe, a
wise provision to place them under such
control. But I do say that it is unfair that an
express stipulation should be made to pay one
province a large sum per annum for certain
works, while, at the same time, we throw in
our public works, such as the Welland and St.
Lawrence canals, without any consideration
whatever. This, I think, is paying quite too
much for the whistle. Then the answer of the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] about the export duty on minerals
in Nova Scotia is not at all satisfactory.
Whatever dues may be levied on minerals in
Canada—and Canada, although it may
contain no coal, is rich in gold, silver, copper,
iron, and other ores—in the shape of a royalty
or otherwise, go to the General Government,
while in Nova Scotia they accrue for the
benefit of the Local Government.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—No, they will not go to the General
Government.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Well,
there is nothing to the contrary in the
resolutions, and you may depend upon it that
whatever revenues the General Government
may claim, under the proposed Constitution,
will be fully insisted upon.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
honorable friend, referring a moment ago to
the Welland and other canals, objected to
certain works being considered as belonging
to the General Government, because they are
local in their geographical position.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I do
not say that they should not go to the General
Government, but what I do say is that they are
a sufficient set-off for the works given by the

Quebec Resolution 29 (11). Supra footnote 17.
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Lower Provinces, without paying them a
special sum from the general revenues of
$63,000 per annum.
A Message from the Legislative Assembly
interrupted further discussion upon the subject,
and the House afterwards adjourned without
resuming it.
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by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall
be members of the first Legislative Council of the Federal
Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life,
and the elective members for eight years from the date of
their election, unless removed by death or other cause;
their successors to be elected by the same divisions and
electors as have elected them; and it shall be permitted to
the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional
members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond
with the present life members from Canada, and that after
the first appointment of members in the Maritime
Provinces, no new appointment shall be made, except to
supply the vacancies by death or otherwise in the twentyfour members appointed to correspond with the elective
members from the two sections of Canada. And that in the
eleventh section, after the word “Council,” in the first line,
the following words be added: “in the Maritime
Provinces.” And that section fourteen be struck out.2

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
Monday,
february 13, 1865

The Order of the Day being read for resuming the
adjourned Debate on the motion of John Sanborn
[Wellington, elected 1863]—1
That the following words be added to the resolution now
under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for
the eighth resolution the following:—
Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council

1
2

3

—in amendment to the motion of Étienne Pascal
Taché [Canada East, appointed 1848, Premier,
Minister of Militia, and Receiver General], to
Resolve—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the tenth of October, 1864:—3

D

avid Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—
Honorable gentlemen, as the question
now under consideration involves a change in
the constitution, not only of this House but of
the whole of the British American Provinces, I
think that more time ought to be given to it;
and my object in now rising, is to urge upon
this Honorable House the propriety of

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 100. Inserted for completeness.
Sanborn presented the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 9, 1865, pp. 124-125. The amendment has been added
for clarity.
Journals, p. 100. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version begins with Reesor’s speech.
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adjourning this debate—say for ten days.
Some Hon. Members—No! no!
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Many
new features have been developed since the
•

cannot so thoroughly understand what
arguments are made in favor of the measure,
as is desirable. I beg to move
That this debate be adjourned for ten days.

(p. 162)

discussion opened that were not before
properly understood. The question has not
been sufficiently understood in the country,
and even now I doubt whether the proposed
changes are thoroughly comprehended in
both branches of the Legislature. Constitutions
are not usually made in a day, and they should
not be passed in a week; they are matters of too
grave a character. I trust, if we make a new
Constitution, it will be one that will be
sustained not for ten or twenty years, but for
centuries. It is to be hoped that every change
which is made will be of the right character,
and in accordance with the interests of the
country; not such a change as will have to be
repealed again in a few years.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Will
the hon. gentleman make a motion on this
subject, or shall we continue the debate
without that motion?
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I have
in my hand a resolution, which I propose to
submit to the House shortly.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Does
the hon. gentleman intend to choke off
discussion now? Surely that is not desirable.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—The
hon. gentleman knows we do not desire to
choke off discussion. If any persons are
anxious that the discussion should be choked
off, they are those who are desirous of pushing
through this measure with undue haste. There
are many reasons why the discussion of this
question should be delayed.
First, its very great importance; secondly, to
enable us to obtain more information upon it.
It is well known that very eloquent and
effective speeches have been made in the other
branch of the Legislature, which have not yet
been published in full, and without which we

Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—I agree with the hon. gentleman who
has made this motion that the question now
before us is a very important one, and should
be fully considered in all its bearings, both by
this House and the people of the province at
large. I think, with him, that we ought to have
the benefit of the perusal of the able and
eloquent speeches which have been made in
the other branch of the Legislature, and in this
branch also; and inasmuch as they have
postponed the discussion in the other branch
of the Legislature, I apprehend there would be
nothing improper in our doing so too.
Again, there are other contracting parties to
this measure, viz., the Lower Provinces, which
are equally interested with ourselves. In Nova
Scotia the Legislature, I understand, is in
session, and by telegraphic communication,
from day to day, we could ascertain the feeling
of the people there. This would not at all retard
the action of this House, for it is known that
business is usually despatched with more
rapidity here than in the other. Nothing, it
seems to me, will be lost, but, on the contrary,
much gained by a temporary postponement of
the debate.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—I desire to place my views on the whole
subject before this House, but I desire to give
them only after the matter has been calmly and
deliberately discussed. The question is one
which concerns us all. I do not think the
discussion of it should be entered upon with
any party spirit or any party feeling. Our
interests are all the same, whether for weal or
woe. If the measure be a good one—if the
project for our Confederation be a salutary
one—if it be a panacea for all the existing evils
of our body politic—a little time given for
reflection can do it no harm.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—When we come to the discussion of the
scheme, there are several important points to
be cleared up. We have yet to ascertain the
respective and relative powers of the federal
and local governments, and it is desirable that
ample time should be given to the
Government for the answering of questions
upon this subject. Then we have to receive
explanations about the export duty on coal
and other minerals—whether this export duty
is to be levied by or on behalf of the Local
Government
of
Nova
Scotia
after
Confederation, and whether it is to be levied
on all coal exported, or not upon coal exported
to other sections of the proposed union. Again,
in regard to the export duty on the lumber of
New Brunswick, is it to be applied, as I
understand it, to the local revenue of that
province? Then, as to the stumpage duty on
that portion of the Crown domain
appertaining to Lower Canada, is that to be
applied to the purposes of the Local
Government of Lower Canada?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I
shall be very happy to give my hon. friend,
from time to time, as the questions may be put,
all the information he may desire.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—It is certainly desirable that they
should be answered, either by the hon. the
Premier or the hon. the Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], and it
does appear to me that it would be profitable
for the House to postpone the debate, to afford
time for doing so fully.
•
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The question being put, the amendment—
That this debate be adjourned for ten days.4

— was lost on the following vote:—
Contents
4

Honorable Messieurs
Aikins
Archambeault
Armstrong
Bennett
Chaffers
Cormier
Currie
Duchesnay (La Salle)
Flint
Leonard
Leslie
McDonald
Moore
Olivier
Perry
Proulx
Reesor
Seymour
and Simpson—19.
Non-Contents
Honorable Messieurs
Alexander
Allan
Armand
Belleau
Blair
Blake
Boulton
Bossé
Bull
Burnham
Campbell
Christie
Crawford
De Beaujeu
Dickson
Duchesnay (Lauzon)
Dumouchel
Ferrier
Foster
Gingras
Hamilton (Inkerman)
Hamilton (Canada West)
Lacoste
McCrea
McMaster
Macpherson
Matheson
Mills
Panet
Prud’homme

Motion re-inserted for clarity sake. Originally presented by David Reesor on p. 162.
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Ross
Shaw
Skead
Taché
Vidal
and Wilson—37.

David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I shall
be very brief in the remarks I have now to
make to the House. I do not object to the
objects of these resolutions, or to the measure
per se, but I do object to some of its details. I
hope to see a union of the British North
American Colonies effected, but what I am
anxious for is that the conditions of the union
may be so satisfactory and well considered,
that there will not be embraced therein the
seeds of future disruption, or anything that
will give rise to a desire on the part of any of
the provinces to separate from the union, or
prevent other portions of British North
America coming in hereafter and forming
parts of this proposed Confederation.
I hope we shall be some day a great British
North American Confederacy, but that is the
greater reason why the terms of the agreement
should be of such a character that we can all,
or nearly all, approve of them. We must bear
in mind, also, that one reason why those who
were heretofore the exponents of the views of
two great political parties are all on one side at
the present time, arises from the very peculiar
circumstances in which the country has been
placed for the last eight or ten years.
Those who support this measure have given
as reasons for it that we have had so many
political crises, and the changes have been so
varied, that it becomes necessary for some
5
6
7
8
9

great constitutional change to be made. They
have at the same time carefully enumerated
the political changes that have taken place
during the past four or five years. First we had
the
Cartier-Macdonald
Administration 5,
which was sustained in the Assembly by a
very small majority for two or three sessions.
Then we had the Macdonald-Sicotte
Government6 sustained by a very slim
majority. Then the Macdonald-Dorion
Government7, scarcely any stronger. Then
again the Taché-Macdonald Government8
with an equally slim majority;—so that we
were really in a state of political crisis like that
of a merchant, who, having suffered many
losses in business affairs, yet, with his credit
still good, at last becomes confused, and,
incapable of exercising his judgment, launches
into some scheme that proves ruinous,
whereas calmness and deliberation might
have retrieved his situation.
We had three governments formed within as
many years, each failing in turn to administer
affairs to the satisfaction of the people. We
had, in the Taché-Macdonald cabinet, a
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt] on whom a
vote of censure of the most serious character
was passed, which amounted to a vote of want
of confidence in the whole Government9.
At that time we had in opposition the
gentleman who is now the President of the
Council [George Brown], who had contended
for ten years for a change of the constitutional
relations between Upper and Lower Canada.
He failed to accomplish his object. He could
not consistently ally himself with his
opponents without some new scheme to lay

Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862).
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863).
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Antoine-Aimé Dorion (1863-1864).
Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864).
The administration was defeated by two votes on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous
1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall,
brought a censure of the government for a $100,000 transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight –
an advance of sum authorized by the also then Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of
retributive justice” for the previous Cartier-Macdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the
1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the
Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387-390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great
Coalition was hashed out. See “Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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before the country. To form a government, he
could not.
The Finance Minister [Alexander Galt] being
condemned, the government was bound to
reconstruct or resign. Each party desired to
rule, but neither was able. Out of political
adversity grew political desperation. It was
called by some a political millennium, and
perhaps it was; but matters were just in that
shape to induce parties to take up almost any
new scheme, as in this case, in which I think
they have gone on quite too rapidly.
They have not deliberated sufficiently to
propose a measure of that mature character
which the country had a right to expect.
Perhaps as good a measure has been brought
out as could have been, considering the short
time that has elapsed, and the disadvantages
under which they labored during the
discussion of the scheme. But it must be
admitted that when this measure was agreed
to by our Government, they adopted a hasty
course. The country heard only one side of the
question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—They
had the great daily newspapers, the chief
organs of public opinion of both political
parties, all on their side, and there was only a
small portion of the country press, and that not
widely circulated, that gave the opposite side
of the question. And so it has been going on up
to the present time; and now we have the
scheme brought before us in its present shape.
I consider that, under these circumstances, it is
our duty to give very serious attention to the
question, before we adopt it as it is.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I
further
•
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think, and I know many others agree with me,
that these resolutions may be amended in
some points, and yet without in the slightest
degree endangering the whole scheme. But the
Government say, “you must take the whole
measure, or no part of it.” I very much fear that

159

the determination of the Government in this
respect is, if I may so speak, father to their
wish. That they have fallen in love with their
scheme. It is their pet measure—their
bantling—and they wish to get it through,
without any amendment, just as it is.
Suppose amendments are proposed that
really can only affect Canada, and cannot
affect our relations with the other provinces at
all; what reason is there that these
amendments should not be made? The
Government can surely communicate with the
other provinces, and get their assent.
At the same time, while I am speaking on
these particular points, I must express my
dissent from certain other features of the
resolutions, but they are features, I fear, that
we can do nothing to alter now, for we shall be
obliged, as the Government say, to adopt the
whole of the resolutions or none.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—That
is the point.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Yes,
that is the point in reference to certain of these
resolutions, but not with regard to others. Two
years ago the Government of Canada had a
conference with members of the governments
of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, and in
that conference agreed that upon certain
conditions, if the money could be obtained,
with the guarantee of the home Government,
at a certain rate of interest, the Intercolonial
Railway should be built, and they further
agreed that Canada should only have to pay
five-twelfths of the cost, which was then
estimated, as it was stated, at twelve millions
of dollars. I believe, on good authority, that a
company offered to build the road for twelve
millions of dollars, and undertook to run it,
without any additional charge, for twelve
years.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It
was three million pounds sterling, or fifteen
millions of dollars.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—
Perhaps it was; but let us suppose that the
estimates should be as high as they are at
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present; let us conceive the fact as possible that
the company might fail to complete the road
without more aid; and that it might have cost
as much as is now estimated, namely, eighteen
millions of dollars,—still Canada would only
have had five-twelfths of this to pay. But here,
in the short space of two years, we have had
such a change, such a sudden change, that one
statesman of Canada, a man of very great
influence, and who now presides over the
administration of affairs in this country, the
President of the Council [George Brown], who
opposed that scheme because it involved too
large an expenditure for Canada to incur—
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—He does not preside over the
administration of affairs.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—We
call president the man who presides, and he
presides because he is president—who
opposed that scheme because it was alleged
Canada was paying far more than her just
proportion but is now in favor of it. Had it not
been so strongly opposed by a man in such a
position, and had the Government not been so
weak, I believe the scheme would have been
carried out. He who opposed it was one who
had been twenty years in public life; his
opinion was justly considered valuable, and
many were disposed to agree with it. Had the
ministry gone to the country then, taking the
Intercolonial Railroad on their backs, I venture
to say they would have been totally defeated.
They would have had a large majority against
them in Upper Canada, and I think a majority
against them in Lower Canada also. But how
is it now? Why, this Intercolonial Railway is to
be built out of the funds of the Intercolonial
Government that is proposed to be
established, so that instead of Canada having
to pay only five-twelfths of the whole cost, she
will have to pay ten-twelfths.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—This
will involve five to seven millions of dollars of
an expense more than we had any occasion for
incurring, for the other provinces were all
willing to have been responsible for the rest,

and there is very good reason why they
should. The countries to be benefited by the
Intercolonial Railway are New Brunswick and
Nova Scotia, but especially the former. In that
province there is an extensive wilderness, with
some valuable timber limits, if not much
farming land, through which this road will
have to pass, and every acre of land within
twenty or thirty miles of the road will be
largely increased in value.
New Brunswick would gain that advantage,
while as for Nova Scotia, Halifax, its chief port,
will be made an outlet by the construction of
the line, and will of course be largely
benefited, so that they were only proposing
what was fair and equitable; but in coming
down with a scheme which involves us in
twice as great an expenditure as was formerly
contemplated, they seem not to have been
•
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satisfied, unless we handed over to the Federal
Government our public works.
These, hon. gentlemen, are of immense
value to Canada. By imposing tolls on our
canals to an extent which they would easily
bear, and which would not prevent our
carrying on the same immense trade as at
present, we could readily raise half a million a
year. The Welland canal alone has produced a
revenue of $200,000 a year. Well, all such
sources of income are to be thrown into the
hands of the Federal Government, while New
Brunswick is to give us a railway which only
pays three-eighths of one per cent, over its
working expenses. This small sum, remember
too, is what is paid now—two or three years
after the construction of the line—but when
the rolling stock gets out of repair, the rails
want renewing, and other matters usual after
a railroad has been sometime working have to
be attended to—the expense of the line to the
Federal Government will constantly increase.
The road will be a drag; and I say to hon.
gentlemen that we are opening an account
without knowing when it will be closed.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—By
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engaging in the construction of the
Intercolonial Railway, and the assumption of
the New Brunswick and Nova Scotia lines, we
are entering upon indefinite liabilities—the
whole being non-paying property in which we
shall find a heavy bill of expense.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Then,
as if not satisfied with this, we are giving a sort
of Regium donum of $63,000 for ten years to
the Province of New Brunswick. Again, we are
to purchase for $160,000 a year the mines and
minerals and Crown lands of Newfoundland.
Now, I venture to say, we shall not realize
$40,000 a year out of these minerals and
Crown lands. We have a large mining country
ourselves, which we find no very fertile source
of revenue, and though it is true we have no
coal in Canada, we can get that from Nova
Scotia by paying an export duty and the cost
of freight. In the face of these disadvantages
we are entering a union which, by judicious
management, might have been brought about
without involving us in this immense expense.
As I said before, I desire to see a union, but I
want to see it effected on fair terms.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Now,
in regard to the increased trade which it is said
we are likely to get after the union is effected,
I think there will be much disappointment. It
strikes me that it will be almost impossible to
alter the present course of trade, except by
imposing duties on articles imported from
other countries. The Intercolonial Railway will
be too long, and therefore freight by it will be
too expensive to divert trade, unless it is run
by the Government at the cost of the country,
and people are allowed to carry their goods
almost free of charge. It can hardly be expected
that we shall send breadstuff’s over this
railway. Even now it is not pretended that the
railway can bring breadstuff’s down as far as
Quebec.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—They get them by water in the autumn,
and store them for winter use.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—They
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will be able in winter time to get their supplies
cheaper at St. John or Halifax by water than by
the Intercolonial Railroad. If they are to buy
our produce, there must be some pecuniary
inducement, for they will not give us half a
dollar a barrel more because the flour comes
from Upper Canada; and what that
inducement is to be I fail to understand, unless
it be the effect of a heavy customs duty on
foreign breadstuff’s. As the channel of trade
now is, the Lower Provinces can buy their
flour cheaper in Boston and New York than in
Canada, and would it be right to compel their
people to take our produce at a greater cost
than they can purchase elsewhere? It has been
said that they consume $4,000,000 worth of
breadstuffs in a year, and many other articles
that might be produced or manufactured in
great part in Canada, and is it likely the 60,000
fishermen of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick
will consent to have a duty of 20 per cent., or
any other high duty imposed on breadstuff’s,
for the sole purpose of driving them out of the
American and into the Canadian markets?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I
question whether they are not apprehending a
difficulty of this kind now, and on that account
unwilling to accept all the inducements we
have held out; unwilling to take the revenue
we have offered them; unwilling to yield to the
temptations put before them; because they are
afraid of the imposition of duties on
breadstuff’s, to which they would be liable if
they were to place themselves in the power of
a country represented by so large a vote in the
General Government as Canada will have.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—
Leaving this question of trade, we come to the
consideration of the constitution of this House.
Now, no one has petitioned against the
continuance of the elective system—no one
has complained that it does not work
satisfactorily. We do not see that many of the
elected members are so very much inferior to
the nominated members of this House—there
has been no serious ground for fearing a dead-
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lock—yet there is to be a change in the
constitution of the Legislative Council,
•

(p. 166)

in conformity, we are told, with the desire of
the Lower Provinces.
But we must look a little further than this. If
you canvass the views of the honorable
gentlemen who represented this province at
the great Confederation meeting, you will find
that most of them were inclined beforehand to
concur in the views of the representatives of
the eastern provinces, for they have always
entertained views in opposition to the elective
principle as applied to this House. They acted
quite consistently, but it does not follow that
they are right in making this change. We know
that in former times, when our Legislative
Council was nominated by the Crown,
difficulties did arise. In old times, bills passed
by the Assembly were thrown out almost by
the hundred.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—That
was before responsible government was
adopted10.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I was
about to add that it was before the
introduction of responsible government, and
that responsible government is a cure for
many evils, but not to such an extent as it
should be. But under the system of
appointment there is another evil—the
government of the day is particular in
appointing those who are political friends of
their own, and have aided them either at
elections or in ways which may not be very
creditable.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—My
honorable friend (Hon. Mr. Crawford) may
laugh, but if he reflects he will remember that
he has himself known men in high positions
whose career was not creditable in all
particulars. However patriotic and anxious to
10
11

discharge their duties rightly they might be,
their views were sometimes warped by
circumstances. Looking across the ocean, my
honorable friend will remember that during
the Administration of William Pitt, who
wielded almost the sole control of Parliament
in England for seventeen years, he appointed,
during this period, 140 members to the House
of Lords, subservient to his own wishes and
intent on carrying out his views.
I will just read to this House a short extract
relating to him, written by a man capable of
judging. In May’s Constitutional History we
read:—
When Mr. Pitt had been eight years in power he had
created between sixty and seventy Peers, the greater part
of whom owed their elevation to the parliamentary
support they had themselves given to the Ministry, or to
their influence in returning members to the House of
Commons.11

Now, when motives of this kind can be
attributed to Mr. Pitt, we need not say that
similar motives may prevail here.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Does
the honorable gentleman suppose that the
members of this House will owe their
nomination to the political services they can
render in this House?
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Not
solely, but rather to their political services at
elections and otherwise, before their
nomination. The honorable gentleman will
remember
a
certain
little
domestic
arrangement he made on the other side of the
House, while in opposition, in which he had
many warm friends. Does he expect to forget
those?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I
hope not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Well,
there it is. The honorable gentleman

Canada was granted Responsible Government in 1848.
Thomas Erskine May, The Constitutional History of England Since the Accession of George the Third, 1760-1860, Vol. I (1861), p.
233.
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acknowledges his determination to reward his
political supporters. Is this the way to obtain
an independent branch of the Legislature, one
that will operate as a wholesome check on
hasty legislation? Those who receive favors
from a political party are not likely to turn
their backs upon that party. I think we are not
likely, under any circumstances, to have a
more independent House under the proposed
system than we now have, or one which will
better advance the interests of the country.
If you wish to raise the elective franchise, for
elections to the Upper House—if you would
confine their election to voters on real estate of
$400 assessed value, and tenants holding a
lease-hold of $100 annual value, and thus
place these elections out of the reach of a mere
money influence that may sometimes operate
upon the masses—if you think this body is not
sufficiently conservative—let them be elected
by a more conservative portion of the
community—that portion which has the
greatest stake in the community—but do not
strike out the elective principle altogether.
The late Duke of Newcastle, than whom few
British statesmen have had more to do in
establishing new and liberal constitutions in
the various colonies in the Empire, and whose
opinions are very valuable on this point, wrote
as follows to the Governor of Prince Edward
Island, on the 4th of February, 1862:—
Nor do I think it any way objectionable, but the contrary,
that the Council (as in Canada, Victoria, South Australia
and Tasmania) be incapable of being dissolved by the
Governor. An Upper Chamber is valuable as an element
of stability, and the principal value of an elective Upper
Chamber I conceive to be this,—that while in virtue of its
elective character, it may claim equally with the Assembly
to speak the voice of the community, it may yet be so
composed as to reflect their settled wishes and principles
rather
•
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than their transitory impulses. But this advantage would
be wholly lost if the whole body were chosen or could be
removed under the influence of such an impulse. The first
of these dangers is obviated (or intended to be so) by
providing that half only of the Council shall be elected at
12
13
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one time. The second, by giving to each Councillor a fixed
tenure of office, independent of any popular or
governmental influence. 12

Thus, it will be seen, he would place the
Council out of the reach of Government, while
they should be under the influence of the
settled convictions of the people and not their
mere transitory impulse. He would have them
elected by a conservative body of electors. The
next clause of the instructions runs thus:—
In Prince Edward Island, I would enforce a tolerably high
property qualification in the case of the electors, but of the
candidate I would only require that he should be a British
subject, resident in the colony, and thirty years of age.13

This, I think, would be a wise provision here,
because it would give the electors an
opportunity, which they do not now possess,
of selecting their candidates from any part of
the country, so that they could choose the
ablest and most trustworthy men in it, and
being elected by a class who had a deep
interest in the country, you might rely on their
not being too vacillating, but on their proving
a proper, healthy and valuable check on the
lower branch of the Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Some
honorable gentlemen have urged that the
people should not elect their representatives to
the Upper House, because it involves a very
great expense on the part of the elected, and
because they cannot judge who is worthy of
their confidence so well as the Government of
the day. Now, I argue that if the people are
unfit to choose members of this House, they
are unfit to choose members of the other
House too. If three counties united are not able
to make a good selection, how can one-third
part of that constituency make a good one?
And with regard to the corrupt influences that
may be brought to bear, will it be for a moment
said that a large constituency of three counties
can be as easily corrupted as a constituency
composed of only one county? I think not. I

Letter from Duke of Newcastle to Lieutenant-Governor George Dundas (Feb. 4, 1862). Unconfirmed reference.
ibid.
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think a more independent vote is brought to
bear on the election of a member of the Upper
House than of the Lower.
Yet the members of the Lower House want
to assume the power of dictating who shall
compose the Legislative Council. A few years
ago, at the general elections, when two men
were running, though they were both
conservative, we always found one taking the
ground that no money should be spent by the
Government of the day without the consent of
Parliament, and all the liberal party, without
exception, took that view; yet now we find that
as some of these men have got into the
Government they have unlimited confidence
in the wisdom of the Executive; they say our
very Constitution can be amended within a
period of six months without the people
having anything to say about it; they now
think governments can do no wrong. Of
course, this is in accordance with human
nature—what they themselves do must be
right; they themselves can do no wrong.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—To
sum up, honorable gentlemen, I complain that
this arrangement for bringing about the
Confederation of the British North American
Provinces is being made on terms of great
disadvantage to Canada, that a fair agreement
has not been settled upon as between the
several colonies. I complain that in making
such an arrangement with the other provinces,
the constitution of this House should have
been interfered with; and I complain, finally,
of the manner in which the whole measure is
being forced through the Legislature, without
first being submitted to the people for their
sanction; and I cannot but feel that these
proposed changes so rashly adopted, carry
with them the seeds of their early
dissolution—a result that all should regret
who desire the permanent consolidation and
well-being of these colonies.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
Honorable gentlemen, so much has already
been said on the subject of the Confederation

of the British American Provinces during the
course of this debate, which has now occupied
the House for several days, both here and in
the Assembly, by the ablest men in the
province, that I do not hope to add anything of
great weight or importance to what has been
urged on the question now submitted to our
consideration; still, I feel that I should neither
do justice to my constituents, who have sent
me here, nor to myself, if I do not upon this
occasion state, with what force I may, the
reasons which induced me to give my hearty
approval
to
this measure for
the
Confederation of all these provinces under one
government, upon the basis of these
resolutions which Ministers have laid upon
the table of this House.
Very much has been said, by almost every
speaker who has preceded me, upon the
importance of the subject now before us, and
the consequent responsibility which attaches
itself to every
•
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individual member of this Honorable House
for the course which he may adopt. I quite
concur with honorable gentlemen that the
present juncture in our affairs is big with the
future destiny of our country, and that our fate
for weal or woe depends upon the course we
shall now pursue, and I, for one, feel not the
slightest desire to shift one single atom of the
burthen of that responsibility from my
shoulders.
I am fully prepared to assume it at once
upon the merits of the scheme as it is evolved
in these resolutions, and I do not wish to shield
myself behind either an adjournment, such as
has been proposed by my honorable friend the
member for the division of King [David
Reesor], and which, I am glad to say, has just
been rejected by an unmistakable vote of this
House, or the larger motion, of which my
honorable friend from Niagara [James Currie]
has given notice, for an appeal to the people,
and to which I shall presently again refer.
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An objection has been taken in limine14 by
the honorable member from Niagara [James
Currie] to the constitution of the Conference
which sat at Quebec, that they were, in the first
place, self-appointed; and, in the second place,
that the great principle of representation based
upon population was not carried out, because
although the Lower Provinces possessed each,
and even collectively, a much smaller
population than Canada, yet they had a much
larger number of members in the Congress
than we had.
As to the first objection, of their being selfappointed or self-constituted, some one had to
take the initiative in the matter, and no one
had better authority than the different
governments to say who should represent
their respective provinces in the Conference.
Will honorable gentlemen contend that the
delegates were self-appointed when they were
appointed by the Ministry of the day, who are
responsible to the Legislative Assembly,
which, in its turn, is responsible to the people
at large?
Then, as to the second objection, that the
numbers were unequal, the honorable
gentleman ought to know that the principle of
representation by population does not apply
to the Conference in the same way that it does
to the representation in this and the other
House of Parliament. Here the vote of every
individual member counts upon a division on
any question, and so numbers become of the
utmost importance. But in the Conference the
votes were counted by provinces, and not by
single votes, so that it was impossible that any
one province could be swamped by the others
by reason of their having a larger
representation. The only effect of an undue
representation from any province would be to
increase the difficulty the delegates from that
one would have in agreeing among
themselves to any single proposition, or to the
propositions as a whole, and it could not, in
any way, work any injustice to the other
provinces. I have no doubt the Conference
14
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found their greatest difficulty in bringing the
members of each section to agree among
themselves.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Hear,
hear.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—If
the delegates from any province felt that they
could not agree to any of the questions
submitted to them, they had but to say so, and
the scheme of Confederation, so far as they
were concerned, would have been at an end.
The argument of unfair representation is,
therefore, quite fallacious. There could really
be no danger from the number of
representatives not being in proportion, so
long as each province had the power of
protecting itself from any injustice which
might be attempted to be perpetrated against
it by the others.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—It
has also been objected that the present
Canadian Administration was formed upon
the avowed policy of forming a Federal union
between Upper and Lower Canada only, and
that the Government has exceeded their
constitutional powers by substituting an
union of all the provinces instead of what they
had promised. Do we not all remember that
the avowed policy of the Government was a
Federal union of these provinces, I mean
Upper and Lower Canada first, leaving it open
to the Maritime Provinces and the colonies of
the great west to fall into the union whenever
they might find it their interest to do so?
Ministers, no doubt, had not the slightest
idea that the larger scheme could be
accomplished as soon if not sooner than the
smaller one. I told my constituents, on coming
before them for re-election, that there was an
urgent necessity for a different union between
Upper and Lower Canada from that which
now exists, and that there was not time to
include the Lower Provinces in the first
scheme. But the movement has outrun my

i.e. “as a preliminary matter.”
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expectation, and I believe that of every
member of the House. And is the House to
reject the larger scheme when it is the easiest
of accomplishment, simply because it had a
secondary
place
in
the
ministerial
programme?
I think the Charlottetown Conference was a
good opportunity, and that the Government
has acted wisely in putting themselves in
communication with it, and in taking up the
whole union first. But the honorable member
from the Wellington Division [John Sanborn]
complains
•
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that sufficient time has not been given to the
consideration of the resolutions by the
Conference, and cites the case of the American
Constitution, when its framers took, I (Hon.
Mr. McCrea) know not how many months
longer than our own Conference. But the
honorable member should recollect that we
had all their experience. We could commence
where they left off. Their work was ready to
our hands.
We had also the experience of the working
of their Constitution, and knew what to avoid.
Besides, the honorable member should
recollect that we live in an age of railroads and
lightning
telegraphs,
of
which
the
revolutionary fathers knew nothing; and there
is no doubt that speed in travelling and
communication has a great deal to do in
quickening the perceptions of mankind.
Instead of its being made a ground of
accusation against the Government that they
have accomplished so much in so short a time,
it ought rather to redound to their credit. And
yet the honorable member for the Niagara
Division [James Currie] complains that the
measure was not infallible.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I did
not make that complaint.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
Well, the hon. gentleman said that it ought to
15
16

have been “as infallible as fallible men could
make it,”15 and that “it should do complete
justice to all and injustice to none.”16 I took
down the exact words of the honorable
gentleman at the time, and if the last words do
not imply infallibility, they certainly come
very near it. I venture to assert that if the
honorable gentleman were employed to draw
up a simple document of a few pages, without
the interference of any one to control him, and
should refer it to the revision of any competent
person, it would be found subject to some
criticism.
How much less then must we expect a State
document like this, the work of so many
hands—where so many conflicting elements
were to be reconciled—where so much had to
be insisted upon on one side and resisted on
the other—should do complete justice to all
and injustice to none, according to the notions
of my honorable friend from Niagara [James
Currie]?
The wonder is, not that some fault can be
found, but that the opponents of the measure
can find so little. But it is a little singular that
all the gentlemen who have yet spoken against
the resolutions of the Conference have
declared
themselves
in
favor
of
Confederation, and yet, by their motions and
their speeches, they are doing everything in
their power to delay and embarrass the
measure—certainly a very left-handed way of
showing their support. Honorable members
argue against the details from both a Canadian
and the Maritime point of view, and still tell us
they are favorable to Confederation. Some
honorable members declare that the question
is not opposed in Upper Canada because it is
not understood. It is certainly paying a very
poor compliment to the intelligence of their
constituents.
The question has been propounded by
eminent statesmen both in the old country and
on this side of the Atlantic both time and again

James Currie, Legislative Council, (Feb. 8), p. 48.
ibid., p. 46. Quote is not verbatim. Currie said, “it must be a Confederation founded on a just and equitable basis, upon principles
which would be alike advantageous to all parts and injurious to none.”
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since the commencement of the present
century, and has been in the minds of the
people ever since. The reason why it has not
been consummated is that no opportunity has
ever presented itself like the present. It had but
to be mentioned to take complete possession
of the minds of the people. Out of thirteen
elections for both branches of the Legislature
which have taken place in Upper Canada since
the scheme of union has been proposed, every
single one, with but one exception, has
resulted in its favor; and out of six elections for
members of this House, whose original term of
office had expired, four, my own among the
number, I am glad to say, were by
acclamation—I believe chiefly on account of
their declared sentiments in favor of the
scheme.
But it is a little inconsistent, I cannot help
saying, that at the same time some honorable
gentlemen complain of the ignorance of Upper
Canada on the details of the measure—by their
votes the other day they refused to allow five
hundred extra copies of the resolutions to be
printed for the use of members 17, that they
might distribute them among
their
constituents, proclaiming their ignorance, and
yet withholding the means of information. But
honorable gentlemen attempt to frighten us
with the expenses of the Intercolonial Railway;
and my honorable friend from Niagara [James
Currie], arguing from the eastern provincial
point of view, declared they would remember
the Grand Trunk frauds, and avoid a union
with those who had perpetrated them.
The Grand Trunk used to be made an
excellent stalking horse for gentlemen to ride
into Parliament upon, and so pleased have
honorable members become with the seat, that
even after having arrived hero, they find it
very difficult to dismount. My honorable
friend from the division of King [David
Reesor], has just now told us that we Upper

17

18
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Canadians, by the scheme proposed by
Ministers, will be compelled to pay ten
twelfths the cost of the railway. Well, I thought
I had read the resolutions with a great deal of
care, and I did not remember anything which
said a single word about the
•
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proportionate expense, or about the expense at
all.
But, thinking I might be mistaken, I have
taken the trouble to turn them up, and find
there is not one word in them about the
railway except the following. It will be found
in the sixty-eighth resolution, and reads
thus:—”The General Government shall secure
without delay the completion of the
Intercolonial Railway, from Rivière du Loup
through New Brunswick to Truro, in Nova
Scotia.”18 Is there anything here about Upper
Canada having to pay ten-twelfths of the
expense?
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860] said he
had not declared that by the resolutions Upper
Canada should pay ten-twelfths, but that upon
calculation, taking into account numbers and
revenue, that would be the effect.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
Well, I take the honorable gentleman’s
explanation. Does he wish to enter into a
compact with the Maritime Provinces by
which we shall not pay our fair proportion of
our expenses according to our numbers and
our means? Is he so unjust as to ask so unfair
an advantage? The fact is, that the talk about
the expenses and stringing together long rows
of figures, is only calculated to bewilder and
frighten the friends of the scheme. Three
millions of dollars a year, exclaims the
member for Niagara [James Currie], without
making it very plain how, will be added to our
expense for all time to come.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
More than that.

The negatived vote on an extra 500 copies remains an unconfirmed reference as it doesn’t appear in the Journals. However,
Macdonald did pass a motion on Jan. 27, 1865, providing for 3,000 copies in English and 1,500 in French to be printed for
the use of the members.
Quebec Resolution 68. Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.

(pp. 161-180 in the primary document)

168

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
More than that. Well, what of that? The
amount of debt is nothing to him who has the
means and is willing to pay. It is only
unpleasant to the bankrupt who cannot pay,
and to the miser who hates to part with his
gold. Some one has said that it was a very great
drawback to the morals and prosperity of
London, that there should be fifty thousand
thieves within its walls. But it was well
replied, that it was rather a source of
congratulation that the metropolis should be
able to support so many.
So instead of regretting that we shall have so
much to pay, we ought rather to rejoice that
we shall be able to pay it. Instead of
complaining that in the construction of the
railway, we shall have to pay ten-twelfths,
according to the estimate of my honorable
friend from the division of King [David
Reesor], it ought to be rather a source of pride
and satisfaction to us that we have a large
population and greater resources than our
eastern neighbors.
I am as much opposed to needless and
extravagant expenditures as any member of
this honorable House, but if the Intercolonial
Railway has become a necessity, we must not
be afraid to undertake it. I am free to admit
there was much needless waste and
expenditure in the construction of the Grand
Trunk Railway, but I question whether there is
a single honorable member of this House who
would to-day, if he could, place us back where
we were before the first sod was turned in that
great undertaking.
If war be imminent between us and the
United States, and actually ensues, the railway
will become an absolute military necessity.
And who can tell but that, at any moment, the
turning of a hand, looking at what has already
happened, we may not be launched into the
very midst of a war. It is, I believe, very well
known, that as soon as it was learned in
Washington that the St. Alban’s raiders 19 had
escaped
through
the
bungling
and
19

incompetency, to say the least of it, of the
Montreal officials, the first order of Mr.
Seward was one of non-intercourse, but it was
afterwards modified to the passport system.
What, honorable gentlemen, would have been
our situation had that order been sent out, and
what guarantee have we that it may not be
sent out at any moment?
But my honorable friend from Niagara
[James Currie] says that the union of these
provinces would not tend to strengthen our
means of defence if, unfortunately, we should
be invaded by the United States forces,
because our frontier would be extended more
than in proportion to the increase of our
numbers. Does not every one know that it is
the settled conviction of the military
authorities of the States that their mistake in
the last war was invading these provinces in
different places at the same time, and that, in
the event of a second war, their policy will be
to concentrate all their strength on some one
given point—Montreal for instance? And will
my honorable friend contend that the union
and the railway will not enable us to
concentrate a greater force, and more rapidly,
on whatever point danger may be threatened,
and also that they will not enable us to obtain
aid from the British troops more quickly at any
season of the year?
Then, as to the commercial necessity of the
railway, it does seem to me plain that when
our own Grand Trunk has a connection with
Halifax; when the Cunard and other steamers
will discharge their valuable freight and their
passengers destined for the far west at Halifax;
when Toronto will be brought, in point of
time, as near to London and Liverpool as New
York; it must not only increase the business of
the Grand Trunk, but also the business of the
railways in Nova
•
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Scotia and New Brunswick, which are to be
made the property of the General
Government. When the connection becomes

Confederate raiders robbed banks in St. Albans, Vermont. They did so from the Province of Canada in the U.S. Civil War.
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complete there must be a mutual advantage to
all.
I believe the child is now born in Canada
who will live not only to see an Intercolonial
but an Interoceanic Railway, if this scheme of
union shall be honestly and fairly carried out.
The necessity of the railway has time and
again been admitted by the several
governments of these provinces, but, owing to
a want of some power to control all, and a
natural jealousy of each other, together with
our own political differences, the scheme for
its construction has always fallen through.
When visiting the Maritime Provinces last
summer, I told our friends there that the
railway could only be had by a union—the
union first, and the railway was sure to follow.
I come now to consider the amendment of my
honorable friend from the Wellington Division
[John Sanborn], and to which, according to the
strict rules of debate, this discussion should
have been confined; but I have taken the same
course as honorable gentlemen who have
preceded me have done, namely, to consider
the whole scheme.
The amendment brings up the question of
members being appointed for life by the
Crown, or elected for a term of years by the
people. I am among those of the reform party
who think that making the members of this
House elective20 was a step in the wrong
direction; and though I am free to admit that
but for the elective principle having been
applied to this House, I should never have had
the honor of a seat within its walls, yet I am
prepared to re-affirm that opinion on the floor
of this House by my voting, as I shall do,
against this amendment of my honorable
friend from Wellington [John Sanborn], and to

20
21

22
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sanction a return to the nomination of
members for life by the Crown, under the
advice of Ministers responsible to the people
through the Legislative Assembly. I deny that
the extension of the elective principle to this
House was ever sought for, or petitioned for
by the people at the time of its consummation.
It is quite true, honorable gentlemen, that
before the union of Upper and Lower Canada,
and during the palmy days of the Family
Compact21 and the irresponsibility of the
Government, when the Assembly had no
control over the Executive, except by stopping
the supplies, the Legislative Council was
chosen for the mere purpose of opposing the
public will, and they did it most effectually.
Every measure calculated to elevate the people
and promote their best interests was sure to be
tomahawked, as the phrase went, by that very
obstructive body.
Short-sighted politicians of those days, who
did not very well understand the working of
the British Constitution, fancied the only
remedy was by making this House elective.
But the memorable resolutions of the 3rd
September, 184122, at Kingston, established the
true British principle of responsible
government, and I maintain that since that
time the people never demanded that this
House should be made elective. I apprehend
that my conservative friends and I, who agree
with each other on this point—the nomination
of members to this House—come to the same
conclusion by a very different process of
reasoning.
They hold that the elective principle applied
to this branch of Parliament gives too much
power to the people, while I, on the other
hand, argue that they have not by it as quick

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
The Family Compact is an epithet, a name ascribed by local Press intended to impress to readers that a family connection
existed between all a persons holding high offices in the Episcopal Church, the legal profession, the Bench, Magistracy,
and charted Banks. Its origins can be traced to exclusive appointments to offices of trust and profit made to persons of
loyalist origins in the early-nineteenth century. The name was commonly used through the Province of Upper Canada.
See Report of the Committee of the Legislative Council of Upper Canada on Lord Durham’s Report, May 11, 1839. An equivalent
designation was made against the English merchant class in the Lower Canada with the epithet ‘Château Clique’.
Robert Baldwin submitted a series of resolutions to the Legislative Assembly on Sep. 3, 1841 calling on the British to grant
Canada Responsible Government. Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1841), pp. 481-482.
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and as sharp a remedy against a stubborn
Council as they had under the system of
nomination. The great beauty of the old
system was the promptness with which at the
critical moment it could be brought to bear,
and the history of its operations, both in this
country and in England, clearly shows its
superiority.
My honorable friend from the division of
King [David Reesor] has cited the case of the
greatest commoner of England, the celebrated
William Pitt, having appointed so many
members to the House of Lords within the first
few months of his ministerial career. Did not
Pitt at that time command the confidence of
the people of England? Does not my honorable
friend know, if he has read the history of those
times, that this great statesman steadily
refused to accept office until he saw that public
opinion was ripe for his schemes? And was
not Pitt, at the commencement of his
parliamentary career, the great advocate of
parliamentary reform? It is true that
subsequent causes, over which he had no
control, led him to pursue a very different
course.
What if at the times of the achievements by
the people of those two great victories of civil
and religious liberty in England, I mean
Catholic emancipation23 and the passage of the
Reform Bill24, the Crown, through its ministers
responsible to the House of Commons and the
English nation, had not had power to coerce
the Lords into consent, but had been obliged
23
24

25

to wait for two years for the doubtful issue of
a certain number of elections. Such have been
my opinions with regard to the comparative
merits of the nominative and elective
principles as applied to this House, and I have
not hesitated to express them among my
constituents, both before and since
•
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they honored me with this seat.
I admit that the proposed system is not the
same as the old one, because it limits the
numbers, and to this limitation I have the most
serious objections; but I am not going to
hazard the success of the union scheme, as I
sincerely believe I would, by voting for the
amendment, but I shall take it as it is, with the
hope and belief that in the new Parliament,
when the union is consummated, the
constitution of this House may be set right.
Honorable gentlemen seem to talk as if this
scheme and the Imperial Act to be founded
upon it, are finalities. I do not look upon any
human act as finality, and I have no doubt a
way will be found by which this amendment
may be made. Was not the Constitutional Act
of 184025 amended? And will honorable
gentlemen tell us that the act to be founded
upon these resolutions cannot be amended in
the same way?
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]—Will the honorable gentleman
tell us how the Act of 1840 was amended?
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—

Roman Catholic Relief Act 1829 (U.K.).
Reform Act (U.K., 1832). The House of Lords successfully blocked the bill twice over the span of 1831-1832. The Bill sought
to incorporate into the Constitution the electoral enfranchisement of the working and middle classes. Led by Charles [Earl]
Grey, Whig reformers in the Commons believed this reform was necessary to preserve the existing social and political
order—and believed it may have even become necessary to prevent violent revolution, while Tory opposition in both the
Commons and Lords fervently argued for safer and more practical reform. The first Bill passed the Commons on Mar. 22,
1831, by a single vote of 302-301, but a dissolution of the House followed when adverse amendments were carried in
committee. A large majority of Whig Reformers returned, and a second Reform Bill was carried in the Commons in Jul.
1831 but thrown out by the House of Lords in Sep. 1831. Violent riots ensued the month after across England. A third
Reform Bill passed the Commons in Dec. 1831 by a majority of 162, but adverse amendments successfully passed by the
House of Lords in May 1832. While talk of creating new peers was threatened by this time, the measure was actually acted
upon by Earl Grey and refused by King William IV in May 1832. Earl Grey’s resignation in May led to what is known as
the crisis of the “Days of May”. The failure of Lord Wellington to form a Tory government, along with significant extraparliamentary conflict and public dissatisfaction, led to the abstention of Tory Lords from the vote and the enactment of
the third Reform Bill in July 1832.
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
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Does the honorable member from Grandville
[Luc Letellier de Saint Just] not remember the
increase of members in the representation of
the other House, in 1853 26, and the amendment
of the constitution of this House in 185627, the
very question I am now debating? Surely these
measures were amendments of that act, and
who knows but under the new Constitutional
Act—the favorite measure of my honorable
friend—the election of members of this House,
may not again be resorted to, if the nominative
principle shall not be found to work well?
But let us examine for a moment what the
amendment of my honorable friend from
Wellington [John Sanborn] is intended to
effect. It will be seen by referring to the
amendment itself, that the honorable
gentleman proposes that the members of this
House from Canada and from the Maritime
Provinces shall have a different origin or, as it
were, a different parentage, elected by the
people with us, and appointed by the Crown
from the eastern provinces. I take it that it is
very desirable that in whatever way the
members of this House may be chosen, there
should be uniformity in the system.
By the honorable gentleman’s plan we shall
have one-third of the members from below
representing the Crown, and two-thirds from
above, representing the people; a curious sort
of incongruity which I think should by all
means be avoided. I may be answered that our
present House is constituted in that very way;
but honorable gentlemen must remember that
the life members are not the sole
representatives of any particular section of the
province, but are chosen indiscriminately
from all parts of the province. This is not likely
to lead to a sectional collision like the scheme
of my honorable friend, and be sides that, the
appointment of life members in this House is
not to be continued after the seats of the
present members shall have become vacant
from any cause whatever. I think the scheme
of my honorable friend the most objectionable
26
27
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of all. The honorable member from Niagara
[James Currie] has given us notice that he
intends to move a resolution to the House that
this question shall be delayed until an appeal
shall be had to the people—
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
honorable gentleman is quite mistaken. I have
given notice of no such motion.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
What notice have you given?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—If
you read it you will see.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
Will you give it to me that I may see what it
really is?
[Upon being handed the notice by the Hon. Mr.
Currie, the Hon. Mr. McCrea proceeded.]
Ah! Here it is! It reads as follows:—
That upon a measure of such great importance as the
proposed Confederation of this and certain other British
colonies, this House is unwilling to assume the
responsibility of assenting to a measure involving so
many important considerations without a further
manifestation of the public will than has yet been
declared.

How is the honorable gentleman to get this
manifestation of the public will unless it be
through a dissolution of the other House and
a new election? Surely the honorable
gentleman does not mean to shelter himself
from the legitimate consequences of his
resolution by its technical phraseology. It
certainly comes with a very bad grace and
taste from any member of this House to
propose a dissolution of Parliament and send
the members of the Assembly packing to their
constituents to undergo the wear, tear,
expenses and turmoil of an election, while we
can sit here firmly in our seats, and with folded
hands look quietly on. As to the true state of
public opinion upon this important subject in
this province, it will be time enough to
consider it, when my honorable friend from

An Act to enlarge the Representation of the People of this Province in Parliament (Province of Canada, 1853).
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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Niagara [James Currie] comes to press his
resolution.
If our own political situation required a
remedy, I think this union is an excellent
opportunity, but I do not mean to urge that
our own political exigency should be the only
reason for the union. We should settle our own
political difficulties. But that and everything
else
•
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seems to conspire to this union. The
imminence of war with the United States, the
certainty of the abrogation of the Reciprocity
Treaty28, the danger of non-intercourse, the
opportunity of the Charlottetown Convention,
and the consequent necessity of the
Intercolonial Railway—all point to this
Confederation.
But the expense is the bugbear of the
opponents of this scheme. If the great social
and political interests of the country are to be
served, if we are to have laid broad and deep
in the hearts of the people the foundations of a
great nationality, as my honorable friend from
Wellington [John Sanborn] has expressed it,
the financial part of the scheme is but a
secondary consideration.
To-day, the balance of advantage may be
against us; to-morrow, it may be in our favor.
Who can say, when the railway shall be
established, and when by the union we shall
have incited new enterprises and energies,
and developed the whole resources of the
eastern provinces, with whom the financial
balance may rest? I cannot close my remarks
better than by saying, that had a union of all
these provinces existed in fact as it has existed
in the minds of statesmen since the
commencement of the present century, the
man who, in the face of our present critical
position, with civil war raging in our vicinity,
and even national war threatening ourselves,
should now propose to dissolve that union
and scatter us again into disjointed fragments,

28

would be looked upon as an enemy to his
Queen and a traitor to his country.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—Honorable gentlemen, a French
journal in Montreal, in reporting the
proceedings of a meeting recently held at
Berthier, to consider the proposed project of
the Confederation of Canada and the Lower
Provinces, and to which meeting, in the
capacity of representative of the division in
which the county is situated, I was invited,
stated that I had expressed myself against that
project, and I therefore take this, the first
opportunity, of declaring that the journal in
question was in error, and that I did not so
express myself. I did, however, say at that
meeting, that there were provisions in the
project upon which I could not look with a
favorable eye, but that I could not then
pronounce an opinion, but would wait until I
came to Parliament, when I expected the
details would be placed before the members
fully and in good faith.
I must, however, say, honorable gentlemen,
that in this I have been much disappointed, for
until now, the information so much desired
and asked for has not been supplied, and the
House is left in the dark in respect of several
important matters upon which it is asked to
decide.
For instance, it was stated in the resolutions,
that means would be taken to effectually
protect the minorities and preserve to them the
rights they now possess, but we were not
informed as to what those rights were, or as to
the means to be used for preserving them
untouched and unimpaired. If we had known
what these means would be, we would have
come prepared to assent to, or to dissent from
them, in an intelligent manner, and to express
our opinions as we ought to do, but this
information was not vouchsafed.
I understand that a bill, to assure to the
Protestants
of
Lower
Canada
the

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
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uninterrupted possession and enjoyment of
their rights, is to be brought down and passed
before the scheme of Federation itself is fully
adopted and sanctioned; but I have not heard
that any similar measure is to be passed in
favor of the Roman Catholics of Upper
Canada. I have no objection, whatever, to
grant to the Protestants of Lower Canada, for
all future time, the rights they now enjoy, or
any other rights and guarantees which may be
deemed reasonable and equitable, but I cannot
vote to adopt the resolutions until I am
informed whether the Roman Catholics of the
west are to be dealt with in the same manner.
By refusing us information on this important
subject, the Government has placed us in a
false position, from which, I think, it is their
duty to extricate us. I shall not now address
myself to the inquiry of whether the
Confederation scheme be really desirable or
not, but cannot help saying that the longstanding difference between the two sections
of the province might have been arranged, if
during the last difficulty between the
respective parties the leading men on either
side had been willing to sink their personal
differences and make mutual concessions.
But as it is of no use now to refer to that
subject, I will not argue the matter further. I
maintain again, however, that the House has a
right to expect the Government will give us all
the information in respect of the details of the
Confederation scheme as may be necessary to
understand thoroughly all its provisions.
My opinion is, that as much power as
possible should have been entrusted to the
local governments, and as little as is consistent
with the functions it will have to discharge to
the Central Government, and my reason for
entertaining this opinion is, that the Supreme
Government, with its power of purse and its
control of the armies, will always
•
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be more disposed to stretch its prerogatives
and to trench upon the domain of the local
governments than to narrow down and retain
its authority. The scheme then, in my opinion,
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is defective in that it inverts this order and
gives to the General Government too much
power and to the local governments too little.
As it is now, if the scheme goes into operation,
the local governments will be in danger of
being crushed (écrasés) by the General
Government. The tendency of the whole
scheme seems to be one of political
retrogression instead of advancement.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Hear! Hear!
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I am glad the Hon. Premier [Étienne
Pascal Taché] seems so strongly to approve of
what I say.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Ah! But it is exactly
the contrary.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—Then I am sorry not to obtain his
approval—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—but nevertheless I hold that the policy
disclosed in the scheme is a backward policy.
I want to progress, I want to see the country
advance, I want to see the liberties of the
country unfolding and expanding; but instead
of this our rulers are narrowing them down
and restricting their free exercise.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]— They are now proposing to take away
the elective principle in its application to this
Chamber, and that too, without even having
received a petition or sign of any kind from the
people that such is their wish. If this is not a
policy of retrogression I can hardly imagine
what would be. I was not sent here to assist in
doing any such thing, and am not aware that
there has been any evidence of a desire in the
country for a return to the old mode of
appointment by the Crown.
I am not aware of one complaint, or of any
dissatisfaction whatever with the present
constitution of the Legislative Council, and I
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therefore regard it as not a little strange that a
few gentlemen, without mission or warrant,
should have devised such a change, and
should be trying to press it upon the
Legislature and the country. I cannot say what
is the general feeling in the public mind in
favor of a Confederation of Canada and the
Maritime Provinces, and so far, perhaps, from
being opposed to it personally, I would be
glad if it could be accomplished upon
principles I can approve.
I do not wish, however, to see the local
governments crushed under a great central
power, and I am sure the people cannot wish,
and do not wish, to give up the principle of
election in respect of this House. They had
fought too long for the privilege to do that, and
one thing was quite clear, we were not sent to
Parliament
to
destroy
our
present
Constitution. There is a great difference
between making machinery work and
breaking it to pieces, and I maintain that we
were elected to legislate within the
Constitution, not to legislate away the
Constitution.
When I was elected I expected to go back to
my constituents to give them an account of the
manner in which I had fulfilled the duty
entrusted to me, not to take advantage of my
position to provide for myself a seat for life.
No, my constituents never gave me this right,
nor was any elected member entrusted with it,
and whoever assume to vote away the liberties
of the people in this manner, betray their
mandate. If it was desired that the people
should surrender this right they should have
been informed of such desire in good time, so
that they might have considered the question;
but without warning them, or consulting
them, this most highly-prized principle was
bartered away to the Lower Provinces for a
Confederation which could not last.
The Hon. Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] had told the House that
the repartition of Lower Canada according to
the present electoral divisions had been
retained for the purpose of protecting the
British population of Lower Canada. I think

that if, with the retaining these electoral
divisions the elective principle was also
retained, the French population of Lower
Canada would also find in it their protection.
For then each division would be free to choose
for its representative in the Federal Legislative
Council a man attached to the institutions of
Lower Canada, while, in giving the
nomination of the legislative councillors to the
Federal power, the latter would be at liberty to
choose whomsoever it thought proper, and,
unfortunately—a circumstance which I do not
anticipate, but which may occur—the General
Government, when formed, might be
surrounded by coteries inimical to Lower
Canada interests, and be led by them to choose
members for the Legislative Council hostile to
the views of Lower Canada. I consider,
therefore, an elective Legislative Council in the
Confederation as essential to the interests of
Lower Canada.
Nothing is gained politically by the scheme
any more than financially. The honorable
member for Niagara [James Currie] has
abundantly proved that all the results to
Canada would be a sacrifice of principles and
of money. To assure the advantages to
themselves of the scheme of Confederation,
the Lower Provinces had stipulated first for
the construction of the Intercolonial Railway,
•
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and we would in consequence have to expend
twenty millions for that object, besides paying
$63,000 a year to New Brunswick for ten years,
and $150,000 a year to Newfoundland forever.
To be sure, in the latter case we would have
the produce of the mines of that island, but I
would ask any one who knows the value of
those mines, how much they would be worth
to us?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] said,
with respect to the Newfoundland mines, that
he had had communicated to him a note from
Sir William Logan, the provincial geologist,
which would probably throw some light upon
the subject. The note was written unofficially
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and without the remotest reference to the
question under debate, and therefore might be
taken as good evidence in the case. It was as
follows:—
There is no part of the whole surface, according to my
present impression, which deserves more attention than
Newfoundland. There is, in that island, a great
development of the formations which promise so
considerable a mineral result in the Eastern Townships
The coast of the island abounds with good harbors, and
the available minerals would, in very many cases, extend
to the coast. Newfoundland is the part of the area nearest
to Europe. The surface of the island, not being in general
very favorable for agriculture, mining might become the
means of giving employment to labor and attracting
population, while the island requires an increase of
inhabitants to make the more available the important
position it occupies for the defence of the St. Lawrence and
the country beyond on its banks.29

The Legislative Council stopped for dinner recess.
After the dinner recess,—
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863] continued his remarks. He said: When
the Council adjourned at six o’clock, I was
speaking of the Island of Newfoundland, to
which we grant a subsidy of $150,000 per
annum, and not for one year only, but for ever.
I was saying, moreover, that I was
apprehensive that some of us were ignorant of
the facts which might have led the delegates at
Quebec to grant that sum to the Island of
Newfoundland. But it seems, if I perfectly
understood what was said, that that sum was
granted as an indemnity for giving up the
produce of the public lands, mines and forests.
We are told by the Honorable Commissioner
of Crown Lands (Hon. Mr. Campbell) that he
had been informed by the provincial geologist,
Sir W. Logan, that there really are mines in the
Island of Newfoundland.
I was anxious to learn from the Hon.
Commissioner [Alexander Campbell] whether
an official exploration of the country had ever
been made, whether it had ever been
ascertained what kind of mines existed in
29
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Newfoundland. The information which he
gave was not derived from official reports, and
I am extremely anxious to know whether there
is any documentary evidence of the existence
of the pretended riches of Newfoundland, in
woods, mines and public lands.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The honorable
member may go on; in the course of the debate
he will receive satisfactory information.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—Very well; but I see by the statistics, on
the contrary, that there is no timber on the
island beyond what is necessary for the
building of the huts or cabins of the fishermen
who inhabit it, and that there is no land fit for
cultivation belonging to the Crown; and, as to
mines, I do not believe any official exploration
has been made to ascertain their existence in
the island.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—It is a wellascertained fact that there are mines in the
Island of Newfoundland of great value. As to
the grant of $150,000 yearly subsidy, I must
observe to the honorable member that it was
intended to make up for the revenue given up
by Newfoundland to the Confederation,
amounting at present to $400,000.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—Another reason why I cannot approve
of the plan of Confederation, as it is now
presented to us, is that I consider it as a
retrograde step in the political progress of the
country. The spirit of modern society is to give
to the people as much political liberty as
possible; and it is my belief that by this plan of
Confederation we shall sacrifice whatever
liberty is already possessed by the people of
this country. When I expressed this idea, a
short time since, the Honorable Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché] seemed to give an
ironical assent to it, as if he considered my
notions exaggerated.

Unofficial note from Sir William Logan to Mr. Campbell. Unconfirmed reference.
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I am bound to tell him that I neither love nor
approve of mob-rule any more than he does,
but I have always held as a political principle,
that as much political liberty as possible
should be conceded to the masses, combined
always with a Government strong enough to
maintain order and administer the laws; and
herein I consider that I conform to the
principles of modern society, without giving
in to the dictates of demagogy. I am favorable
to democracy, but not to demagogy, and in
this sense I spoke. I say, then, that in taking
from the people for all time, the right which
they acquired after long struggles of electing
members to this House, we are retrograding,
making a step backward, and I am sure the
people will not look upon this project with a
favorable eye.
We are
•
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told that Confederation is become necessary
for the defence of the country. For one moment
I will admit that it might increase our means
of defence, but that is assuredly no reason for
urging the adoption of the measure, as now
attempted to be done. With Confederation,
neither the number of men in the several
provinces, nor the pecuniary resources now at
their disposal, will be increased. I cannot see
what vast increase of strength this
Confederation is to give forthwith, for
England is fully entitled at this moment to
dispose, without let or hindrance, of all the
resources, both in men and money, possessed
by the colony, just as well as she will be after
Confederation is effected. That is therefore no
reason to make us urge on the adoption of the
measure, especially as we risk nothing by
giving the people time to study, examine and
understand the new Constitution of which we
are desirous to make them a present.
They tell us that the Intercolonial Railway is
to be a military road. But if it be so, how
happens it that nobody has thought of another
30

part of the country in which a military road is
much more called for. I can hardly believe that
anybody can be serious in this, while they
overlook the real military road which would
be wanted in the event of hostilities,—I mean
a railway between Quebec and Montreal, on
the north shore of the River St. Lawrence.
In order to render the Intercolonial Railway
of any avail as a military road, the North Shore
Railway must also be built, for the present
road on the south shore may be easily cut and
occupied by the enemy. Leaving Quebec it
takes the direction of the United States, and
leaving Montreal it takes the same direction to
meet the other branch at Richmond. In case of
war the Americans would have but a short
distance to advance to take possession of
either one or the other of these branches.
I shall now proceed to examine whether the
plan of Confederation is really what it seems
to be. I hear it said that Confederation, as it is
proposed, will be a Federal union—but it
seems to me that it will be rather a Legislative
union, at least as far as regards the most
important interests of Lower Canada. The 29th
section of the scheme submitted to us says:
“The Federal Parliament shall have the power
of making laws for the peace, the well-being,
and the good government of the Confederate
provinces, and in particular in respect of the
following matters.”30 The powers of the
Federal Government will be in reality
unlimited.
The fact of the enumeration of these thirtyseven heads does not in the least restrain the
power of the Federal Government from
legislating on everything. The exceptions are
few. I would ask the Honorable Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché], for instance, whether
the Federal Government has not the power to
enact that marriage is a civil contract? He
cannot deny it, and I do not believe that that
clause will in any way suit Lower Canada. In
a matter of divorce, I consider that the power

Quebec Resolution 29, The opening of the clause reads, “The General Parliament shall have power to make Laws for the peace,
welfare and good government of the Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England), and especially laws respecting the
following subjects: …” Supra footnote 18.
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of legislating upon it ought to be vested in the
Federal Government; but as to the passing of a
marriage act, we have the authority of the past
to convince us that Lower Canada will never
be satisfied with what is proposed in the plan
of Confederation.
On a former occasion, when a member of the
Parliament of Canada moved to enact that
marriage should be made a civil contract, all
the members for Lower Canada voted against
the motion, and the whole country was
opposed to it. I shall also inquire whether the
Federal Government will not have the right to
enact that religious corporations shall no
longer exist in the country, or that they shall
not be allowed to hold real property, except
what is absolutely necessary for their lodging
accommodation. According to the resolutions
which have been submitted to us, the Federal
Government would certainly have this right. It
has been said that article 15 of the 43rd
resolution replies to this objection, but I can
see nothing in that article which restricts the
right of the Federal Government to legislate on
this matter.
The 43rd resolution defines the powers of
the local governments, and article 15 of that
resolution declares that they may make laws
respecting “property and civil rights,
excepting those portions thereof assigned to
the General Parliament.” 31 That article
reserves to the local legislatures nothing
relative to religious corporations, and the
Federal Government would have full power to
decree that those corporations shall not hold
immovable property.
The supreme power is that which has the
right to legislate upon, and regulate the
existence of, the corporations in question, and
they can only possess civil rights so long as the
Government permits them to exist. The same
might be said of most of the institutions to
which Lower Canada is attached. I am
therefore right in saying that, so far as those
things which Lower Canada most holds to are
concerned, Confederation is in fact a
31
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Legislative union, because upon the Federal
Government is conferred the right of
legislating upon those subjects which Lower
Canada holds most dear.
It appears to me that it is the more important
not to proceed
•
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so rapidly as it is proposed to do, because it is
extremely difficult to foresee what will be the
bearing of the platform which it is proposed to
erect. I have just cited the rights which
Confederation would confer upon the Federal
Government in respect of certain points; but
there are other interests which may perhaps be
imperilled by this measure—I will cite, for
instance, the rights of the creditors of the
provinces.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—They
will have the guarantee of the Confederation.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The rights of the
creditors of the province will form the subject
of an arrangement between Upper and Lower
Canada at a later period, but the creditors will
have the guarantee of the whole
Confederation.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I see nothing of that in the resolutions.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—All the details are not
included in the resolutions; but as to the
balance of $5,000,000 which will have to be
divided between Upper and Lower Canada,
and which constitutes the difference between
the $62,000,000 of debt which will be assumed
by the Confederation, and the $67,000,000
which Canada owes, a division will be made
before Parliament is dissolved.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I understood that the debts were to be
divided and that the indemnity to the
seigniors, for instance, for the abolition of the

Resolution 43 (15). Supra footnote 18.
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Seigniorial Tenure32 was to be imposed
entirely on Lower Canada. If there are any
verbal explanations beyond what is contained
in the resolutions, I am quite willing to receive
them from the Government, but that is just the
reason why we should not be in a hurry to
adopt these resolutions until we have those
explanations, for it might be dangerous not to
have all these questions settled before voting
for Confederation; who can say whether we
can settle them as well after as before?
These promises of explanations show that,
since all the facts are not submitted, we may
easily mistake the meaning of the resolutions
which we are called upon to adopt. In any
case, I certainly see nothing in these
resolutions which gives the seigniors the
guarantee of the Confederation as security for
their claim, and I can only judge of the
resolutions by what they contain, especially in
the absence of any explanation of the details.
The Minister of Finance (Hon. Mr. Galt)
stated that the debt due to the seigniors would
fall on Lower Canada alone, and this does not
agree exactly with what the Prime Minister
[Étienne Pascal Taché] has just said. As I said
a short time ago, when speaking of the school
question, I would not vote for a Constitution
which would not confer on the Catholics of
Upper Canada the same advantages as are
possessed by the Protestants of Lower Canada,
and I consider that this is a matter that should
be settled before taking a vote on the
resolutions, for when Confederation is once
voted it may easily happen that we shall not
be able to obtain what is promised us now.
We therefore are in a position which may
make us sacrifice the minority of Upper
Canada by voting Confederation now, or
make us vote against a principle which we
might perhaps accept, if we were acquainted
with all its details. For my part, I acknowledge
that I would not cause the plan of
Confederation which is proposed to us to
miscarry, if it is possible to make it just,
32

acceptable and useful to all parties. But for this
I will not sacrifice the interests of a portion of
the population. Another point upon which we
require explanations, and respecting which we
have none, is that relating to the constitution
of the local governments.
Now, for instance, some journals which
usually express the views and opinions of the
present Government, have stated that in all the
local governments the system of responsibility
of the ministers to the people or their
representatives would not exist, but that an
irresponsible system would be substituted for
it. I ask which of you would accept such a
system, and what part of the people would
approve of such an alteration in our political
institutions? You are told “vote for the plan
submitted to you, and the details will be
explained to you at a later period.” But at a
later period neither Upper nor Lower Canada
will be master of the position, and able to
obtain the system of government which may
suit them, should that imposed upon them not
meet their views.
But, yet once more, why hurry you so much?
Why, for instance, should this House be called
upon to sit twice a-day on this question before
even its details are known? Why depart from
our custom of examining matters in a calm and
deliberate manner. Certainly, up to the present
time, not one valid reason has been given to
justify the hurry in which it is proposed to
carry this measure. Mention has indeed been
made of defence, but this is no valid reason,
for it is perfectly well known that all the
resources of Canada are now at the disposal of
England in case of need; this precipitate action
is then neither justified nor justifiable. I ask
whether we know the plan of Confederation
which is submitted to us,
•
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and, unfortunately, I must answer my
question in the negative.
Surprise has been expressed in certain

See an Act for the Abolition of Feudal Rights and Duties in Lower Canada (Province of Canada, 1854) and The Seignorial
Amendment Act of 1859 (Province of Canada).
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quarters at the opposition which has arisen to
this measure after all the advantages which we
were promised should result from it. Thus it
was said that under Confederation we should
obtain coal from Nova Scotia without having
any duty to pay. This reasoning might appear
to carry a certain amount of force with it, but I
must say that it is in fact captious, for we find
at the present day that we can indeed get this
coal, but by paying the export duty exactly like
foreign countries. Would there, then, be no
real free trade between the different parts of
the same Confederation? Would the position
of the provinces, in this respect, remain as it is
to-day?
The proof of what I state here is found in
Hon. Mr. Galt’s speech to his constituents:—
In Nova Scotia a considerable revenue was derived from
a royalty on coal mines, and its representatives at the
Conference stated that if the General Government
imposed an export duty on coal it would annihilate one of
their most important resources, and, therefore, Nova
Scotia has been allowed to regulate herself the export duty
on coal, precisely as New Brunswick enjoys that right as
regards its timber.33

This duty which Nova Scotia may impose on
the export of its coal, whatsoever it may be
styled, is then in reality an export duty, and
the result, as regards ourselves, is to leave us
still in the same position if we must pay the
duty in order to get the coal of that province.
The argument based on the fact that we could
obtain coal from Nova Scotia without paying
an import duty, is thus destroyed, since the
duty will still exist. I have already stated that
the plan submitted for our approval is
exceedingly complex, and that it is not easy to
foresee the difficulties that will arise between
the local governments and the Federal
Government. It may, perhaps, be asserted that
these difficulties cannot be very serious,
inasmuch as the local governments will not
33

34
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possess any large powers; but if it is designed
to make them real governments, and not mere
municipalities, they may be opposed to the
Central Government on a host of questions.
Take, for instance, the question of the
fisheries. Article 17, of the 29th resolution,
gives to the Federal Parliament the power of
legislating on the “sea coast and inland
fisheries.” Under the 8th article of the 43rd
resolution, the local legislatures will also have
the right of legislating on the “sea coast and
inland fisheries.”34 Thus the local legislatures
and the Federal Legislature will have the right
to legislate on the same subjects. And if the
laws they make are in opposition the one to the
other, what will be the result? And this may
well happen, for we know that in the Gulf, for
instance, there are fisheries which are of the
highest importance for the people of Lower
Canada, as well as for the people of the
adjoining colonies, of which the latter have
taken possession, and sought to exclude our
people from them.
Now, if the Local Government of Lower
Canada made laws to protect its subjects and
insure to them the right to these fisheries,
would it not be in the power of the Federal
Government to interfere and prevent it? And
if this were to happen, would it not give rise to
endless antipathies and struggles between the
two governments? Lower Canada would not
suffer such an interference without feeling it
very strongly; and what I have just said with
reference to the fisheries might also occur with
reference to a large number of questions. And
it is quite evident that if the Local
Government, acting in the interests of a
province, were arrested in its action by the
Federal Government, the people would take
sides with their Local Government and
become disaffected towards the Central
Government.

Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864) in Speech on the Proposed Union of the British North American Provinces
(1864), p. 11. The wording doesn’t match. The French version of his speech and Galt’s speech also don’t align. Débats
parlementaires sur la question de la confédération des provinces de l’Amérique du Nord (1865), p. 181 (Olivier) & “Grande Reunion
A Sherbrooke,” Journal de Québec (Nov. 29. 1864) (Galt). This probably means that Olivier translated from the original
English to French and then was translated back to English.
Quebec Resolution 29 (17) & 43 (8). Supra footnote 18.
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Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—This
question of the fisheries is, no doubt, divided
between the local governments and the
Federal Government, but it is evident, that in
order that justice may be done to each part of
the Confederation in an impartial manner, the
general legislation must be left to the General
Government, while the application of the
internal details within the limits of the
fisheries of a province, must be left to the local
legislatures.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—The argument I have brought forward,
with reference to fisheries, is applicable to
other questions, and is merely to show that the
present plan is complex, that there are
conflicting interests in the different colonies,
and that the settlement of them, in one sense
or in another, might be productive of
discontent in the country, and create a spirit of
dissatisfaction among the people. Some one
has said that this project is viewed favorably
in England, and that for that reason we ought
to accept it in order to prevent the evil
consequences that might arise from our
opposition to the project. For my part, I do not
believe that England would insist so strongly
on the details as they are insisted on here, but
I believe her desire is, that the plan should be
just and acceptable,
•
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and that it should be thoroughly understood
by the people before it is adopted; she is less
anxious to enforce the details of the project
than to see the people of the provinces content
and satisfied with it. If a large portion of the
people were opposed to the project, I do not
think that England would approve of forcing
this project upon them without giving time to
examine it or to pronounce upon it.
The opinion of the country upon this plan is,
to-day, quite unknown. I am quite aware that
certain members can vote in favor of the
project with the certainty of their course
meeting the approval of their constituents; for
instance, those whose elections have taken

place since the plan was submitted to the
country. But in those parts of the country
where no elections have taken place, it is
impossible to say that the people will be
satisfied or that they will endorse the action of
their
representatives
in
voting
for
Confederation, because we have not been
enabled to make it known.
Thus when my constituents invited me to a
public meeting to discuss the subject, I was
compelled to admit that I could not tell them
what the plan of Confederation was; that I
could not communicate it to them, because the
resolutions I had received were private. I also
told them that I did not wish to form my
opinion before hearing the discussion and
learning the details; but to-day we are refused
the details, and the adoption of the project is
pressed without affording us time to study it
as it is.
An attempt will probably be made to injure
us in the opinion of our electors if we vote
against this project, and we shall be accused of
having opposed Confederation; but I trust the
people will see that we cannot vote for a thing
with which we are not acquainted, and that we
shall have their approval in the course we shall
adopt. When the project of Confederation is
submitted to the English Parliament, they will
take it for granted that the people of this
country approve of it; but they will never
suppose that the measure has been forced
upon the people without affording them the
opportunity of pronouncing for or against it.
But there is another thing; it is not surprising
that this project should be looked upon with a
favorable eye in England, for public opinion is
composed specially of that of the industrial
and commercial classes, and it is the interest of
those classes to favor Confederation.
But let us well consider whether the interests
of those classes is ours also. I consider that our
present political course should be to see to the
interest’s of the agriculture, the trade and the
industry of our country, before laboring to
build up that of English traders and artisans. If
by Confederation we unite provinces, the
inhabitants of which find it their interest to
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have a very low tariff adopted, it might very
well happen that the agricultural interest of
Canada might not find itself so well off, and in
such a case what would be the result?
The result would be that we should very
soon have an enormous debt, and that, should
the customs revenue not suffice to meet it and
provide for the expenditure, the deficit would
have to be made up by means of direct
taxation, which would weigh upon the
agriculture and industry of the country. If we
have a tariff of twenty per cent, it protects the
industry of our native land, and is a source of
revenue wherewith to provide for the public
expenditure; but if we make it too low, real
property will suffer, for on it will be laid the
burthen imposed to meet the deficit.
Confederation would appear to me to be very
costly, for money is scattered on all Sides in
handfuls.
Thus it is proposed to construct the
Intercolonial Railway, which will cost at least
$20,000,000; to Upper Canada is given
$16,000,000 to improve its canals; $150,000 a
year is given to Newfoundland, as a
compensation for mines which perhaps do not
exist, and $63,000 to New Brunswick; and after
all this the Local and Federal Governments
have the power conferred on them of adding
new taxes to those which already exist in order
to meet the expenditure; and I have no doubt
whatever but that they will avail themselves of
that permission.
All this is deserving of consideration, and
these are reasons which should induce the
Government to submit the question to the
people, instead of wishing to have it decided
at once; for, even allowing the measure to be
absolutely a good one, the people will always
regard it with mistrust if it is thrust upon
them.
What! We are told that we are perhaps on
the eve of a war with our neighbors, and we
run the risk of dissatisfying the people by
imposing a system upon them to which they
are perhaps opposed. It is not only in the
district of Montreal that the submission of the
question to the people is called for—the
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Toronto Leader says that the people ought to
be consulted, and this appears to me to be
most reasonable. For my part, I am in favor of
an appeal to the people, and I cannot approve
of Confederation being thrust upon them
without their being consulted. Let it be well
understood, if it is wished that the population
should make sacrifices for its
•
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government in case of war, we must not begin
by rendering them discontented and
disaffected. Let a fair and equitable system of
Confederation be proposed, and let the people
have an opportunity of examining into it and
approving of it, and then no man will shrink
from the necessity of making the greatest
sacrifices to defend the Constitution which has
been freely accepted by the people.
It may be said that the people would be
compelled to march at the point of the
bayonet; but the risk of such a course is great,
for the arm is but feeble when it is not
animated by the heart, and to defend a country
effectually the heart of the people must be in
the cause. The Prime Minister [Étienne Pascal
Taché] stated that the object of Confederation
was to strengthen the monarchical principle in
this country. I do not see that it is necessary to
confer upon the Crown greater privileges than
it already possesses in England itself.
In England the members of the House of
Lords are not appointed by the Crown;
succession in the peerage goes down
hereditary from father to son; but here it is
proposed that the members of the Legislative
Council, which body corresponds to the
House of Lords, should be selected by the
Crown. Why should this be? Why go beyond
what is done in England itself? Is it that the
Crown complains that it has not sufficient
power here?
As to the statement that it is proposed to
establish in America, by means of
Confederation, a counterpoise to the influence
and power of the United States, I would ask
whether that would not in itself constitute the
best pretext which the Government of the
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United States could wish for upon which to
declare war against us. At the present time, I
am not of opinion that the American people
are desirous of seeking a quarrel with us; just
now they have quite enough to attend to. But
if their Government should think it to their
interest to declare war against England, the
best pretext which they could bring forward to
excite the American people against us would
certainly be this pretended counterpoise
which it is sought to establish.
It is well known that the Monroe doctrine35
is a principle to which all the people of the
United States are attached, and, should we
give them an opportunity, they would avail
themselves of it to put that doctrine into
practice. Since Confederation does not in
reality increase the strength of the colonies,
why should we give umbrage to the
Government of the United States, and provide
them with the means of animating their people
against us in case of the breaking out of
hostilities? If the means for the defence of the
country were increased, I would say, let us
throw aside all these considerations, but such,
in my opinion, is not the case.
In conclusion, I would implore the
Government to grant to the people the time
and the opportunity of convincing themselves
that the Constitution which it has prepared is
a good one, and that it has really been planned
with a view to their interests; and, in that case,
I predict that when the time for defence comes,
the people will march like one man. But if it is
intended to thrust it upon them by main force,
and without consulting them, we must not, we
cannot, expect them to defend their land with
the like zeal. I consider that this demand is no
more than just, both to ourselves and to the
people whom we represent. So far as I myself
am concerned, I did not come here to fight
against Confederation and destroy it at any
price, but I certainly will not vote for it without
being acquainted with it in all its details.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.

35

The debate was then adjourned till tomorrow.

U.S. foreign policy doctrine that saw any imperial incursion into the Western Hemisphere as a hostile act.
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by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall
be members of the first Legislative Council of the Federal
Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life,
and the elective members for eight years from the date of
their election, unless removed by death or other cause;
their successors to be elected by the same divisions and
electors as have elected them; and it shall be permitted to
the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional
members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond
with the present life members from Canada, and that after
the first appointment of members in the Maritime
Provinces, no new appointment shall be made, except to
supply the vacancies by death or otherwise in the twentyfour members appointed to correspond with the elective
members from the two sections of Canada. And that in the
eleventh section, after the word “Council,” in the first line,
the following words be added: “in the Maritime
Provinces.” And that section fourteen be struck out.2

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
TUEsday,
february 14, 1865

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863],—1
That the following words be added to the resolution now
under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for
the eighth resolution the following:—
Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council

1
2

3

—in amendment to the motion of Étienne Pascal
Taché [Canada East, appointed 1848, Premier,
Minister of Militia, and Receiver General], to
Resolve—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the tenth of October, 1864:—3

N

arcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852] said—Hon. gentlemen,
the discussion on the scheme of Confederation
has already been protracted, and little really
remains to be said, for all the objections to the
scheme have been made by the one side and
replied to by the other. I may, however, be
permitted to offer a few remarks on one or two

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 107. Inserted for completeness.
Sanborn presented the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 9, 1865, pp. 124-125. The amendment has been added
for clarity.
Journals, p. 107. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version begins with Belleau’s speech.

(pp. 180-189 in the primary document)

184

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

of the objections which were urged again
yesterday.
For the last three years the country has
witnessed a state of things which by many
persons has been designated governmental
anarchy. Government after government in
rapid succession have grasped the helm of
state. A state of conflict existed between
political parties which was hourly on the
increase; a conflict which threatened to arrest
the progress of public business, and which
drew the minds of our statesmen to consider
whether any means could be adopted to
remedy this state of things.
The men of influence throughout the
country at length decided to unite, and have
come to the conclusion that a remedy was to
be found in a Confederation of the British
American Provinces. It is not to be wondered
at that this plan should have attracted the
attention of the present Administration, for it
was not a new one, and the question had
already been brought before the country
•
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on several occasions. In the Confederation of
these provinces are to be found elements
which give promise, nay, contain the germ of
a power which will one day take its place
among the nations of the world.
And in considering this Confederation of the
British North American Provinces, I am
reminded of the fable of the bundle of sticks4,
which I learned in my childhood, and which
so
exactly applies
to
the present
circumstances. This fable tells us that the sticks
when bound together were strong enough to
resist all the efforts made to break them, but
that when separated they were broken one by
one with but little effort. It seems to me that
the lesson afforded by this fable may be well
applied to the question of Confederation—
separated we are weak, united we shall be
strong. Commerce, population, manufactures,
progress, in a word, all the elements requisite
to constitute a powerful nation are contained
4

in the united colonies; but these become of
little consequence if allowed to be utilized by
each separate colony. And not only would the
union of these elements constitute the
Confederation a great power amongst the
other nations of the world, but there would be
found amongst its population a number of
sturdy arms, sufficient, with the aid of Great
Britain, to repel foreign aggression.
I do not belong to that school which
pretends that in case of invasion on the part of
the United States, the best thing we could do
would be to remain passive with folded arms.
That is not my idea. Such notions may flatter
the opinions and desires of those who have
republican leanings, of annexationists and of
anti-Canadians, who are nothing less than
enemies of the monarchical system in this
country. I have no sympathy with those who
place themselves at the head of the republican
and annexationist school, for I see in them
none of those national aspirations of which
every man is always proud. With these few
remarks to show the necessity of
Confederation, and that its first result will be
the production of a new and powerful people,
I propose to consider the terms and conditions
of the scheme, and whether Lower Canada
will find in them the protection its interests
demand.
The first point to which I directed my
attention was to ascertain what guarantees
Lower Canada would find in Confederation
for its laws, its religion and its autonomy. I
find the guarantee of all these things in that
article of the scheme which gives to Lower
Canada the local government of its affairs, and
the control of all matters relating to its
institutions, to its laws, to its religion, its
manufactures and its autonomy.
Are you not all prepared, hon. gentlemen,
and you especially members from Lower
Canada, to make some few sacrifices in order
to have the control of all those things to which
I have just referred, and which are all to be
within the jurisdiction of the local

Aesop’s Fables.
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governments. Are you not ready to make some
few sacrifices to see an end put to those
struggles which have been constantly
recurring during the last few years, to the
imminent peril of Lower Canada and of its
institutions—dangers which still exist and
which might even now become only too
apparent were the friends who have sustained
the combat to grow weary, or to give way and
leave the field to their adversaries?
If we persist in striving to obtain too much,
if we are unwilling to make any sacrifice, we
may lose the whole result of these struggles
and the advantages now offered for our
acceptance. For my part the consideration that
we shall have the control of our local affairs in
Lower Canada, under the Confederation, is a
sufficient inducement to vote in favor of the
scheme now submitted to us, even although it
offered us no other advantage. But, without
entering into the details, I now propose to
reply to certain objections which have been
urged, and prove that it is for our interest to
adopt this plan.
One of the very first objections raised has
been offered by the honorable member for the
Wellington Division (Hon. Mr. Sanborn). He
has stated that he could not vote for
Confederation because he had not received the
sanction of his constituents to change the
Constitution of his country. Whilst, however,
he makes this statement, the same honorable
gentleman proposes, nevertheless, to change
the Constitution which he declares his electors
have not given him authority to change in any
particular. This is the resolution which he
proposes in amendment:
Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council
by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
5
6
7
8
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and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall
be members of the first
•

(p. 182)

Legislative Council of the Federal Parliament, the
appointed members to remain for life, and the elective
members for eight years from the date of their election,
unless removed by death or other cause; their successors
to be elected by the same divisions and electors as have
elected them. 5

Well, honorable gentlemen, if the honorable
member from Wellington [John Sanborn] has
not received authority to change the
Constitution of this country, certainly he has
not the right to make the amendment which he
proposes, an amendment which is full of
contradiction. The honorable gentleman says
that he has no objection to vote for
Confederation after having consulted his
electors. Well, although he may not have much
faith in the maxim Vox populi, vox Dei 6, the
honorable member has declared that the rule
of his conduct has always been, Salus populi
suprema lex7. I have no doubt, however, that he
would say, Salus meus suprema lex est8, if he
were appointed a life member, and that he
would have no scruple as regards amending
the Constitution. The game argument has been
urged by the honorable member for
Lanaudière (Hon. Mr. Olivier).
Well, I think that that honorable gentleman
will not, without difficulty, extricate himself
from the dilemma in which I am about to place
him. He has also stated that he had received no
authority from his constituents to alter the
Constitution. If he has not received this
authority, he ought to vote against the
amendment which is now proposed, the object
of which is to alter the Constitution. If this
objection were a serious one, why do not
members who are desirous of consulting their
electors resign their seats, and seek re-election
on this question, instead of setting the whole
country in a blaze by a dissolution?

Sanborn presented the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 9, 1865, pp. 124-125.
i.e. “the voice of the people is the voice of God.”
i.e. “the health of the people should be the supreme law.” From Cicero’s De Legibus.
i.e. “my health is the supreme law.” Belleau later translates it as “All for myself, nothing for others,”, p. 185.
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But no, they fold their arms and say that a
dissolution does not affect them, the Council
would not be affected by it. They are not, then,
serious in asking for an appeal to the people.
The hon. member for Grandville (Hon. Mr.
Letellier de St. Just) has also read something to
the same purpose. I call upon him, then, to
resign his seat and to consult his constituents;
but as he has already tried the experiment
lately in two important places in his division,
he knows that the ground trembles under his
feet. I do not think he would care to make the
trial, as the result might be very far from
gratifying.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]—I am ready to resign tomorrow, if you will come and contest the
division with me.
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852]—I will not go myself, but
others will, and I venture to predict that you
will be left at home. I trust, then, that we shall
hear no more about this want of authority to
alter the Constitution, for it is only a
roundabout way of defeating the scheme of
Confederation, out of pure party feeling. It has
also been said that the electors were taken by
surprise, and that they did not know what was
being done—that they did not know what the
plan of Confederation was until it was
discussed here; but those who have taken part
in public affairs since 1858 cannot say this, for
the question has been laid before the country
for discussion several times since that period,
and always by official acts.
No one has forgotten the celebrated speech
made by the Hon. Mr. Galt, in 18589, when he
joined the Cartier-Macdonald Ministry10, in
which he declared himself to be in favor of a
Confederation of the provinces. It has not been
forgotten that Hon. Messrs. Galt, Cartier and
Ross then made a voyage to England to lay
9
10
11

12

before the Minister for the Colonies their
views on the subject of Confederation 11. It is
true that from that period up to last year, but
little was said about it, because there had been
a change in the English Government, and it
was necessary to recommence all that had
been done; but if the question was not talked
about in England, it was not allowed to sleep
here. No one has forgotten the Speech from the
Throne, delivered in Toronto in 1858, by Sir
Edmund Head, in which he spoke of the
necessity of enquiring into the matter, and
laying it before the country 12.
Most certainly no better means of submitting
it to the people could have been adopted.
Subsequently the question was mooted again
and again in the House of Assembly up to the
time when, governments succeeding each
other like flashes of lighting, it became
necessary to have recourse to a coalition, in
order to put an end to the anarchy which
prevailed in the political affairs of the country.
The coalition in question was based on the
principle of Confederation.
The members of that Government, by a
happy and unusual
concurrence of
circumstances, had an opportunity of meeting
at the Charlottetown Conference to discuss the
question, and enter slightly upon the subject of
a general Confederation. They again met at
Quebec,
•

(p. 183)

together with all the delegates from the Lower
Provinces, and the result of their labors is the
plan which is now laid before us. But there is
more to be said, for before the present Ministry
had entered upon the consideration of the
plan, with their colleagues of the Gulf
provinces, His Excellency [Viscount Monck]

Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly, (Jul. 5 & 7, 1858). “Provincial Parliament”, Montreal Herald (Jul. 8 & Jul. 10, 1858).
Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862).
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
Governor General Edmund Head, Legislative Council [Prorogation of Parliament] (Aug. 16, 1858). Journals of the Legislative
Council of the Province of Canada (1858), p. 525.
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had alluded to it in his Speech13, and had said
that it was absolutely necessary that a
conclusion on the subject should be come to.
And besides, the leading papers of this
province and of the Lower Provinces, have
long been engaged in the of the question. The
details have been examined in all their
bearings to satiety.
In view of all these facts, I would ask how it
can be said that the people do not know what
the question is? No; this is merely a pretext
which is made use of to overthrow the plan.
But another fact which goes to prove that the
people have not been taken by surprise in this
matter is, that within the last ten months, there
have been twelve elections of legislative
councillors, and it cannot be said that when
those elections took place, the question of
Confederation was not before the public. This
would be to state a falsehood in the full glare
of noonday.
The hon. member for Lanaudière (Hon. Mr.
Olivier), yesterday said that a Montreal paper
had stated that he had declared himself
opposed to Confederation, and he hastened to
contradict the assertion. But I must say that
when he appeared before his constituents and
talked of retrograde steps—when he said that,
for his part, he should consider it a step back
in civilization, if he voted against the election
of members of this House, I consider that it
was idle of him to say that he had not declared
himself opposed to Confederation.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—The details.
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852]—Details and principle. I say
then that at the elections which have taken
place, the members elected, unless they did
not choose to do their duty, must have spoken
of the Confederation, and above all, of the
manner in which the Legislative Council
would be treated in that Confederation. And if
these details were entered into, the people are
acquainted with the subject in question. And
not only have there been elections, but there
13
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have been public meetings in large numbers
throughout the whole country,—that is to say,
wherever the opponents of Confederation
could get them up without danger to
themselves; and at all these meetings they did
not require to be forced to speak of
Confederation, and that in the most
unfavorable terms possible. It is true that
matters were not represented on those
occasions in their true light, but the people at
any rate knew what subject was under
discussion.
The honorable member for Wellington
(Hon. Mr. Sanborn) laid great stress on the
danger which might be incurred by the
Protestant minority in the local legislation of
Lower Canada. He fears that they may not be
sufficiently protected by the Catholic majority
in respect of their religion, their schools and
possibly their property. I am astonished to
hear such language from the lips of a man
who, like myself, represents a division more
than one-half of the population of which is
French Canadian and Catholic, for that fact in
itself is a proof of the liberality of our fellowcountrymen. I heard that remark with pain;
but I can tell him that the Protestant minority
of Lower Canada have nothing to fear from the
Catholic majority of that province: their
religion is guaranteed by treaty, and their
schools and the rights which may be
connected with them, are to be settled by
legislation to take place hereafter, and when
that legislation is laid before the Houses, those
members who so greatly tremble now for the
rights of the Protestant minority will have an
opportunity of protecting that minority; they
may then urge their reasons, and insist that the
Protestants shall not be placed in a position of
the slightest danger.
But even granting that the Protestants were
wronged by the Local Legislature of Lower
Canada, could they not avail themselves of the
protection of the Federal Legislature? And
would not the Federal Government exercise
strict surveillance over the action of the local

Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
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legislatures in these matters? Why should it be
sought to give existence to imaginary fears in
Lower Canada? I say imaginary, because the
liberality of the inhabitants of Lower
Canada—a liberality of which they gave proof
long, long ago, by enacting the emancipation
of the Jews before any other nation in the
world14 had dreamed of such a measure—is
well known. No; far from wishing to oppress
other nationalities, all that the French
Canadians ask is to live at peace with all the
world; they are quite willing that they should
enjoy their rights, provided that all live
peaceably together.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
•
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Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852]—I cannot refrain from saying
a word as to the Protestants of Lower Canada,
and as to the liberality evinced towards them
by the French and Catholic population. It is
feared that we may combine together in order
to treat them unjustly. I may be wrong in
referring to the fact, but it is true that the
French Canadians have always lived on more
cordial terms with the English Protestants
than with the Irish, who are nevertheless of the
same religion, and of the same belief as
themselves. If this good feeling has always
existed, what is there to fear? The hon.
member for Lanaudière (Hon. Mr. Olivier) has
said, that the plan of Confederation was not
necessary, and in that he agreed with the hon.
member for Grandville (Hon. Mr. Letellier).
He has stated that it would have been
possible to regulate the difficulties which we
have witnessed, without having recourse to
Confederation, from the fact that many of
these difficulties arose from the hatred
existing between certain individuals. Now, for
my part, I do not believe that our political men
were actuated by motives of mutual hatred.
When I witnessed the struggles which
occurred in the House of Assembly, the votes
14

of want of confidence which were proposed, I
always felt that those who proposed them
gave good reasons for so doing. But I was not
aware of the existence of hatred or personal
jealousy between the parties, and that upon
the removal of such feelings, the difficulties
might be easily overcome. But the statement is
made simply for want of any sound
arguments against Confederation. The same
hon. member also stated, that the minorities in
Upper and Lower Canada wished to know the
fate reserved for them, before voting for
Confederation.
If he had reflected a little, he would have
learned that the fate of the minorities will be
defined by the law, that their religion is
guaranteed by treaties, and that they will be
protected by the vigilance of the Federal
Government, which will never permit the
minority of one portion of the Confederation
to be oppressed by the majority. The hon.
member also contends that the local
governments ought to have larger powers
than those proposed to be conferred upon
them, and that the Federal Government ought
to have fewer powers. To hear him, one cannot
help thinking that the experience of history is
entirely lost on certain individuals.
He must have been aware, however, that it
is in reference to the rights of particular states,
that civil war now exists in the United States;
nevertheless, he would implant in this country
the same germ of discord. He would have
more power below and less authority above.
For my part I say the very contrary, if we wish
to have a strong Government capable of
enforcing respect for its authority when it shall
be necessary to enforce it. The hon. member
also stated that he has no confidence in the
exercise of the powers of the Federal
Government, because it would be surrounded
by a clique.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I did not say that would be the case,

An Act to Grant Equal Rights and Privileges to Persons of the Jewish Religion (Lower Canada, 1832). While Canada was an early
adopter, especially in regards to other British countries, there were other places, including France, who had emancipated
the Jews earlier.
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but that, theoretically, it might occur, and that
if it were surrounded by a clique, the rights of
Lower Canada would be in danger.
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852]—That makes no difference;
for he stated that he feared the Government
would be surrounded by a clique. But is it not
the national representation that will surround
the Federal Government? Is that a clique? To
say that our Government is a clique, is to vilify
the institutions of the country. The
Government will be responsible to the
Legislature. Let us never lose sight of the fact,
that our national representatives will always
see that Lower Canada shall have in the
Federal Government one, or perhaps two,
representatives—the number is not of
importance. What is of importance is, that
such one, or such two members, should
represent in her Executive Council the
national representation, which will be
composed of 65 members, in the Federal
Legislature. And this, forsooth, is called a
clique!
I insist somewhat at length upon this point,
because the operation of the principle of
responsible government in the Federal
Legislature is lost sight of. I beg to call the
attention of Lower Canada members to this.
Suppose it were proposed to adopt a law in the
Federal Legislature calculated to injure Lower
Canada, our 65 representatives in the House of
Commons discuss the law, and decide that
they must oppose it; they at once communicate
with the members of the Government
representing Lower Canada, and inform them
that they cannot accept the measure, and that
if it be passed, they will coalesce with the
minority, which always exists under
responsible government, and that they will
overthrow the Ministry.
Such is the weight of our influence in the
Federal Government; and if this were not lost
sight of, there
•
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would be no grounds for fear. The influence of
Lower Canada will enable her to make and
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unmake governments at pleasure, when her
interests shall be at stake or threatened. And if
the importance of this responsibility of the
Federal Government were well understood,
there would be no anxiety about our
institutions.
The hon. member also stated that he did not
want to make a backward step in relation to
the election of the members of the Legislative
Council. In reply to that, I would state that the
elective principle, as applied to the Legislative
Council, becomes unnecessary in view of the
numerical strength of Lower Canada in the
Federal Parliament, for the House of
Commons is the body that will make and
unmake ministers. Why have the elective
principle for the Legislative Council, since we
shall have it for the House of Commons, since
we shall have a responsible Government and a
Federal Government, composed of members
elected by the people? The hon. member has
stated that he desired to advance with the
intellect of the people, and not to take a
backward step.
These are great words—the intellect of the
people! Progress! But for my part, I do not
hesitate to assert, that the people will gladly
sacrifice the election of the members of the
Legislative Council, in view of the control of
all the matters I mentioned before. The hon.
member has said that the elective principle
would have been the safe-guard of Lower
Canada. I can understand this to be the case in
a House which is able to make and unmake
administrations, but in a House which is
indissoluble, I cannot discover its importance.
The safety of Lower Canada depends, not on
the elective principle, but on the responsibility
of the members of the Executive to the House
of Commons. I may be permitted to say one
word on the subject of the elective right, as it
is the grand panacea for all the ills incident to
humanity. We must not shut our eyes against
evidence. Have we, since the union of several
counties to form electoral divisions, seen
persons of independent fortune and character,
who do not seek to make a gainful pursuit of
politics, offer themselves for election to the
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Legislative Council?
I acknowledge that the elections to seats in
the Legislative Council which have taken
place so far have had excellent results: the
members sent hither by their constituencies
have added new lustre to the body; but has it
not now become almost impossible to get an
independent man to stand? The contested
elections in the large divisions have disgusted
many who would do honor to the country, but
who will not risk their fortune in an election;
and if we see such a result already, what is it
likely to be hereafter?
We shall see political intriguers making their
own of the electoral divisions as a living—
living by politics and for politics only. We
shall see what has been seen in other
countries—people embracing political life as a
shield against their creditors, sheltering
themselves under its aegis against the law.
Such men will fill this House, to the exclusion
of honor and honesty. I say again, those who
now compose this House are honorable men,
who are a credit to their country—in time,
their seats will be filled by political intriguers.
Another, and a final objection to
Confederation has been made, namely, that
having it, we shall not have increased the
means of defence, nor the resources of the
country. If those who talk thus had taken time
to consider the matter more carefully, they
would not hold this opinion. It is evident that
with the means of communication already
provided, and the Intercolonial Railway, if a
section of Upper Canada should be invaded
by the enemy, the combined forces of the
Confederation might be transported to the
point threatened in a very short time, and we
would be in a position to show the enemy that
united we are strong. We should be wilfully
blind not to see this. It has also been alleged
that in order to increase our means of defence,
we should build the North Shore Railway, and
that the Government who do not this are
inefficient and renegades to their country.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I never made use of that expression.
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,

appointed 1852]—True, you did not make use
of the expression, but what you said amounted
to that in meaning. According to the hon.
member, the North Shore Railway would be
the salvation of the country. I believe the hon.
member resides somewhere in the north, on
the line of that road.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and laughter.
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852]—I believe that his motto
is, Salus mea suprema lex est,—(All for myself,
nothing for others.) The North Shore Railway
has had, and may again have, its advantages;
and as a channel of communication I should be
glad to see it built, but at present the building
of it would cost too dear. When the military
defences
•

(p. 186)

projected by the present Administration for
the protection of the South Side Railway are
completed, the north side road will not be
required.
The hon. member has also said that he is
desirous of giving the inhabitants of the
country time to reflect on and study the
scheme of Confederation, and that he does not
see why we should wish to urge on the passing
of the measure so strenuously. I have already
observed that a plan was submitted to the
Mother Country some years ago, but that a
change of ministers then had rendered the
scheme abortive. The same thing may happen
again; and if we consider the age of the
Premier of England, and the uncertain
position in which his Cabinet would stand if
he should die, it will be plain that we have no
time to lose. This is a very sufficient reason for
urging on the measure in the minds of those
who hold that it is destined to save the
country.
One more remark and I have done. The hon.
member (Hon. Mr. Olivier) has adjured us not
to wound the susceptible feelings of our
neighbors,—not to give umbrage to their
sensitiveness,—by
entering
into
a
Confederation which might give them a
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pretext for carrying out the Monroe doctrine 15.
This is, I think, the most paltry reason that
could be alleged in discussing the most
important question of legislation which has
ever arisen on this continent, so far as the fate
of Canada is concerned. I think that the
measure is in every respect suitable and
advantageous to Canada. Any attempt to
obstruct it by such considerations, is a proof of
pusillanimity, and I almost feel ashamed to
hear the expression of them from the lips of a
French Canadian.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]—Honorable gentlemen, after the
speech which we have just heard, I hope a few
words will be allowed to me, for I have been, I
must say, perfectly astonished to hear such
statements fall from the lips of the hon.
member who has just resumed his seat; and if
my object was to reply to him, I might satisfy
myself with saying:—
Orlando, in his frenzy, I saw,
Expend all his strength and toil,
From the hold of their mother earth to draw,
Trees that clave not to the soil.16

It is most certainly my right, I consider,
when I see an honorable member rise in his
place, and say that we, the councillors elected
by the people, are nobody because our
pouches are not so well lined as those of
certain honorable members, to express my
astonishment at the use of such language; for
we should be permitted to hold the opinion,
that the value of the man is not to be measured
by the amount of money which he may
happen to possess. There is such a thing as a
nobility of education and of intellect, as well as
a moneyed aristocracy, and for my part, I
consider that the former is quite equal to the
latter. In all countries in the world education
has produced a feeling of devotion to the
country, while riches alone have often
15
16
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produced but sordid avarice.
The hon. member pretends that if the
elective principle continues to be applied to
the Legislative Council, the result will very
soon be that all those adventurers who seek to
live in political life and by political life, will
drive from our midst all men of merit, and will
then control the affairs of the country. For my
part, I by no means stand in dread of such a
result, for I know that there is too much good
sense among the people to make it possible
that they will ever consent to serve as a
stepping-stone to political adventurers in
pursuit of the advancement of their own
personal prospects and fortune in public life. I
am well aware that some political adventurers
do occasionally succeed in imposing upon the
people by means of fine promises and a
hypocritical exterior; but the political life of
such individuals has never been of long
duration, and the results of the election of
legislative councillors by the people remain to
prove the complete absence of foundation for
the fears expressed by the honorable member.
I think, moreover, that the results which
have hitherto obtained from the application of
the elective principle to this House, and from
the election of the members who now sit in it,
are satisfactory and do no dishonor to this
honorable House. At any rate I never yet heard
such a thing asserted. The hon. member
maintains that it is not necessary that the
Legislative Council should be elective,
because that body is intended, or has for its
mission, to act as a counterpoise between the
Executive and the Lower House. But that state
of affairs exists at the present day,—and when
all acknowledge it,—when none complain of
the present system—we are told that this
privilege is to be taken away from the people
in order that it may be restored to the Crown!
Now, I say that such a proceeding is a step in
a backward direction, and a retrogression
from

U.S. foreign policy doctrine that saw any imperial incursion into the Western Hemisphere as a hostile act.
Charles-François Panard, Description de l'Opéra (1861).
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the advancement of the age. Is it because
certain members of the Council have never
been successful in their efforts to be elected for
any county whatever, that they wish to
deprive the people of the right of electing their
representatives?
But is it supposed that by giving the Crown
the right of appointing legislative councillors,
the services of more able, more upright, and
more honorable men will be secured, than if
the people were allowed to elect them? When
the Legislative Council was made elective17,
those who prepared the law were of the same
opinion as the honorable member (Hon. Sir N.
F. Belleau) that a rich man must of necessity be
a man of greater talent than one less blessed
with this world’s goods, and, in order that the
people night not err in their selection, they
enacted that every member elected to the
Legislative Council should possess at least one
thousand pounds in real property; but now, in
the scheme of Confederation, that amount is
reduced by one-half, and it is thereby admitted
that the possession of riches is not an
indispensable condition to the possession of
talent.
The honorable member endeavored to
justify the haste with which it is sought to
push the scheme of Confederation through, by
declaring that Lord Palmerston is a very aged
man, and that his Ministry is quavering in the
balance. So, because the Prime Minister of
England is old, we are to be compelled to
swallow the pill without even being allowed
time to enquire whether it is suited to our case
or not. It must be acknowledged that this is a
very poor argument.
As to the fear of seeing the scheme of
Confederation thrown out in England, in case
of any change taking place in the constitution
of the Imperial Government, I look upon it as
entirely chimerical—for if Confederation is
acceptable in England and to English interests
now, it will be just as acceptable to them eight
or ten months hence as it is at present. If the
17

plan is a useful one, in an English point of
view, it will be carried out, let what
Government may be in power.
Then let the people have time to consider of
it. The honorable member has stated that there
have been twelve elections to the Legislative
Council since the question of Confederation
has been mooted; but those elections did not
take place at a period subsequent to the
preparation of the scheme of Confederation,
and consequently the people were not and
could not be acquainted with the details. The
result of the twelve elections in question was
neither favorable nor the reverse to the plan of
Confederation, for that plan was not then
known.
It is said because the plan was distributed
throughout the country, that therefore it must
be known. But how could it be so, especially in
its details, when we every day see the
Government greatly embarrassed at giving
explanations, or refusing to give them, on
certain points?—when, for instance, we see a
minister in one House state that the seigniorial
indemnity will be paid by Lower Canada
alone, whilst it is declared in another House
that that debt will be divided between the two
provinces?—When we see ministers asking for
time to reply to each of the questions put to
them respecting this scheme? How can the
people be acquainted with the local
constitutions and the legislatures, when the
ministers themselves would appear to know
nothing about them? How can the people
know in what matter this five million dollars
balance of debt, to be laid upon Canada, will
be divided, since those who prepared the
scheme themselves do not know?
And there is a mass of other important
details which ought to be known in order to be
able to pronounce upon the merits of the
measure, such as the proposed law in relation
to education, measures of defence, the
Intercolonial Railway, &c. We are told, indeed,
for instance, that the Protestants of Lower
Canada and the Catholics of Upper Canada

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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will be protected, in so far as relates to their
school system, but we have no guarantee of it;
and if the scheme of Confederation is adopted
before these questions are settled, who can tell
us that the Government will have as
complaisant a majority to settle those
questions as to vote Confederation?
There is another part of the scheme which is
of the highest importance, and respecting
which we are entitled to explanations before
voting for it, and that is, the measures to be
taken for the defence of the country. It is
important that we should know what is to be
the nature of the defence which it is proposed
to organize and what debt we are to incur for
the purpose. Why not let us have the why and
the wherefore of the whole business in order
that we may come to a sound decision as to the
measure. These are details which we ought to
have.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—You will soon have
them.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]—It is stated that the federal
union provides
•
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a means of forming a great people, and of
raising us to a position in which we may take
a place among the nations of the globe. But if
into that people, by the Constitution itself, the
seeds of discord are introduced, will any one
believe that it would not be better to live apart,
as at the present time, than to live together
with disunion in our midst?
It was also stated that on entering into the
Confederation we should have to reduce our
import duties in order that our tariff might
agree with that of the Lower Provinces. But, as
a sequence of that statement, we must enquire
upon what the effect of that reduction of duties
will fall. For my part, I am of opinion that the
deficit which that reduction of our revenue
will produce will have to be filled up by the
agriculture and industry of Canada.
By setting this Confederation going, in order
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to overcome secondary difficulties, we shall be
working out the interests of the English
dealers by reducing the import duties onehalf. And who will provide the balance which
we shall have to find in order to meet our
expenditure? The agriculturist and the artisan
of this country, who will be made to meet that
balance by direct taxation. The Lower
Provinces are not agricultural countries, and
we are told that we shall barter our flour for
the produce of their mines and their forests.
But I am of opinion that it is not by enacting
political measures that the course of trade will
be changed. Let England abandon Canada at
once, and even with Confederation, our
products will always go to England, because it
is our most advantageous market, and will
always continue to be so. So also will it be with
New Brunswick and Nova Scotia; that is to
say, the products of their mines will continue
to seek the United States markets, because
those provinces now have commercial
relations with the United States. Those
Provinces will follow the general laws of
commercial transactions in going to the United
States, exactly as we go to Europe to obtain
there the goods which we require, and to
dispose of our products in return.
But to return to the question of the tariff; I
say that we must needs come to the conclusion
that the deficit created by the lowering of the
tariff will fall on the agriculture and industry
of the country, and that an inferior position is
ascribed to them in the Confederation. If the
import duties are reduced from ten to eleven
per cent. our manufactures will be denuded of
all their profit, and we shall prevent capitalists
from establishing themselves in Canada.
This will be an immediate consequence of
Confederation. I have heard it said that the
Protestants of Lower Canada ought to be
satisfied with their prospects for the future,
because we have always acted with liberality
towards them. But that is no guarantee for
them, for we would not content ourselves with
a mere promise to act liberally, if we
considered that our interest or our institutions
were threatened by a majority differing in race
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and religion from ourselves; and in any case
that is not the way to ensure the peace of the
country.
If we establish this principle, we should say
to the Catholics of Upper Canada that they
ought to be satisfied with the lot which we
provide for them. When we make a
Constitution, we must in the first place settle
the political and religious questions which
divide the populations for whom the
Constitution is devised; because it is a well
known fact, that it is religious differences
which have caused the greatest troubles and
the greatest difficulties which have agitated
the people in days gone by. We must learn to
prevent them for the future.
When we observe a man like the hon.
member (Hon. Sir N. F. Belleau) acknowledge
that we do not agree with the Irish, despite the
identity of our religious belief, it may easily be
foreseen that difficulties will arise with
populations differing from us in origin and
belief. We are told to vote Confederation first,
and that the details will be arranged at a
subsequent period; that a measure will then be
brought down to regulate the sectional or
sectarian difficulties.
I am quite willing to admit that such a
measure will be presented; but, should not the
majority choose to adopt it, we should then be
compelled to remain with the seeds of trouble
and dissension, which the House will not have
succeeded in eradicating, implanted among
us. It is also asked what kind of Local
Government we shall have; but the
Government will make no statement
respecting it until Confederation is voted.
What kind of a Constitution, and what
Governor we shall have? What Governor?
Perhaps that is where the great secret lies, for
I believe that for some time past the idea or the
hope of being governor has filled the head of
more than one political man. What is to be the
amount of the Governor’s salary? These are so
many
•
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questions in respect of which we are in

complete ignorance, and in relation to which
the Government will say nothing whatever.
And, with respect to the constitution of the
local governments, are we, in case the Upper
Canada majority choose to impose their ideas
upon us, are we, I say, to submit to them? Such
a proceeding would not be fair either to us or
to the country.
The hon. member (Hon. Sir M. F. Belleau)
tells us that we were not sincere in asking for
an appeal to the people, because we knew that
dissolution would not reach us. Such
expressions do not surprise me, proceeding as
they do from a man who never had the honor
to be the elected representative of the people,
and who holds his seat by the favor of the
Crown, but I fail to discover by what right he
judges us in such a manner. In conclusion, I
shall move the following amendment:—
That all the words after “That” in the first line thereof be
left out, and that the following words be inserted in lieu
thereof, via:—
”The debate on the motion for an Address to Her Majesty
on this subject of a union of the British North American
Colonies be postponed until such time as the Government
shall have made known to this House:
1st. The measures it intends to submit to the Legislature
for the purpose of organizing the local governments and
legislatures in Upper and Lower Canada.
2nd. The bill on the subject of education which it intends
to submit to the present Parliament for the protection of
minorities in Upper and Lower Canada.
3rd. The correspondence between the Imperial
Government and the Government of Canada, respecting
the defence of the province, and what measure the
Government intends to submit to us for the same purpose.
4th. In what manner the Government intends to divide
between the Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada the
balance of our present provincial debt, after deducting the
$62,500,000 payable by the Federal Government, and
which will be the items assigned to each of those
provinces.
5th. The report of Mr. Fleming on the survey for the
Intercolonial Railway.”

Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—Before proceeding to a vote, I will ask
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the hon. member (Hon. Sir N. F. Belleau) who
proposed to my honorable friend (Hon. Mr.
Letellier) and myself to resign our seats if we
did not now choose to vote for Confederation,
and submit the question to our electors,
whether the debate will be postponed until
our elections are over?
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852]—As I am not a member of the
Government, it will be understood that I
cannot reply to that question. I did not
propose to them to resign their seats, but I said
that if they were serious in their objections
they might resign and submit the question to
their constituents by presenting themselves
for re-election.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I understand the object of the hon.
member in giving that advice. He would wish
to see us retire from the House during the
contest; but that is a trap into which we will
not fall. Surprise must have been excited that I
did not correct all the inaccuracies of the hon.
member when he spoke of what I had said; but
I preferred not doing so, as I should have had
to take up nearly every single word of his in
order to correct it, as he distorted and altered
the sense of nearly everything that I said. I
conceive that a blush must have mantled his
forehead as he concluded his speech.

minorities in Upper and Lower Canada.
3rd. The correspondence between the Imperial
Government and the Government of Canada, respecting
the defence of the province, and what measure the
Government intends to submit to us for the same purpose.
4th. In what manner the Government intends to divide
between the Provinces of Upper and Lower Canada the
balance of our present provincial debt, after deducting the
$62,500,000 payable by the Federal Government, and
which will be the items assigned to each of those
provinces.
5th. The report of Mr. Fleming on the survey for the
Intercolonial Railway.18

—was then put to the vote, and lost on the
following division:—

Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]’s amendment—
That all the words after “That” in the first line thereof be
left out, and that the following words be inserted in lieu
thereof, via:—
”The debate on the motion for an Address to Her Majesty
on this subject of a union of the British North American
Colonies be postponed until such time as the Government
shall have made known to this House:
1st. The measures it intends to submit to the Legislature
for the purpose of organizing the local governments and
legislatures in Upper and Lower Canada.
2nd. The bill on the subject of education which it intends
to submit to the present Parliament for the protection of
18
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by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall
be members of the first Legislative Council of the Federal
Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life,
and the elective members for eight years from the date of
their election, unless removed by death or other cause;
their successors to be elected by the same divisions and
electors as have elected them; and it shall be permitted to
the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional
members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond
with the present life members from Canada, and that after
the first appointment of members in the Maritime
Provinces, no new appointment shall be made, except to
supply the vacancies by death or otherwise in the twentyfour members appointed to correspond with the elective
members from the two sections of Canada. And that in the
eleventh section, after the word “Council,” in the first line,
the following words be added: “in the Maritime
Provinces.” And that section fourteen be struck out.2

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
WEDNESday,
february 15, 1865
Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863],—1
That the following words be added to the resolution now
under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for
the eighth resolution the following:—
Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council

1
2

3

—in amendment to the motion of Étienne Pascal
Taché [Canada East, appointed 1848, Premier,
Minister of Militia, and Receiver General], to
Resolve—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the tenth of October, 1864:—3

Bureau [De Lormier,
Jacques-Olivier
elected 1862] said—I should have refrained
from addressing the House, had I not heard
the astounding language made use of by the
hon. member opposite to me (Sir N.F. Belleau).
He has spoken to us of annexationists and
republicans, and of the dangers with which
they menaced the country. I am far from

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 112. Inserted for completeness.
Sanborn presented the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 9, 1865, pp. 124-125. The amendment has been added
for clarity.
Journals, p. 112. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version begins with Bureau’s speech.
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surprised at such language on his part, for an
ardent supporter as he is of the present
Government,
who
desire
to
effect
Confederation with a view to strengthen the
monarchical principle in this country, he is
doubtless alarmed at the tendencies of some of
the members of this
•
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Cabinet, and at the republican sentiments to
which they gave utterance.
I, however, believe that the annexationists
who are most to be feared are not those of
whom he speaks, those who boldly and
openly express their opinion on the questions
which now agitate the country, but those
rather who endeavor by all possible means, to
sow the seeds of discord between us and our
neighbors in the United States, and to plunge
us into war. Surely those who boldly proclaim
their opinions to the whole country, cannot be
accused of disloyalty when they do it with the
view of serving their country. I do not believe
that there is a single member in this House
who would wish to see our country annexed
to the United States. I think, on the other hand,
that all are striving to find the means of
establishing a government and a political
condition that shall bear equitably on all
sections of the population without distinction
of race or creed—a system which will secure
the stability of our institutions and the general
welfare of the country.
The hon. gentleman has also referred to the
dangers of the elective system as applied to
this House, because scheming politicians
without a stake in the country might acquire
popularity, and work their way into the
House. Let that hon. gentleman read the
history of his country, and he will find that the
principal men who have occupied the leading
political positions were children of the people,
who, thanks to their education, their talents
and their perseverance, have attained to the
control of the business of the country.
4
5
6

Let him call to mind the history of the past,
and he will remember that there was a time
when the Legislative Council had become an
obstacle to all reform and to all progress. But
thanks to our energy and to our perseverance,
a liberal ministry has been enabled to obtain
the long-sought-for reforms.
The Lafontaine-Baldwin Administration 4,
seeing that there was no possibility of
obtaining reforms on account of the obstacles
raised by the Legislative Council as then
constituted, had recourse to the appointment
of new liberal councillors; and by the adhesion
of the older ones, they succeeded in carrying
their measures. The times at which these
appointments were made, were as follows:—
In
1848,
the
Sherwood-Badgley
Administration5 appointed the Hon. D.B.
Viger. In this case we had a Liberal nominated
by a Tory Ministry. Afterwards, on the
accession of the Lafontaine-Baldwin Ministry 6,
Sir E.P. Taché and the Hon. Messsrs. James
Leslie, Quesnel, Bourret, Debeaujeu, Ross,
Methot, J.E. Turgeon, Mills, Crane, Jones and
Wylie, were appointed. Had it not been for the
nomination of these members, and the
adhesion given by some others, it would have
been impossible to reform the Legislative
Council.
But what results may be anticipated from the
proposed constitution of the Federal
Legislative Council? By limiting the number of
the members of this House, the prerogative of
the Crown is, in fact, restricted, and a system
is adopted, exactly the reverse of that which
exists in England. And in the event of serious
difficulties arising between the House of
Commons and the Upper House, what would
happen?
The same thing would happen which has
already occurred before, but with this
difference, that the Crown would not have the
power of infusing new elements, and
legislation would thus be at a stand-still. The

Led by Louis-Hippolyte Lafontaine and Robert Baldwin (1842-1843 & 1848-1851).
Led by Henry Sherwood & William Badgley (1847-1848).
The administration was formed on Mar. 11, 1848. Supra footnote 4.
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only course to be pursued under those
circumstances will be to ask the Imperial
Government to amend the constitution of the
Council, as the people will be powerless from
our having deprived them of the right of
electing councillors.
For my part, I am convinced that this new
system will not be productive of beneficial
results. I do not propose to repeat here all the
arguments which have been already urged
against the projected changes; but I must say,
as holding my authority from the people, that
the question of Confederation has never been
adverted to during the two elections which I
have passed through, and that, therefore, I do
not think that my constituents expressed their
opinion on this question when they elected
me, or that they conferred upon me the right
of changing the constitution of the Legislative
Council, without consulting them in the
matter.
I am aware that in 1859 Confederation was
referred to in a paragraph of the Speech from
the Throne7, but I also remember that at that
time I combated the idea of Confederation,
because the carrying out of the views
expressed in that paragraph would have
resulted in giving all the influence to one
section of the province at the expense of the
other section. At that period it was not the
question of Confederation which was
discussed, but the question of representation
based upon population, and the Upper
Canada Separate School question.
I stated at the time, as regarded those
separate schools, that the
•
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minority of Upper Canada must not be
abandoned to the mercy of the majority, and
we succeeded in obtaining for them a system
of separate schools which, however, does not
appear to satisfy the minority. In Lower
7
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Canada the Protestant minority has always
been satisfied with the school system, until
quite lately; and they have now begun to
agitate with the view of obtaining, as they
pretend, a more equitable distribution of the
moneys appropriated for school purposes. For
my part, I know that they have no foundation
for their claim, and I remember that when I
was Secretary of the province, I drew the
attention of the Superintendent of Education
to the unequal distribution of the money, as it
appeared that the Protestant minority of
Lower Canada received a larger amount than
they were entitled to. He replied that the
distribution had been so made by his
predecessor, and that he had not deemed it
advisable to make any change.
Thus we see that uneasiness prevails among
the minority, both in Upper Canada and
Lower Canada, and even among the majority
in Lower Canada. But I was astonished to hear
the remedy announced by my honorable
colleague (Hon. Sir N.F. Belleau), in the event
of the Federal Government endeavoring to
prejudice the interests of Lower Canada. He
tells us that as Lower Canada is to have sixtyfive representatives in the Federal Legislature
out of 194, these sixty-five members from
Lower Canada will always be able to preserve
their rights by taking sides with the
Opposition to turn out the Government.
Does the hon. member really suppose that
all the members from Lower Canada would
make common cause on any question? Does
he not know that there will always be a
minority among them of different origin and
religion who will probably take part with the
Government or with the majority? In such a
case, what would the Opposition from Lower
Canada avail about which he talks? Do we not
know that the difficulties which gave rise to
the plan of Confederation were produced by
the coalition of an Upper Canada minority

Governor General Edmund Head, in the Speech from the Throne on Jan. 29, 1859 said, “The possibility of uniting, by some tie
of a federal character, the British Colonies in North America, has formed the subject of correspondence, which will be placed in your
hands. I will also cause to be submitted to you Despatches from Her Majesty’s Secretary of State, in relation to questions affecting the
Hudson’s Bay Company, and on the subject of the Inter-colonial Railway.” Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of
Canada (1859), p. 15.
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with the Lower Canada majority? And what
happened to Upper Canada might very well
happen to Lower Canada.
By rejecting the principle of the double
majority8 adopted by a liberal ministry, the
apple of discord was thrown among the
legislative body which originated the present
difficulties. Another great error committed by
the members from Lower Canada was the
overturning of a government which had
maintained the principle of an equality in
representation. We now see to what that has
brought us. The hon. member (Hon. Sir N. F.
Belleau) had said that our institutions would
be protected under the Federal Government.
But how? By the resolutions as they stand they
would not be so guarded; and would not the
General Government put its veto on every act
of the local governments? And while on this
subject, I should like to know what is to be the
organization of the Local Government of
Lower Canada.
As far as I can see, it is this—that nearly all
our local revenue is to be taken from us, and
we are to be allowed a subsidy of eighty cents
per head. And yet this is not all. There will be
a debt of $5,000,000 to be shared between
Upper and Lower Canada; and how is this
sharing to be brought about? If, as we are told,
Lower Canada is to be charged with the
payment of the debt contracted for the
redemption of the Seigniorial Tenure9, that
alone will represent a capital of about
$4,118,202, including $891,500 indemnity to
the townships. Is Lower Canada to undertake
the payment of that sum? Certain sources of
revenue in Lower Canada are devoted to the
redemption of the Seigniorial Tenure, but if
the Federal Government absorbs these sources
of revenue, who will assure us that the Local
Government will not repudiate that
Seigniorial debt now by the Federal scheme
8

9

sought to be imposed on it?
The Local Legislature will say, perhaps, that
the Imperial Government has not the right of
annulling the act which imposes on United
Canada the payment of the indemnity to the
seigniors, and will probably refuse to assume
the whole responsibility of it, alleging that the
General Government ought to pay it. And if
the Local Government takes this course, what
will the General Government do? On this
question it will be easy to excite the passions
of the people, prejudiced as they already are
against the seigniors.
Chiefly, and above all, we are bound to
respect vested rights. We are recommended to
vote with blind confidence, but we are refused
the details, which might satisfy the country
and the honorable members of this House.
Why not lay the constitution of the Local
Government before the House? We are told
that the possession of her civil code is to be
guaranteed to Lower Canada, but we are not
informed how it is to be done.
•
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Then the Federal Government will have the
right of settling questions of divorce and
marriage. With respect to divorce I shall make
no remarks, because I think it best that the
decision of such questions should be left to the
General Government, an exception being
made in favor of coreligionists. What shall I
say on the subject of marriage—the basis of all
our institutions? Is it not dangerous to have it
at the mercy of the Federal Government? We
shall soon be told probably that it is but a
sounding affair, and before long, mayors will
take the place of the curés, and will celebrate
the marriages of their constituents. Our laws
which regulate our marriages at present are
very important to us, and are based on the
Roman law. These are the only laws suitable to

The "double majority" principle advocated that the Ministry should be supported by two sectional majorities, one for upper
and another for lower Canada, in the legislature. J.S. Macdonald believed this principle was not only necessary but already
inherent in the sectional nature of the united Canadas. The Macdonald-Sicotte ministry in 1862 in fact practiced the
principle. See Bruce W. Hodgins, John Sandfield Macdonald, 1812-1872 (University of Toronto Press, 1971).
Act for the Abolition of Feudal Rights and Duties in Lower Canada (Province of Canada, 1854) and The Seignorial Amendment
Act of 1859 (Province of Canada).
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Canadians, and the wise provisions
characterizing them were the fruit of the
experience of several ages. We should not
incur the risk of any change in them by a
legislature, the majority of whose members do
not hold our opinions on this subject.
The hon. member (Hon. Sir N. F. Belleau)
might have favored us with his opinion on this
head, but he did not, and I regret that he did
not. There is another question deeply
interesting to Lower Canada, but it seems that
on that neither must we permit ourselves to
speak. That question relates to the interest of
money. Do we not know that the question of
the rate of interest has something to do with
our civil laws? Is that also of no importance?
An Upper Canada majority has already
saddled us with a law abolishing the rate of
interest. Free trade in money was not suitable
to Lower Canada, and the right of legislating
on the question is now sought to be entrusted
to the Federal Government. What will be the
result? Who will assure us that the law
limiting the rate of interest will not be repealed
as it respects all cases, and that banks and
corporations will not be allowed to exact such
rates of interest as they may think fit, as
private persons may now. This might become
the fate of Lower Canada.
Why not allow the local legislatures to
regulate the question according to the
exigencies and the ideas of communities
which they represent, as the same is now fixed
and decided in the United States, where the
rate of interest varies in the several states?
Thus Lower Canada will be prevented from
regulating a question which has been decided
for us by Upper Canada against our wishes. I
confess that I am surprised at this, because I
see in the present Administration men who
have done battle at my side on that very
question. The local legislatures will have the
power of making laws on the subjects of

10
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immigration and agriculture; but the Federal
Legislature will have the same power, and it is
evident that it will have the upper hand on
these matters; that the laws of Lower Canada,
for instance, may be overridden by means of
the veto of the Federal Government. But there
is something yet more fraught with danger for
us. The Federal Government will have the
right of imposing taxes on the provinces
without the concurrence of the local
governments. Under article five of the 29th
resolution10, the Federal Government may
raise moneys by all modes or systems of
taxation, and I look upon this power as most
excessive.
Thus, in case it should happen, as I said a
moment ago, that the Lower Canada
Government refused to undertake the
payment of the debt contracted for the
redemption of the Seigniorial Tenure, the
Federal Government would have two
methods of compelling it to do so. First, by
retaining the amount out of the eighty cents
per head indemnity to be accorded to the Local
Government, and secondly, by imposing a
local and direct tax.
The Lieutenant Governor of the Local
Government will be appointed by the Federal
Government, and will be guided by its
instructions. We are not told whether the Local
Government will be responsible to the Local
Legislature; whether there will be only one or
two branches of the Legislature, nor how the
Legislative Council will be composed, if there
is to be one; we are refused any information
whatsoever on these points, which are
nevertheless of some importance. I regret,
therefore, that the amendment proposed
yesterday by the hon. member for Grandville
[Luc Letellier de Saint Just], should have been
rejected, since it would have enabled us to
obtain important information before voting on
the question.

Quebec Resolution 29(5), which reads in full, “The General Parliament shall have power to make Laws for the peace, welfare and
good government of the Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England), and especially laws respecting the following
subjects:—… The raising of money by all or any other modes or systems of Taxation.” Resolutions were presented to Legislative
Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.
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I do not see that the reasons advanced
yesterday by the Hon. Sir N. F. Belleau, to
justify the haste with which it is attempted to
pass this measure, are legitimate and
conclusive. We are told that the present
Ministry in England is in favor of this project.
For my part I do not think the measure will be
adopted without important amendments.
Unfortunately the measure will, perhaps, be
amended in England in a sense highly
prejudicial to Lower Canada in
•
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particular. We shall probably see influences
brought to bear there, as occurred once before
when the Legislative Council was made
elective11.
The Lower Canada members will recollect
that when the law was passed in England,
under influences which to this day remains
unearthed, the clause was blotted out from our
Constitution which we in Lower Canada justly
regarded as our only safeguard against the
encroachments and the domination of Upper
Canada; and in point of fact, for the striking
out or changing of that clause, Upper Canada
would never have demanded representation
by population, and the difficulties which have
resulted from this question would not have
occurred, and we should have heard nothing
of the Confederation measure which is now
before us. Had the people of Upper Canada
been well convinced that the Constitution
could not be changed, they would have
submitted to sacrifices rather than create a
useless agitation. It is said that we are to have
guarantees for our institutions.
But who will say that the guarantees left to
us may not vanish when the measure reaches
England, in the same way as the guarantee we
had against representation by population? At
all events I still maintain that our institutions
are not guaranteed in any way whatsoever,
and this is clearly shown by Sir N.F. Belleau
himself, as I have already had occasion to
11
12

prove. We are asked to sacrifice the election of
the Legislative Council; but is the system
proposed a better one? I do not think so, for to
my mind the mode in which it is proposed to
constitute that House appears to be unsound
in every way.
Not only are the people to be deprived of an
important right, but the prerogative of the
Crown is to be infringed by limiting the
number of members to be appointed. It is
painful to take a backward step of this kind,
and to abandon a reform, the fruit of the
persevering struggles of so many eminent
men; and I believe that if we consent to this
change, the consequences of the act will soon
be seen.
In order to show that the defects of the
system are very real, I will cite the opinion of
the Hon. the Secretary of State for the Colonies
[Edward Cardwell], set forth in his despatch to
the Governor General, relative to the project of
Confederation and to the new Constitution for
the Legislative Council. This is what Mr.
Cardwell says:—
The second point which Her Majesty’s Government desire
should be reconsidered is the Constitution of the
Legislative Council. They appreciate the considerations
which have influenced the Conference in determining the
mode in which this body, so important to the constitution
of the Legislature, should be composed. But it appears to
them to require further consideration, whether, if the
members be appointed for life, and their number be fixed,
there will be any sufficient means of restoring harmony
between the Legislative Council and the popular
Assembly, if it shall ever unfortunately happen that a
decided difference of opinion shall arise between them.12

After this formal condemnation of the
project of Confederation, and in view of our
own experience, it seems to me that we are
quite justified in opposing it, and in
anticipating that the Legislative Council will
become again, as it formerly was, an obstacle
in the way of all reform and of all progress,
unless the present plan of Confederation be
amended.

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864). Correspondence presented to the
Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
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Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847] said—Honorable gentlemen, I had
almost resolved to give a silent vote for the
resolutions now before the House, but having,
especially since I have had the honour of a seat
in the Legislative Council, been accustomed to
take note of passing events in the history of
Canada, I think I may be allowed to occupy a
short time in speaking of what has transpired
in this country in past years, and more
particularly of what has transpired within the
last twelve months.
In past years there were two great questions
which had agitated both Eastern and Western
Canada. The one was the Seigniorial question
in Lower Canada; the other was the Clergy
Reserve question in Western Canada 13. These
two questions, for many years, occupied the
attention of the Legislature and of the
statesmen
conducting
successive
governments. At last a settlement of these
important questions was arrived at—I believe
satisfactory to the majority of the people. Since
that time no great questions of public interest
have occupied the minds of the people, or
have been urged either by the Government of
the day or by the leaders of the Opposition.
The consequence has been that a political
warfare has been waged in Canada for many
years, of a nature calculated almost to destroy
all correct political and moral principle, both
in the Legislature and out of it. Has it not been
the fact that any man who, through life, had
sustained a good character, either as a private
individual or a professional man, no sooner
accepted office in the Government than the
Opposition and the Opposition papers would
attack him at once as having joined a very
13
14
15
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doubtful company?
•
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Or, when a man of plain sense came and
visited the Legislature, and took his seat in the
galleries to listen to the debates, did he not
hear so frequently the charges of political
crime, bribery and corruption, that he left the
House with very different views from those
with which he entered it? Every member of
Parliament has felt this demoralizing
influence, and it has met him at the polls, and
nothing but money, in some cases, could
secure his election.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I come now to the period of 1863-64,
when we find two political parties nearly
equal in strength, with a majority supporting
the Government of only two or three. That
Government found it necessary to appeal to
the country by a general election. After that
election the Government of the honorable and
gallant Knight (Hon. Sir E.P. Taché) was
formed14. It existed only a very short time, and
on the 14th of June of last year 15 came what has
been called the dead-lock.
Then, honorable gentlemen, there was, for
eight or ten days, a breathing time for the
parties who had been engaged in this political
strife. It was a breathing time to them, as it
were, to reflect upon the past and to endeavor
to look forward to the future. It had been
thought by many that the spirit of patriotism
in the hearts of our statesmen was a dead
principle. In their strife they seemed to have
forgotten the best interests of Canada. But,
during these ten days, the spirit of patriotism
revived. This was a memorable period in the

Supra footnote 9 for the Seignorial resolution. For the Clergy Reserves see the Clergy Reserves Act 1854 (Province of Canada).
Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864). The administration was formed Mar. 30, 1864.
The administration was defeated by two votes on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous
1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall,
brought a censure of the government for a $100,000 transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight –
an advance of sum authorized by the also then Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of
retributive justice” for the previous Cartier-Macdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the
1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the
Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387-390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great
Coalition was hashed out. See “Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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history of Canada.
The leader of the Opposition, the Hon.
George Brown—I speak it to his honor—was
the first to declare what he was ready to do,
and what he proposed was so reasonable that
very soon the acceptance of his propositions
was brought about. I have pleasing
recollections in referring to that period,
particularly as having had an opportunity of
giving a word of advice on the evening of the
day these propositions were made. I may refer
to it, as the name of the gentleman I allude to,
Mr. Morris, a member of the Legislative
Assembly, was incorporated in the documents
that were submitted to this honorable House,
when the result of the resolutions was laid
before us.
Meeting Mr. Morris one evening, he
informed me of what the Hon. Mr. Brown had
proposed. I thought it was so reasonable, and
looked so like a deliverance from the dilemma
we were in, that I recommended him at once
to communicate it to the leading members of
the Government, and I accompanied him to a
member of the Government, who is also a
member of this House, now present. He told
that honorable gentleman what Hon. Mr.
Brown had communicated to him, and he (Mr.
Morris) was authorized to make an
arrangement for the other members of the
Government to meet Hon. Mr. Brown.
We all very well remember the time I am
speaking of, and the astonishment of many
that a reconciliation could have taken place
between gentlemen who had been so long
opposed to each other. I do not know that I
ought to repeat what was the on-dit16 of the day
with reference to it. But, I think I can
remember this being said, that, when Hon. Mr.
Galt met Hon. Mr. Brown, he received him
with that manly, open frankness, which
characterizes him; and that, when Hon. Mr.
Cartier met Hon. Mr. Brown, he looked
carefully to see that his two Rouge friends
were not behind him—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
16

James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—and that when he was satisfied they
were not, he embraced him with open arms
and swore eternal friendship—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter and cheers.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—and that Hon. Mr. Macdonald, at a
very quick glance, saw there was an
opportunity.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Saw his advantage.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—That Hon. Mr. Macdonald saw there
was an opportunity of forming a great and
powerful dependency of the British Empire;
that the gallant Knight, the Premier of the
Government [Étienne Pascal Taché], with his
liberal, cautious, and comprehensive mind,
did not object; and that the Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], with his
usual courtesy, his vigorous and acute mind,
agreed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—To the best of my recollection, that was
the way in which it was said out of doors the
propositions of Hon. Mr. Brown were received
by the gentlemen composing the Government
of that day. You all remember how delighted
we were to find that political bitterness had
ceased. We all thought, in fact, that a political
millennium had arrived—and the Opposition
was nowhere.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—The business of the session progressed
very rapidly, and we were soon relieved from
our responsible duties here. Immediately after
the close of the session, the agreement entered
into was fully carried out. Hon. Mr. Brown
and the other two honorable gentleman who
entered the Government with him, were
added to it, according to the agreement. These
honorable gentlemen went to the country, and
they were all returned, except one, and he very
soon afterwards found a place. The

i.e. “rumour.”
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Government thus formed, had, I believe, a
majority of two-thirds of the population of
Canada in their favor; and, so far as my
observation has gone, two-thirds of the press
•
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also, have supported them in this scheme of
union.
The Government, this sustained, soon began
to act, and their first movement was to take the
provincial steamer and go off to Prince
Edward Island. I remember well standing on
the bank of the river at Rivière du Loup, seeing
the steamer pass down, and I wished them
God-speed. They went to the Conference at
Charlottetown, and I have no doubt they acted
in a manner worthy of gentlemen going to
propose a union. We know too that they were
well received. There had been a growing love
in these provinces towards Canada for some
time. This was manifested when they gave an
invitation to this Legislature to visit them,
after the close of last session. And I only regret
that the Legislature—every member of it—did
not accept that invitation. Those who did,
came back much better informed than when
they went there. We had the satisfaction of
seeing those who probably are going to be our
partners in this union. And I do assure you,
that for one, I can speak of the people of the
Lower Provinces, as an energetic, active,
industrious people, quite equal to ourselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—And, as regards the resources of these
provinces, I had no idea of them approaching
the reality, before I paid that visit We saw
farms there on the banks of the River St. John,
quite equal to any farms in our western
peninsula, which is called the garden of
Canada. The members of the Conference at
Charlottetown, as I understood, after
discussing the whole question, and arriving at
something like an understanding, returned to
their respective governments, and arranged to
have a Conference, representing in a more
official manner all the provinces.
Some gentlemen have objected that this was
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an unauthorized, self-constituted Conference.
But I believe, it can be shewn that they had the
express authority of the British Government
for entering into these negotiations. The Lower
Provinces sent members of their several
governments, and they did more—they
appointed the leaders of the Opposition to
accompany them—so that the people of those
provinces were fully represented.
They did, in fact, what was equivalent to that
which has been done in Canada, where our
coalition Government represents both classes
of politics. The able statesmen, composing the
Conference which assembled at Quebec, thus
represented the whole people of these
provinces. It has been objected that it was
impossible that a Conference, meeting only for
a few days, could have devised a measure that
would be of a character which we could
accept. But, honorable gentlemen, when men
meet together honestly to carry out a purpose,
they can do a great deal in a very short time.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—And I believe the gentlemen
composing the Conference which assembled
here in this city were men of honest purpose,
and earnestly bent on framing a Constitution
that would be for the best interests of our
country. We cannot expect it to be infallible,
because no human act is such; but it is of such
a character that I do not think we can ever have
another opportunity, if this is let slip, of
receiving again a document so well calculated
to answer the ends designed. There could be
no merely party government either here or in
the Lower Provinces which could produce a
document that would be so acceptable, or
ought to be so, to the whole people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I think it is unfair to make comparisons
between Upper and Lower Canada and the
Lower Provinces. When we take partners for
life we take them for richer or poorer, and
endow them with all our worldly goods, and I
think we should go on the same principle in
carrying out this union with the Lower
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Provinces. I have been surprised at some of the
arguments which I have heard some of the
opponents of this scheme bring against it. I
was assuredly surprised at the course taken
the other day by my honorable friend from
Niagara (Hon. Mr. Currie), who, in trying to
make out a point, spoke of our commercial
and agricultural interests here as being very
small, and in speaking of our shipping and the
amount of tonnage employed in doing the
business of Canada, said, “Oh! that only exists
on paper.”
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I beg
my honorable friend’s pardon. In any remarks
I made I certainly did not say that either the
commercial or agricultural interests of Canada
were small.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—When my honorable friend makes this
statement, I have nothing further to say about
it. I supposed I was correct in the impression I
gathered from his remarks, but I must have
misunderstood him. But I must say this, that I
thought he was exceedingly unkind when he
took up newspapers and read from them a
catalogue of the supposed political sins of his
own friends, the party he formerly acted with.
As these honorable gentlemen are now
devoting themselves to what I regard as being
for the best interests of the country by carrying
out this scheme of union, I think really my
honourable friend would do better to support
them.
•
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James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—That
is a matter of opinion.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I am giving my opinion—nothing
more. But my honorable friend proceeded to
refer to the Grand Trunk Railway—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—that monster corporation which, one
would have inferred from my honorable
friend’s remarks, had really laid desolate
every district of Canada through which it had

passed. For my own part I cannot understand
what damage the Grand Trunk Railway has
done to Canada. We have had thirteen
millions sterling of English capital—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—expended in building the Grand Trunk
Railway and the Victoria Bridge, which is the
greatest work in the world. Canada has paid
somewhere about three millions to complete
the Grand Trunk—about one-fifth part of the
sixteen millions that have been spent, and it is
the cheapest bargain she ever made.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—We have the benefit of the whole of
this expenditure. If there has been
extravagance in it, those English stockholders
have been the sufferers. We can only have
suffered a fifth part of what they have done,
and we have the benefit of the whole of it. That
I think is the view we ought to take of the
Grand Trunk Railway in connection with
Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—Then the Intercolonial Railway has
been referred to. That road has become, I
think, even at present a necessity. It should
have been made some years ago, and it would
have been made but for the political incapacity
of the Government of that day, which
prevented it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Let
me remind my honorable friend that two
members of that Government—Hon. Messrs.
McDougall and Howland—are in the present
Government.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—It is fortunate that some men see the
error of their ways, and do better, and I trust it
has been so in the present case.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—If we had had this road to the seaboard at the present time, it is very likely the
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Reciprocity Treaty17 would not have been
repealed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—We want the road at the present
moment for the business of the country. Some
honorable gentlemen say that, if the road were
made to-day, we would have nothing to send
over it. The fact is, these honorable gentlemen,
when they make such a statement, knew that
they have not taken the trouble to enquire
what the position of the trade of the country is.
For the last ten days we have had about 100
cars standing loaded at Point St. Charles, and
no way of getting them off. These cars are full
of produce for Boston and New York, and the
two roads leading to these cities have so much
to do, that they are unable to do the business
of their own country and of ours too. And,
while these cars are thus detained, they are
wanted for Western Canada, where the people
are evermore crying for cars, and we cannot
get rid of the produce we have.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
Will my honorable friend state what kind of
produce these cars are loaded with, and where
it came from?
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—The whole, I believe, is the produce of
Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—One portion of it is for the supply of
New York and Boston, or for shipment there;
and another portion is to be distributed along
the routes by which these railways run. I was
so particular as to make these enquiries of Mr.
Brydges the day before yesterday.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—I
saw Mr. Brydges too.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—We have also a large accumulation of
cars standing full of produce at Portland, and
no ships to take it away. Such is the present

17

18
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state of the Grand Trunk Railway, and it is a
very awkward position to be placed in. As the
gallant Knight (Hon. Sir E.P. Taché) told us the
other day, it is just as if a neighbor’s farm stood
between us and the highway. That is the
position of the United States, they stand
between Canada and the sea board, and they
have now been pleased to say, “we will not
allow you to pass through our farm”—
because, although the Reciprocity Treaty18 is
not yet repealed, they have put a check on
intercourse by this passport system, and by the
way in which they work the present law with
reference to the produce we are taking along.
For instance, if pork is sent on, an affidavit
must be put in that that pork is the produce of
Canada. Now, it is a difficult thing to make
such an affidavit. At this season of the year
loads of pork come from all quarters, and after
it is all packed into a barrel, it is almost
impossible for any man to make an affidavit
where it was raised.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—It is the same with flour. A miller
frequently mixes flour brought in from the
United States, and how is an affidavit to be
made whether that flour is mixed or not?
There may be four-fifths of it the produce of
Canada, and yet the other fifth prevents it
from going. Hence, the trade is so hampered
by all these obstructions put in the way by the
United States Government, that it is very
seriously interfered with. And, that being the
position of our trade, I beg to ask whether
•
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the Intercolonial Railroad is not now wanted?
I have some memoranda here taken from some
statements I have had an opportunity of
looking at, and I find that the Lower Provinces
require 600,000 barrels of flour and grain
annually beyond what they raise themselves.
Now that they take flour from Boston and
from Portland, a considerable quantity of it is

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 17.
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carried down by the Grand Trunk Railway to
Portland. It is then taken round to St. John, and
is taken up the St. John river, and distributed
all the way along, until within sixty miles of
our own Canadian frontier at Rivière du Loup.
Now, I would ask any sensible man whether it
would not be as easy for the Intercolonial
Railway to take this produce and distribute it
along the line, just as the Grand Trunk is now
doing in the State of Maine? St. John is just 600
miles from Montreal—the same distance that
Portland is from Sarnia. Well, to move this
quantity of flour that I have mentioned,
600,000 barrels, would occupy one train every
working day through the year. I think that is a
sufficient answer to any honorable gentleman
who says there is nothing to do for this
Intercolonial Railway.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—In 1862, New Brunswick sold goods to
the United States to the value of $880,000, and
purchased $2,916,000—thus paying to the
United States $2, 000,000 in hard cash. Nova
Scotia exported $1,879,000 to the United
States, and purchased from the United States
$3,860,000—thus paying them another
$2,000,000. These two provinces, therefore,
paid to the United States in one year, the sum
of four millions of dollars. There is a trade now
between the United States and those provinces
of ten millions of dollars a year. The proposed
abrogation of the Reciprocity Treaty19 discards
that trade, and should we not here in Canada
lay hold of it?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—Is not every mercantile man wide
awake and ready to lay hold of it at once, if
there was a possibility of doing so? But there
is no such possibility, excepting by the
Intercolonial Railroad. Another thing I wish to
point out is, that half the importations of tea
into New Brunswick and Nova Scotia are
supplied from the United States. Now, that is
precisely an article which we could send along
19

the railway at a very low figure—and every
honorable gentleman is well aware that
Montreal and Quebec compete with New York
and Boston in the tea trade. Upper Canada
merchants know that they would never go to
Montreal to purchase the large cargoes of tea
sold there if they could do better in New York.
And I maintain, therefore, that Quebec and
Montreal are in a position, as soon as they
have the opportunity, to do the business of
those provinces, better, in fact, than the United
States can do.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—Under the Reciprocity Treaty and the
bonding system, in about the period of fifteen
years, the trade between ourselves and the
United States has increased from $9,000,000 to
$37,000,000—being four hundred per cent. In
1862, the Canadian imports passing through
the United States in bond amounted to
$6,000,000. And, unless we are careful in
looking into the progress of trade here as well
as in the United States, we may lose what is
absolutely necessary for the prosperity of our
country. It requires men to be wide-awake in
these days of rapid progress to keep pace with
the march of events.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—And I am prepared to show, as I have
already to some extent endeavored to show,
and my own mind is made up on it, that,
before the Intercolonial Railroad can be made,
we will have enough business for it to pay
expenses—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—so that no loss can accrue to the
provinces when the road is made—that is,
three years hence, if it were set about now. But,
I suppose, if this union is brought about, some
time will be taken, after the Confederation is
formed, to decide upon the mode of
proceeding with the construction, and, if it is
gone on with even in the most rapid manner,

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 17.
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it would take at least four years before it was
in full working order. I think it is much to be
regretted that we have been so long in
commencing it. In view of the present state of
our relations with the United States, it ought
to have been in existence now, and I say that
in another year it would have paid expenses.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—Honorable gentlemen object to the
scheme of union because it was not published
sufficiently to make the people of these
provinces acquainted with it. I do not
understand that objection. Every clause of the
document now under consideration was
published in Quebec, before the delegates left
the city.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—And
in the papers in Upper Canada.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—But
it was denied that it was a correct copy of the
resolutions of the Conference.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It
was merely denied that it was the official
document.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—The
copy of the document I got was marked
“Private,” and I could not, therefore, make use
of it.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I dare say honorable members, in
receiving the document, understood
•
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very well what the word “Private” meant.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I was invited to attend a very large
meeting, comprising nearly all the leading
merchants in Montreal, just after the delegates
left for home. We spent a whole night over it;
I believe it was early in the morning before we
parted. A third part of those present, I think,
came apparently determined to oppose the
20
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scheme. Fortunately we had a gentleman there
who had made himself thoroughly acquainted
with it, and who was able to go into
explanations and deal with all the whys and
wherefores that were urged by the various
objectors. The result was, that when we closed
the meeting there was only one man who
declared himself positively opposed to the
scheme—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—and this man said he opposed it,
because, in his opinion, it would give the
French Canadians power to crush us British
out of the Lower Provinces. I maintain,
honorable gentlemen, that the public opinion
of Canada is not opposed to the scheme of
Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—If it had been so, we should have
petitions against it poured in upon us from
every quarter. I do not think the scheme is
perfect, but we should try with an honest
purpose to work it out, and if it is found
defective, it is not, of course, like the laws of
the Medes and Persians—it can be altered. We
have had the Constitution of 1841 20 altered
more than once—twice at least—since the
union. If we find that some parts of the
machinery do not work—if, after the
establishment of the Confederation, we find
some little error has been made—we will then,
no doubt, have power and authority also to
alter it. I trust this scheme of Federation will be
carried by a large majority in this House, as
well as in the Legislative Assembly, and that
the legislatures of the Lower Provinces will
also adopt it. If so, honorable gentlemen, we
shall enter on a new era in the history of British
North America.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I believe that a Divine Providence
guides the destinies of nations, and I believe a
Divine Providence has directed the statesmen

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K). Ferrier refers to it as the ‘Constitution of 1841’, which refers to the year it was proclaimed, 1841.
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who were present at that Conference in their
deliberations, and has brought conflicting
interests into harmony in a most wonderful
way.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—What was our political condition on
the fourteenth of June last 21—only about eight
months ago? What was our political condition
then, and what brought the leaders of the
political parties who were then fiercely
contending with each other, almost as in a
death
struggle,
for
power,
into
Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island to
send their leading statesmen, representatives
of both their political parties, to meet our
Coalition Government? I say it was an overruling Providence. A party government could
never have arrived at such a scheme of union
as this.
If we reject this proposed Confederation, we
refuse to lay the foundations of a great nation,
as a dependency of the British Empire. When I
came of age I considered what country I
should adopt. I adopted Canada. I have now
lived in it for forty-four years. I have been
identified with the progress of its
institutions—of those at any rate of Lower
Canada, and particularly of Montreal. I have
had the pleasure of taking part with others in
organizing some of them. I have seen some of
them prosper, and others that will probably
fail, as we may expect will be the case in a new
country. I have, during these years also,
travelled over a large part of Europe. I have
travelled too over parts of Asia and Africa. I
have seen people under monarchical
governments—some of them tolerably
prosperous, others of them less so.
I have seen people under despotic
governments—some
of
them
pretty
comfortable, and others crushed down to the
lowest depths of slavery. I have seen
republican governments in Europe, and of
course I have seen the great Republic here on
this continent. I have seen people, too, living
21

under the government of the Church. But I
have seen no people like those living under the
government of Great Britain, or enjoying such
perfect freedom, and such complete protection
for life and property, as those living under the
flag of Old England.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—And had I my choice to make to-day,
after an experience of forty-four years, I
should still choose Canada as my home. I feel
that at my age I have not long to live; but,
during the time that I shall be spared on earth,
I would be willing to devote all my energies to
the carrying out of this scheme—and I do pray
it may succeed—because it is laying anew the
foundations of one of the most important
dependencies of the British Empire. I trust I
shall not live to see it in any other condition
than as a dependency of the British Empire.
Honorable gentlemen, I shall have pleasure in
voting for the resolutions of the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché].
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
•
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Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854] said:—Honorable gentlemen,
I desire to make one or two remarks in reply to
something which fell from my honorable
friend the Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell], in reference to the
objections I took on a former occasion to the
details of this scheme. That honorable
gentleman, after explaining one or two minor
points, disposed of the others by saying that I
opposed everything. As that statement might
imply, if honorable members of this House
were not acquainted with me, that my course
had been factious, I desire to state what I have
opposed. Having been always a strong
advocate of retrenchment and financial
reform, I have opposed the exorbitant
expenses of the Government. I have opposed
the extravagance which has made the
expenses of the civil government of Canada

Supra footnote 15.
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exceed those of any other country on the face
of the globe, in proportion to the revenue. I
have always opposed the expenditure of
money without the authority of Parliament.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—I have always opposed the
extravagant grants and subsidies to the Grand
Trunk Railway Company.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My honorable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Ferrier) has spoken of the
benefit of the Grand Trunk Railway, and of the
great expenditure of English capitalists in the
work. It is true the work was undertaken by
them, but Canada has borne her full share—
has fulfilled every agreement. And more than
that, Canada has paid at the rate of thirty
thousand dollars per mile for her railways;
Canada has contributed $15,142,000 in
principal, and $5,400,000 in interest, without
taking into consideration a large number of
smaller matters. If a calculation be made from
these amounts, it will be found as I have
stated, that Canada has paid at the rate of
$30,000 for all the railway which was required,
namely, from Quebec to Toronto, which
would have connected with the Great
Western, and formed a Trunk line through the
province to Sarnia. If large sums have been
expended; if large sums have been
squandered, have not English contractors
benefited? Are the people of Canada to be
blamed? The scheme was planned by English
capitalists, and Canada fulfilled every
obligation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Now, there is another
matter which I have opposed. I have always
opposed the loose system of management of
22
23
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the Crown lands, a system by which our
splendid domain has been frittered away. I do
not mean my remarks on this subject to apply
to my honorable friend, the present
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell]. He has only been in office a few
months, and I have not read his report. But I
refer to the past, and I say that the whole of
that domain has been squandered away in
useless expenses. There is another matter
which I have opposed—the Militia Bill of
186222.
I admit that I opposed that measure. That
was a measure which was going to entail upon
the country an enormous expenditure, which
would have exhausted our resources at a time
when that expenditure was not required. Why,
honorable gentlemen, was not the Trent
difficulty23 settled at the time? Had not the
American Government complied with the
demands of Great Britain, and what
threatened us to authorize that expenditure?
There is one expenditure which I opposed,
which might perhaps be questioned. I
opposed the Supply Bill in 1858, and I had then
voting with me my honorable friend the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell].
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and laughter.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Whether that vote can be
defended from a constitutional point of view,
I cannot say; but every vote I have given in this
House, or the other branch of the Legislature,
has been given in accordance with what I
conceived to be the interests of my native
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My honorable friend the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell], alluded the other day to the

Bill: An Act Respecting the Militia (Province of Canada, 1862).
The ‘Trent Affair’ refers to the U.S. seizure of the British mail steamer RMS Trent and the arrest of two confederate
diplomats James M. Mason and John Slidell, and two under-secretaries, in November 1861. Prince Albert demanded
reparations, an apology, and the immediate release of the four Southerners. As tense diplomatic notes were exchanged
through the autumn of 1861, British North American feared and prepared for possible war. Imperial reinforcements were
provided to the colony in December. War was suddenly averted with the release of the southern diplomats and secretaries.
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conservative feature of the Senate in the
United States, in allowing the same
representation to small states as to the larger
states. But this does not at all affect the general
arrangement, because the large majority are
large states. But while my honorable friend
approves of this portion, he should have
expressed an opinion on the whole system. In
the United States, no change of Constitution
can be effected without the consent of twothirds of both branches of the Legislature, and
that must afterwards be sanctioned by three
fourths of the state governments. This is a
conservative feature also.
Then, what are the constitutions of the state
governments? I have here a clause taken from
the Constitution of one of the states
(Connecticut), which provides that:—
Whenever a majority of the House of Representatives shall
deem it necessary to alter or amend this Constitution, they
may propose such alterations and amendments, which
proposed amendments shall be continued to the next
General Assembly, and be published with the laws which
may have been passed at the same session, and if twothirds of each house, at the next session
•
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of said Assembly, shall approve the amendments
proposed, by yeas and nays, said amendments shall, by
the Secretary, be transmitted to the town, clerk in each
town in this State, whose duty it shall be to present the
same to the inhabitants thereof, for their consideration, at
a town meeting legally warned and held for that purpose;
and if it shall appear in a manner provided by law, that a
majority of the electors present at such meetings shall
have approved such amendments, the same shall be valid,
to all intents and purposes, as a part of this Constitution. 24

That is the way one of the oldest states
guards the rights and liberties of its people.
Then here is another extract from the
Constitution of the State of Mississippi, one of
the new states, showing how the people there
are protected against hasty innovation:—
Whenever two-thirds of the General Assembly shall deem
it necessary to amend or change this Constitution, they
shall recommend to the electors, at the next election for
members of the General Assembly, to vote for or against a
24
25

convention; and if it shall appear that a majority of the
citizens of the state, voting for representatives, have voted
for a convention, the General Assembly shall, at their next
session, call a convention, to consist of as many members
as there may be in the General Assembly, to be chosen by
the qualified electors in the manner, and at the times and
places of choosing members of the General Assembly;
which convention shall meet within three months after the
said election, for the purpose of revising, amending, or
changing the Constitution.25

Now, in addition to this, what have we seen?
Have we not seen changes in the Constitution
latterly in respect to slavery, and have they
acted upon this till they have been ratified by
the state governments? Now, compare this
mode of procedure with that adopted in
regard to the scheme—and very properly
called a scheme—of Confederation submitted
to this House. How were these delegates
called into existence? Are they not selfappointed?
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Did not the members of the
Executive Council of Canada constitute
themselves delegates?
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “no, no,” and
“yes.”
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—And the members of the
Executive Councils of the Lower Provinces,
did they not also constitute themselves
delegates? They prepared a scheme which
they have laid before Parliament, and what is
that scheme? It was embodied in resolutions
sent to members of the Legislature before the
meeting of the House, marked “Private,” both
on the outside and inside. Did any honorable
member feel himself at liberty to go before his
constituents and explain it to them? Did any
honorable member feel himself at liberty to
call his constituents together, and say, here is
a scheme on which I will have to vote at the
next session of the Legislature?
No, he could not do it. Some of the
newspapers did publish what purported to be

Constitution of Connecticut (1818), Article 11 (of Amendments to the Constitution).
Constitution of Mississippi (1817), Mode of Revising the Constitution.
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the resolutions, but were they copied all over
the country so that the people might see and
judge of them? No, they were not, and what
was the reason? Did not the Provincial
Secretary [William McDougall] write his
mandate to the press, that any newspaper that
did not support Confederation, was not to
receive the Government patronage? Not being
an elective member, I did not feel myself at
liberty to address the people on these
resolutions. Did any member take them to his
constituents and explain every detail of them?
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—Don’t let the honorable member
endeavor to create a false impression. I, for
one, held two meetings a day for some time,
and fully explained the scheme to my
constituents.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Did my honorable friend
tell them how much this Intercolonial Railway
was to cost, or how much Upper Canada was
to pay for it? That it was to be established by
the Government, and kept up as a public
work? I should be glad to hear my honorable
friend on these points before a popular
assemblage.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—We have been told by my
honorable friend the Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell], that concessions
had to be made, but how were these
concessions made? Unfortunately they were
all made one way; they were made to the
Lower Provinces. No concessions to Canada,
east or west, but all in favor of the Lower
Provinces. And could you expect anything
else would be the result of the Convention,
when the small province of Prince Edward
Island, and the small province of
Newfoundland, sent representatives in the
same manner and the same number as the
whole province of Canada? Could it have been
expected that the delegates from Canada
would supply all the talent? However much I
esteem the talents of the members of the
Executive Council, I believe there are those in
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the Lower Provinces who possess the talent
necessary to arrange a scheme of this kind.
When Canada, with its 3,000,000 of population
and $11,000,000 of revenue, was represented
there by twelve, and the Maritime Provinces,
with only 800,000 of population and a revenue
under $3,000,000, was represented by nearly
two to one, could it be expected that a
favorable
•
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arrangement could be made.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My honorable friend says
that they voted by provinces, but it was all the
same. Now, what was the first concession? The
first concession was in granting twenty eight
members of this House to those provinces,
with only 800,000 inhabitants and paying a
small amount of revenue, whereas in Upper
Canada we have 1,500,000 of population, and
contribute $7,000,000 or $8,000,000 to the
revenue, and yet have only twenty-four
members. Here is the first concession to make
the Lower Provinces come in to support the
scheme And is it not a fact that this House will
have the control of the legislation to a certain
extent, and are we not entitled to it?
Then there is another point in connection
with the Lower Provinces, which I will here
notice. The franchise is lower there—it is
almost universal. Persons entered upon the
assessment roll for a small amount of personal
property may vote for members of the
Confederate Parliament. Here members are
elected by persons assessed for real property
to a certain amount. This is another matter
which should have been attended to. It is not
right that members should be sent to the
General Parliament on these terms.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—The whole scheme is, in
fact, a history of concessions, and all on one
side. The arrangement of the public debt at a
rate per head, instead of according to revenue,
is another mistake. My friend, the honorable
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member for Saugeen Division, (Hon. Mr.
Macpherson), stated the other day that my
arguments were fallacious; that in this case the
rate per head of population was the one which
ought to be adopted. Is not the revenue the
means of payment of the debt? Is population
to be considered? I will satisfy my honorable
friend that his reasoning was not correct, at
least it is not what I would expect from a
gentleman occupying the position he does in
the country. Is population always wealth? No.
It is wealth when it can be profitably
employed; it is wealth when you can employ
it in manufactures, or in the cultivation of
good farming lands; but look at the case of
Ireland, where population has been a source of
poverty.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—What I said was, that past revenue was
not a fair criterion of what each province was
to pay. In future we would have a uniform
tariff. I am sure that my honorable friend will
not say that in this country population is a
source of poverty.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My honorable friend says
he adopts one plan for the past and another for
the future. What justice is there in that? We
have only to look at the proposed system to see
the effect it has. If New Brunswick, with a
million revenue, be allowed to put her debt of
seven millions upon the Confederation, then,
upon the same rule, Canada should enter into
the Confederation with all her debt and more.
The estimated revenue of Canada is eleven
millions. Any one could figure that out and see
that Canada should have had no debt left for
the local governments to pay; but on this
principle of concession, why, of course,
Canada must suffer.
Now, to show the working of the system,
look at the effect of the rate of 80 cents a head.
Upper Canada will pay $1,540,000 to the
General Government, and receive back
$1,120,000 for the Local Government,—that is,
supposing Upper Canada contributes twothirds of the revenue of the united provinces.
That has been admitted by one who now holds

a high position in the Government. This is the
fine scheme which my honorable friend from
Saugeen lands. You pay according to wealth,
and the difference against Upper Canada is
$420,000, or in other words, Upper Canada
pays $1,540,000 out of one pocket and receives
back $1,120,000 in the other. This is the
working of the system which has been carried
out, very much against the interests of not only
Upper Canada but all Canada.
The third concession is the amount to be
paid to Newfoundland, as a set-off against her
not being indebted. There may be, I admit, a
show of fairness in this, but the sum is a great
deal too large. Canada will go on increasing,
whereas from Newfoundland we can expect
very little. The fourth matters that of the 80
cents a head, to which I have just alluded, and
I have shown the working of that, and it is
decidedly against it. Then comes the $63,000 a
year to New Brunswick, for ten years. I was
very glad to hear my honorable friend from
Saugeen (Hon. Mr. Macpherson) disapprove
of that. I am glad to find him, so strong a
supporter of this scheme, admit that that was
wrong. I have made my calculation in an
Upper Canada point of view. So long as the
union was maintained, however, my voice
was never raised by way of comparison. I
desire to maintain that union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—But
•
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now we are forced to take this scheme as it is,
without any amendment in any particular. I
only now wish to point out that of the
principal which this $63,000 represents, and
which my honorable friend from Saugeen
[David Macpherson] cannot endorse. Upper
Canada will have to pay $367,000. Then
$150,000 a-year to Newfoundland is a sixth
concession, made for worthless lands. This is
equal to a capital of three millions. The lands
of the other provinces are well taken care of;
but those in Newfoundland, what are they
worth? They are entirely valueless.
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When
my
honorable
friend
the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] has all these lands to control, I am
sure he will have his hands full. The lands of
other provinces were worth retaining, and
they were left under their own management;
but as these happened to be good for nothing,
they were put upon the General Government.
Had they been good for anything, they would
also have been reserved.
There is another question. It is proposed to
take the government railways of New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia, and make them
provincial works. I suppose we shall be told
that the canals of Canada are also taken, and
made public works of the Confederation. But
there is a very great difference between these.
The railways had only an existence of a few
years, they would be worn out soon, and must
be kept up at the expense of the Confederate
Government. What advantage could they be to
the Confederate Government? What are our
expenses now for public works? Have we not
seen the tolls removed on our canals, and will
it not be a part of the policy of the Confederate
Government to remove the rates paid out
these railways, and they will be kept up, as all
public works are, at an enormous loss to the
Government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My honorable friend from
Niagara [James Currie] the other day, I
thought, on one point, was not quite correct in
what he said in respect to Upper Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter, and hear,
hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—From the census of 1861, I
find that the cash-value of farms in Upper
Canada was $295,162,315, and in Lower
Canada, $168,432,516, making a total of
$463,594,861. The live stock in Upper Canada
was valued at $53,227,516; in Lower Canada,
$24,572,124.
Wheat,
Upper
Canada,
$24,640,425; Lower Canada, $2,563,114. Other
grains, Upper Canada, $38,123,340; Lower
Canada, $23,534,703.
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Now,
in
timber,
mineral
wealth,
manufactures and fisheries, Upper Canada is
quite equal to Lower Canada and the Maritime
Provinces. I believe that if Upper Canada
could be left alone, if it was not to be
burthened and its back broken by these
concessions, the whole of Canada would
become still more prosperous, provided we
did not enter into any further useless and
wasteful
expenditure.
Compare
these
resources with those of the Lower Provinces!
The gallant Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché],
the other day, stated something with respect to
the wealth of those provinces—with respect to
their mines and timber. But the timber must
become exhausted, and consequently that
country cannot grow richer; whilst in Canada,
with a good productive soil and an
industrious population, we must go on
increasing in wealth. What is the value of the
mines which we are to get? In Nova Scotia the
royalty on coal is only $28, 000, and the
revenue derived from the gold fields, $20,000;
and what else have we to obtain from these
provinces? Why, in Nova Scotia they have no
timber, and consequently their revenue cannot
increase; whilst we in Canada must inevitably
go on and grow in prosperity, because the
elements of our wealth are in the soil and
climate.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
Surely my honorable friend does not pretend
to say that the revenue of Nova Scotia cannot
increase? Why, it has doubled in one year.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—What else have they besides
their coal fields? It is not pretended that they
have any timber. If you increase the tariff, you
will increase the revenue; but it must not be
expected that the revenue can be doubled.
They will lessen their consumption if you
increase the tariff. It is fallacious reasoning to
say that when you double the tariff you double
the revenue.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—For
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the year 1859, the revenue of Nova Scotia was
$689,000, and it increased the next year to
$1,249,000, and went on increasing, and yet
my honorable friend says that it cannot
increase.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—I have not the statements
which the honorable gentleman has quoted
from, but the figures I have given are those of
1862. There are excise duties, but I believe that
the local duties will be paid to the local
governments. The complaint which has been
made by Upper Canada has been, that
although they contributed two-thirds or threefourths of the revenue,
•
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they did not possess a corresponding control
of the legislation, and that they did not receive
back in proportion to the amount they paid.
Will this be remedied by this measure? Draw
a line east of Montreal, and do you not find the
control of the Legislature there, in
consequence of the concessions made to the
Maritime Provinces?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
balance will be restored when the Red River
Settlement comes in.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—I am afraid that no one here
will live to see that country come in. I have
listened with a good deal of attention to the
speeches of my honorable friends, and I have
read the reports of the debates in the other
branch of the Legislature, and the only
argument I have heard brought forward in
favor of this scheme, is that it will strengthen
the connection with the Mother Country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed
1854]—Now,
honorable
gentlemen, I yield to no one in saying that that
connection ought not to he broken. I say we
are infinitely better here under the flag of

26
27

Great Britain than under that of the United
States.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—But no reason is assigned;
we are not told in what way the connection is
to be strengthened. Can you alter the
geographical position of the country? Will you
have any more people or means? Your
revenue is not increased, nor is your
population, nor is your geographical position
altered. Is it because the people of the Lower
Provinces are ready to expend a large sum for
the defence of the country?
Why, to show you what those provinces
consider it necessary to do in this direction, I
will read a short extract from a statement of
the Financial Secretary of Nova Scotia:—
As regards the sum proposed to be granted for the
militia—$20,000—honorable gentlemen might think it a
large amount in the present state of the finances; but,
looking at the large sum already expended, and still being
expended in Canada—the efforts being made in New
Brunswick for a similar object—would it be creditable to
us as Nova Scotians, particularly considering the efforts
put forth by the British Government to protect us, to
expend a less sum?26

The large sum of $20,000 was to be
expended, and that at a time when the
expensive Militia Bill27, to which I have
alluded, was before this House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Twenty thousand dollars
was the sum that was proposed by the
Legislature of Nova Scotia, the next important
colony to Canada, at a time when we were told
here that we were in danger from our
neighbors across the line. But something more
was said by the Financial Secretary. The
present Premier was pressing to strike out this
item and put $8,000 instead, and the Financial
Secretary said:—
Under ordinary circumstances he would agree with the

Statement from the Financial Secretary of Nova Scotia. Unconfirmed reference.
Bill: An Act Respecting the Militia (Province of Canada, 1862).
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honorable member as to striking out the $12,000 extra
grant for the militia; but considering the large sum about
to be expended on this service by New Brunswick, the
enormous expenditure of the Home Government for our
protection, and what they expected of us, he considered
the appropriation necessary. He would be ashamed of the
Government if they had not proposed this vote, and he
was prepared to stand or fall by it, as he felt that the honor
of the country was at stake.28

The honor of the country was at stake in this
$20,000. New Brunswick the same year spent
$15,000. Now, I opposed the expensive Militia
Bill submitted to this House; but then the
Government had expended over half a million
dollars a year in militia expenses; and I admit
they are going on very properly now.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Then we have been told
that this Confederation scheme is going to
raise the credit of the country. My honorable
friend from Saugeen [David Macpherson]
ventured the statement that on the intelligence
of the adoption of these resolutions in the
Conference reaching England, funds rose
fifteen to seventeen per cent. Now, does any
honorable gentleman suppose for a moment
that that was the cause for this rise?
A Voice—It was.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—I have here from the files of
the London Times, the quotations of Canadian
Securities, and on the 7th of November,—the
date of His Excellency’s [Viscount Monck]
letter29, conveying information of the adoption
of the scheme,—the inscribed stock was 86 to
90.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I stated a fact when I said that that rise
took place in consequence of the resolutions. I
would like my honorable friend to explain it in
any other way.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,

28
29

30
31
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appointed 1854]—We know that there are
various causes which operate in raising or
depressing stocks in England, the rate of
interest of the Bank of England, &c. Well, on
the 7th of November as I said, the quotation
was 86 to 90, and I find that on the 25th
November, giving time for the news to reach
England, it was only 88 to 92. And now, with
a strong probability of the measure passing,
what is the price? The last quotation is 81 to 83.
•
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David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I suppose the honorable member
knows the reason of this decline. Soon after
what was done in the Conference was known
in England, the St. Alban’s raid30 took place,
and the consequence of the events connected
with that was a fall of 17 or 18 per cent, in our
securities.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—In consequence of the wise
policy of the statesmen of England friendly
relations had been maintained with our
neighbours. It is true the passport system was
put on, but it is to be removed again, and all
things are to become as they were before, with
the exception, perhaps, of the Reciprocity
Treaty31. Every man of business knows that
that rise in stocks was not caused by anything
connected with the Confederation scheme.
Why should it? What is it that increases the
value of stocks and depreciates them? Is it not
the confidence of capitalists who have
invested in them, that the interest will be paid.
But under this Confederation scheme will not
our expenses be increased? This Intercolonial
Railway must be built and kept up, and this
must be at the cost of Canada. You have got
your local governments to keep up, and you
have got your Confederate Government to
keep up, and if we look at the experience of the
past, is it likely there will be any reduction in

Supra footnote 26.
Despatch from Governor General Monck to Edward Cardwell (Nov. 7, 1864). Correspondence presented to the Legislative
Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
Confederate raiders robbed banks in St. Albans, Vermont. They did so from the Province of Canada in the U.S. Civil War.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 17.
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the future?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—I have got figures here to
show what the cost of the two governments
was before the union of the provinces. The
whole expense of the government of Lower
Canada, with the salaries of officers, &c, was
£57,618. In Upper Canada we were as
economical. We were then under the rule of
the Family Compact 32, and a worse compact
we might have.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—They were high-minded,
and they did not stoop to matters of
corruption, as others have done since.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—The whole expenses of the
two governments were only a little over
£100,000 a year. What are they now? Some two
years ago the expenses of the civil government
alone, not including the cost of the militia,
were $3,000,000. Here, in a little more than
twenty years, the expenses have increased
seven-fold, notwithstanding that we have only
one Government. Now, what are we to expect
from the Confederate Government?
Every honorable member knows that things
must be made pleasant for everybody, and
when you are forming a Confederate
Government, these expenses must be
continued. You cannot turn people adrift, and
you must either employ or pension them. Are
we to suppose that because there is a
Federation, these expenses will be lessened?
I admit that in the Lower Provinces they
have managed their affairs with less expense
than we have. But now we will have the local
governments to pay for. We will have another
32

staff to keep up for each province, which will
add very materially to our expenses. The
money must come out of the pockets of the
people, who will have to pay it either by direct
or indirect taxation. What possible difference
can it make to the people of this country,
whether they pay it directly by taxation or in
duties? Direct taxation must be imposed, and
that to a large extent, by the local
governments.
It being six o’clock, the Speaker left the Chair.
The Legislative Council adjourned for dinner
recess.
After the dinner recess,—
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854], continuing his remarks, said—
I think, honorable gentlemen, that, taking into
consideration the vast importance of this
scheme—its importance in a financial point of
view alone, without saying one word about
the principle of changing the Constitution
without consulting the people—there should
be an appeal to the country before it is carried
into effect. A point which I did not enter fully
into before the recess was the argument that
Confederation
would
strengthen
the
connection with the Mother Country.
Now, do we not see all the financial
reformers in England, with the Times and
other influential organs of the press, which on
financial grounds were desirous of separating
the colonies from the parent state, all
advocating this measure in the warmest
possible manner? Undoubtedly the imperial
government will sanction the scheme, but it is
the policy now of that Government to sanction
anything of a local character that the colonies
desire.

The Family Compact is an epithet, a name ascribed by local Press intended to impress to readers that a family connection
existed between all a persons holding high offices in the Episcopal Church, the legal profession, the Bench, Magistracy,
and charted Banks. Its origins can be traced to exclusive appointments to offices of trust and profit made to persons of
loyalist origins in the early-nineteenth century. The name was commonly used through the Province of Upper Canada.
See Report of the Committee of the Legislative Council of Upper Canada on Lord Durham’s Report, May 11, 1839. An equivalent
designation was made against the English merchant class in the Lower Canada with the epithet ‘Château Clique’.

(pp. 189-225 in the primary document)

February 15 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

Well, in addition to the press that is
favorable to the separation of the colonies
from the Mother Country, and financial
reformers like Goldwin Smith33 and others
who have favored the same views, what was
stated a short time ago by the Under Secretary
of State for the Colonies to his constituents? In
speaking of this scheme, he said it was favored
by the Imperial Government for the purpose
of preparing us for a change in our relations;
for the purpose of educating us to defend
ourselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Was it not very strong
language, coming as it did from no less a
personage than the Under Secretary for the
•
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Colonies, that the Imperial Government is
ready to favor a separation whenever we
asked for it?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Now, I am not one of those
honorable gentlemen who wish to see the day
arrive when the colonies will ask for such
separation. I am not one of those who wish to
educate the people to that idea, but would
rather impress upon them the paramount
importance of endeavoring to maintain the
union and connection with the Mother
Country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George de Beaujeu [Canada East,
appointed 1848]—What is the opinion of the
foreign press with regard to us? Has it not
threatened us, so that it is our duty to be
prepared?
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—I suppose my honorable
33

34
35
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friend alludes to the press of the neighboring
republic. We have certainly seen some of those
newspapers, but very few of them threatening
to invade and overrun us, but have you heard
anything of that kind from the Government of
the country, and are not our relations with it of
the most friendly character? Are you to be
governed in your conduct by the rash
utterances of a few newspapers,—perhaps
sensation newspapers?
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—Has not Mr. Seward threatened us?
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Not since he entered the
Government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Yes,
just before the last presidential election.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Well, that is a matter of very
little importance.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed
1854]—Now,
honorable
gentlemen, I have shown that this scheme has
no precedent, even on the other side of the
line. Among all the wild republican theories of
our neighbors, they have never proposed to
change the Constitution in this manner—
never changed it, at all events, without the
consent of the people, obtained in some form
or other.
Reference has been made, I think, by my
honorable friend in front (Hon. Mr. Ross) to
the union of England and Ireland34. Well,
every honorable member knows the means
employed to bring about that union. May, in
his Constitutional History35, states that

Goldwin Smith was a British historian who advocated anti-imperialism. “Smith held, ‘a conviction that’ colonial emancipation”
should take place as rapidly as possible because it was – except for India and Ireland – inevitable. This conclusion appeared in a series
of articles published in the London Daily News in 1862–63 and then in pamphlet form as The Empire in 1863. There he presented a
distillation of the opinions of his friends John Bright, Richard Cobden, and others of the so-called Manchester school who believed that
Britain’s economic power, under free trade, was so great that the formal, political empire could be disbanded without economic loss.”
Ramsey Cook, “Smith, Goldwin,” Dictionary of Canadian Biography (2003).
Union with Ireland Act 1800 (U.K.) & Act of Union (Ireland) 1800 (Ireland).
Thomas Erskine May, The Constitutional History of England Since the Accession of George the Third, 1760-1860 (1861). The
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£1,500,000 sterling were spent in carrying it.
But how was the representation dealt with in
that case? Did England, being the richer
country, possessing the largest share of wealth
and capital, give a preponderance of the
representation to Ireland, as we propose to
give to the Lower Provinces?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—That was a legislative union, while in
this the representation will be based on
population.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—That does not affect the
case. After the Irish union was effected, what
was the representation of Ireland in the House
of Commons? It was 100 members in a total
number of 656; and in the House of Lords 28
Peers, in a House of 450 members. And
although it was considered by England an
absolute necessity that the union should be
brought about, she did not give a
preponderance, and scarcely a fair share, of
the representation to the sister kingdom.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—That is because in the English
Parliament they do not recognize the principle
of representation by population.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My hon. friends will say
that this proposed change is neither American
nor English.
Several Hon. Members—It is Canadian.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—No, it is neither one nor the
other; it is a mongrel Constitution.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—In England no important
change in the laws is ever carried without
being discussed in Parliament, session after
session, followed by an appeal to the people
upon it. Even so unimportant a change—or
what would, in comparison with this scheme,
be here regarded as so unimportant a
change—as the extension of the franchise, has

been discussed in Parliament for years, and
submitted to the people before passing into
law. Now, I would like to enquire of honorable
gentlemen, what are the legitimate functions
of the Legislature of this country. Do we not
assemble here for the purpose of enacting
good and wholesome laws for the people?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Those laws may be
repealed, if they chance not to meet public
approval; but here you propose to change the
Constitution—to change the whole fabric of
society—in fact to revolutionize society,
without asking the consent of the people, and
without the possibility—at any rate, the
reasonable possibility—of this important
change ever being reconsidered. Does not this
important subject affect every freeholder in
the country as much as it affects us, and are
there not thousands of people in the country
who have as great an interest in it as the
members of the Executive Council of Canada?
And yet, forsooth, these gentlemen prepare
a scheme, bring it down to this House, and tell
the representatives
•
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of the people that they are not at liberty to
ascertain the wishes of the people respecting
it, nor to alter it in any manner, but that they
must take it as it is. Still we are told,
notwithstanding all this, that this is freedom,
and that we are a free people.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—You
are at liberty either to accept or reject it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—Well, that is all very well,
but we are told we must accept the scheme as
it is; and all the influence that the Government
can use—which I fear will be successfully
used—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,

number amount could not be found.
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appointed 1854]—will be employed to carry it
through without the people having an
opportunity of saying yea or nay upon it. We
are told it is not British to permit this—even to
pass a short act allowing the people to vote
upon it; but if this is not British, neither is the
proposition itself.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—I
entreat honorable
members not to pass a measure of this
importance without delaying it some little
time, at all events, for the purpose of obtaining
an expression of public opinion upon it. The
people who are to be governed by it, who are
for all time to come to live under this
Constitution, certainly have a right to be
consulted before it is consummated; and for
the special well-being of the country, I hope
and trust it will not pass without affording
them that opportunity.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas
Bennett
[Eastern,
elected
1862] said—Honorable gentlemen, after the
many able and eloquent speeches we have
heard on this subject, it may be presumptuous
in me to offer any remarks
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “go on.”
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—
but I cannot consent to give a silent vote upon
the question before the House, and I think I
would be wanting in my duty to those who
sent me here if I did not make some
observations upon this important subject.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—I
think honorable gentlemen will agree with me
that this project is one of the most important—
indeed, the most important—that has ever
been brought before the Legislature of
Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—
We are about to witness a great change in the
Constitution of the country, the like of which
36
37
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has not been seen since the union of the
provinces; and I am free to say that a change
of some kind or other is imperatively
demanded, for I think that if the present state
of things were allowed to continue it would be
difficult, if not impossible, to carry on the
Government as it has been carried on for the
last three or four years.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—
We have been told by the honorable and
gallant gentleman at the head of the
Government [Étienne Pascal Taché] that we
have been on an inclined plane36, and I am sure
that if some remedy had not been proposed we
would have found ourselves sliding into a
state of anarchy from the bitterness of feeling
which prevailed in the country.
I am not so sanguine, as some honorable
gentlemen seem to be, that when we get
Confederation we shall have a sort of political
millennium, that we shall have no more
political storms and agitations, but that we
shall then enjoy nothing but the calm and
sunshine of political life. But I think we will
find ourselves pretty much in the same
position as before with regard to parties—that
we shall have a Government party and an
Opposition, for in all free constitutional
governments it is better to have an opposition
than to be without one. I object, not to a
healthy opposition, but to a factious one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—
From the difference in the laws, language and
institutions of the several provinces it is clear
that a legislative union of them is out of the
question. The principle of the double
majority37, as a remedy for our difficulties, has
proved to be a failure; representation by
population, which would have satisfied Upper
Canada, has been persistently denied by
Lower Canada; and, therefore, I see no
resource but to fall back upon the project of the
Confederation of the provinces.

Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 6.
Supra footnote 8.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—I
would like to remark upon the peculiar
position in which the elected members of this
House stand in reference to this subject. It has
been said that, if they vote for the resolutions,
they vote to make themselves members of the
House for life; that this was not contemplated
by the constituencies when they were elected;
and that it would be destroying the franchise
and taking away a right from the people which
the House had no authority to do. Well, all I
can say is, that I have heard no such objections
from the people of the constituency which I
have the honor to represent. All I have heard
from them is a call for delay in the
consideration of this question, and I maintain
that delay is not fatal or injurious to it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—
We have delayed it already for weeks; in New
Brunswick it has been postponed till after the
general election; and can any one show me
that it will injure the measure to put it off for a
short time longer? Surely if it is good now, it
will be just as good twelve months hence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—
The resolutions have been drawn up by able,
talented, but fallible men; and therefore we
ought to weigh them carefully
•
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before finally passing them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—I
have no doubt it is the opinion of every man—
even of the delegates who framed these
resolutions—that if he had the power he
would change them in some particular. If I had
the power I have no hesitation in saying that I
would change them; but we must take them as
a whole or reject them altogether. When I hear
of amendments being moved by different
honorable gentlemen, therefore, I am
reminded of the looker-on at a game of chess.
He imagines that he could improve many of
the moves made by the players, but it would

be found, if his suggestions were followed,
that the end would be that he would find
himself checkmated and the game lost.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—In
looking over the resolutions I have found
some things that are good, and some that are
open to objection; but, upon a careful balance
of both, I have come to the conclusion that the
good preponderates.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Bennett [Eastern, elected 1862]—I
would, therefore, hesitate to take upon myself
the responsibility of risking the defeat of the
measure by voting for any amendment to
them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George
Alexander
[Gore,
elected
1858] said—I shall not now trespass at any
length upon the indulgence of this House. My
honorable friend from Port Hope (Hon. Mr.
Seymour) possesses the esteem and respect
not only of the Legislative Council, but of the
country, from the straightforward and
consistent course he has ever pursued on the
floor of Parliament in regard to all great
questions of public interest, and it is with very
great diffidence and reluctance that I venture
to challenge the figures, generally, stated by
my honorable friend, in the position he took,
and the deductions he drew from them, in
reference to the proposed Confederation. But
my honorable friend took surely a most
gloomy view of the subject.
He apprehended the worst consequences
and results from the proposed alliance. The
reply to that is that it just depends upon
ourselves—it depends upon the members of
the new Confederate Legislature whether
good or evil shall flow from it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—If
they proceed to work out the Constitution
with reasonable frugality and care,
determined to keep down the public
expenditure, and prevent all jobbery in the
carrying out of public improvements, then, I
am satisfied that the Confederation may be
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carried out without materially increasing the
public burdens; or, at all events, that our
position will be such, that they will not fall
more heavily upon us as a whole. The
honorable gentleman particularized certain
instances of alleged injustice, such as the
financial arrangements with regard to
Newfoundland and New Brunswick. Why,
surely there can be no great injustice to
Canada, in our agreeing on the one hand to
allow certain subsidies, not of large amount,
while we take the whole of their excise and
custom duties with the power of levying a
uniform tariff.
As regards the probable adequacy of the
revenue of the proposed General Government
to meet all the items of ordinary expenditure,
I will leave my honorable friend from Port
Hope [Benjamin Seymour] to disprove the
correctness of the figures given by the Minister
of Finance [Alexander T. Galt] at Sherbrooke.
For my own part, I would not presume to
challenge the statements of so able a Minister
of the Crown. But it is said that to meet the
expense of the Local Government, we would
require to have recourse to heavy direct
taxation upon Upper and Lower Canada. I
shall proceed to show that this would not be
necessary, unless the Local Legislature ran
out. Let us see what will be the position of
Upper Canada, which is to receive upon the
basis of 80 cents per head, $1,120,000.
The local items which will have to be met out
of that appropriation will be as follows:—
Education
Hospitals and charities
Penitentiary and
Reformatories
Agricultural Societies
Roads and bridges
Police
Literary and scientific
institutions

Legislation
Civil Government,
Lieut.-Governor and staff

$274,112
125,000
76,000
52,000
80,000
15,000
7,000
—
$629,112
100,000
120,000
—
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$849,112
Leaving a balance for
other purposes

270,888
—
$1,120,000

The prevailing desire in my section of
Western Canada is, that the Local Legislature
shall only be one Chamber of thirty members,
with a very limited inexpensive Executive—a
sort of large municipal deliberative body—
which would involve a small expenditure, and
if such views are carried out, there are no
reasonable grounds for apprehending the
necessity for direct taxation.
But I did not intend when I rose to enter
again at length upon such details. I was only
desirous to explain the course which I shall be
obliged to pursue in reference to the
amendment of the honorable member for the
division of Wellington [John Sanborn].
•
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After the leader of the Government, in another
quarter, has declared that they will look upon
any amendment of an important detail as a
defeat of the whole scheme, I am not prepared
to take the responsibility of voting for an
amendment which would have such an effect.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
But while I am satisfied that I am acting in
accordance with the views of my constituents
in voting in the negative, I do think that an
opportunity should be afforded to any of the
members of this House to record the views of
their constituents upon this or upon any of the
other details to which they take exception, and
I therefore beg to move in amendment,
seconded by the Hon. Mr. Skead,—
That it is proper that any members of this House should
be afforded an opportunity of recording their views in
regard to the proposed change in the manner of
appointing the members of the Legislative Council. But
that the way to effect this in the most satisfactory manner,
without endangering the safety of the Confederation as a
whole, will be to enter a memorial or protest upon the
Journals of this House, embodying their views upon this
important detail of the Confederation. A copy of such
memorial or protest to be transmitted to the Imperial
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Government along with the resolutions now before this
House.

James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I
should like to know in what position I would
be placed if the amendment of the honorable
gentleman was carried.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—If I
support the amendment of the honorable
member from the Wellington Division (Hon.
Mr. Sanborn) it would appear, from this
amendment, if it were adopted, that I would
have to support the substantive resolutions
also. I would like to know how these two
things can be done at the same time.
Joseph-Noël Bossé [La Durantaye, elected
1864]—I do not think the amendment is in
order, and I raise that objection to it.
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852]—The rules of the House
provide for protests being made by members,
and the amendment is, therefore, unnecessary.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
would like to hear some further explanation
from my honorable friend from the Gore
Division [George Alexander], respecting this
amendment.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Is it in
order?
The Hon. The Speaker—The amendment is
not in order. The effect of it would be simply
to affirm the 23rd rule of this House 38, which
provides that any member may enter his
protest against any action on the part of the
House. This amendment is simply a reiteration
of that rule, and I must, therefore, declare that,
in my opinion, it is out of order.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—As the
honorable member from the Gore Division
[George Alexander] particularly desires to
express an opinion upon the question whether
the elective principle shall be abolished or not,
I will, with the permission of the House, give
38

notice of a motion which I intend to move, in
amendment to the main resolution before the
House:—
That the legislative councillors representing Upper and
Lower Canada in the Legislative Council of the General
Legislature, shall be elected as at present, to represent the
forty-eight electoral divisions mentioned in schedule A of
chapter first of the Consolidated Statutes of Canada, and
each such councillor shall reside or possess the
qualification in the division he is elected to represent.

James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—At
this stage of the debate I will take the
opportunity of referring to some figures just
used by the honorable member from the Gore
Division [George Alexander], who gave us the
impression that the local governments would
have much more than sufficient means to
carry on their local affairs from the subsidies
granted to them by the General Government.
Now, it is very easy to make this statement,
but if the honorable gentleman will look back
to the time of the union of Upper and Lower
Canada he will find that, immediately before
that union, the cost of governing Upper
Canada by its separate Legislature, with a
population of 450,000, was $770,000 a-year;
and we have heard it stated to-day that the
people were then governed cheaply, honestly
and properly. If it cost $770,000 to govern
450,000 people in Upper Canada in 1839, how
much, in the same proportion, will it cost to
govern 1,396,000 of people now in that section
under the Confederation? The answer is,
$2,170,000 a year, or, in other words, just about
double the amount of the local subsidy.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
The honorable gentleman forgets that the
Federal Government will incur a large part of
the expenditure of that province formerly
borne by the Local Legislature.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I am
quite well aware of the burdens the General
Government will bear, and also aware that
powers will be given to it over certain subjects

Rule 23, which reads in full, “Any Member entering his Protest or Dissent to any votes of The House, with or without his reasons,
must enter and sign the same in the Clerk's Book, on the next sitting day before the rising of The House.” Rules, Orders, and Forms
of Proceeding of the Legislative Council of Canada (1862), p. 10.
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formerly dealt with by the Local Legislature.
As to Lower Canada, it had at the time of
•
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the union, 650,000 inhabitants, 200,000 more
than the population of Upper Canada,
although its government cost only $573,348;
and in the same proportion, provided the new
Local Legislature is equally economical as the
old, this sum will be increased to $1,230,000—
some $400,000 over and above the local
subsidy, which excess will, of course, have to
be raised by direct taxation. These figures,
taken from the Public Accounts, are easily
accessible by the honorable member from the
Gore Division, and are, of course, entirely
reliable.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
The figures I presented to the House are also
reliable, and I challenge the honorable
gentleman to dispute them.
Joseph Armand [Alma, elected 1858]—I
have listened attentively to the honorable
members who have spoken to the question
before the House, some of whom have
manifested fear in regard to the changes
proposed to be introduced in the Constitution,
and I am far from blaming them, but it is to be
observed that none of them have proposed a
remedy for the difficulties of the situation.
Two or three said that the measure had taken
the Legislature and the country by surprise,
but it seems to me that those honorable
members have forgotten that the question of
Confederation was discussed both in
Parliament and in the country in 1859 39, and
that since then the Legislature and the press
have occupied themselves with it often

39

40
41
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enough. Did not the Legislative Assembly last
year name a committee40 to inquire into the
difficulties which seemed to be hurrying us on
to anarchy, and did not that committee report
that the remedy for those evils was
Confederation?
Those honorable members also seem to
forget that since the Government disclosed its
policy through the magnificent speech of the
Minister of Finance [Alexander T. Galt] to his
constituents at Sherbrooke41—a speech
circulated in all parts of the country by the
press of the various political parties—24
elections have taken place, 13 for this
honorable House and 11 for the other.
Of the 13 for this House three candidates
only declared themselves opposed to
Confederation, and of those three, but one was
elected. Of the 11 for the Assembly, one only
objected to it, and it is said that he will now
vote for the measure. Relative to that provision
in the resolutions of the Conference, having
regard to the elective principle in the
Legislative Council, I have already stated my
opinion, and I would tell the honorable
member for the Wellington Division [John
Sanborn] that it seems to me that the delegates,
who are all eminent men, could not have come
to such a conclusion except after mature
deliberation.
I can well understand that before England
permitted us to adopt its Constitution—gave
us responsible government, allowed us the
control of our own affairs; and when its
governor were not advised by ministers
responsible to the people, but were
surrounded by advisers who were more like
clerks, who to preserve their salaries were

The member is most likely referring to the 1858 Legislative session which did in fact see extensive debate on constitutional
reform, in response to intractable realities dividing the provincial parliament by this time (e.g., untenability of
representation by population, and persistent political, legal and cultural duality in the province). Various suggestions were
proposed, most notably by A.T. Galt and his proposal for a federal union of British North America. None of the leading
figures however (Cartier, Brown, J.A. Macdonald, J.S. Macdonald, A.A. Dorion) spoke at the time. The precipitous fall of
the Brown-Dorion Ministry in August 1858 led to the re-composition of a new Cartier-Macdonald Ministry with A.T. Galt
as Finance Minister. A formal proposal for the confederation of British North America was submitted by Cartier, Ross,
Galt in a despatch to the Imperial Authorities on October 23, 1858.
George Brown, Legislative Assembly (Mar. 14, 1864). Journals, p. 91.
Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864) in Speech on the Proposed Union of the British North American
Provinces (1864).
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often obliged to submit to the arbitrary will of
their master—I can easily conceive, I repeat,
that it was expedient to seek a remedy for the
wrongs under which we then labored. But today, when the parent state requires that its
governors shall choose advisers responsible to
the people, the elective system is no longer
needful in relation to finance or to the
tranquillity and safety of the people.
As to finance, I will certainly not say that
officers of the Government take advantage of
their position to speculate in setting up
ephemeral candidates—most assuredly not;
but I will say that many citizens, little careful
of their true interest and of the future of their
country, convert election days into days of
speculation, by giving rise to corruption,
violence and perjury; and I shall be ready,
whenever required, to prove as clearly as that
two and two make four, that in several
divisions the election resembled civil warfare
more than proper election contests.
I know that many persons, I will not say
urged
by
an
inordinate
liberalism,
degenerating into demagogy—for I do not
believe we have in our young country any of
those fierce demagogues—but I will say, that
there are persons who wish that all the offices
under the State should be submitted to
universal suffrage, because they know that in
such circumstances they could impose upon
the sympathy and the judgment of the people.
But I would say to such persons—gentlemen,
do not suppose yourselves wiser statesmen
than those of the Mother Country, who have
established their Constitution after centuries
of efforts and contests, and who work it after
the experience of centuries.
I would further tell them “do not suppose
yourselves better able to appreciate the British
Constitution than Monsieur Montalembert,
one of the great literati of the day, the historian
and eminent statesman; or than M. Berryer,
the prince of the French bar, both of whom
proclaimed but recently that that Constitution
was one of the most beautiful and free that
could possibly be desired.”
I congratulate the Government upon

desiring to preserve so
•
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much of this law as may appear rational and
good. I refer to the territorial divisions and the
propriety of causing them to be represented by
persons who have vested interests therein; and
indeed how could any one represent with
equal devotion and advantage a division, as
the man who had sacred rights therein,
whether by personal residence or the
ownership of the property upon which his
qualification rests, and who clings to it
because it has descended to him from his
ancestor, or because he has acquired it by the
sweat of his brow, his vigils and his toils?
I hope it will not be said that I intend by my
remarks upon this law to disparage the
residents in the towns, for the division which I
have the honor to represent embraces part of
the most populous city in Canada, and I only
accepted the charge after the refusal of two of
its most eminent citizens—eminent equally by
their large fortunes and their social position.
But probably those gentlemen had learned by
their own experience or by that of others, that
public life did not present sufficient charms to
cause it to be eagerly coveted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Before recording my vote on the amendment
before the House, I feel it my duty to say a few
words in reference to that amendment. I
cannot say that I altogether concur in the
manner in which it is drawn, but at the same
time I feel called upon, as an elected member,
to support it. I feel that it would ill become
me—that I would be hardly discharging my
duty to my constituents—if I were to sit
silently by and give my vote to change the
Constitution under which I was elected.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I feel
that there is something extraordinary in the
fourteenth of these resolutions before the
House, and I would like to hear the
Government give a full explanation as to the
manner in which that resolution was arrived
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at in the Conference. Bear in mind, honorable
gentlemen, that the eleventh resolution
declares that “the members of the Legislative
Council shall be appointed by the Crown
under the great seal of the General
Government, and shall hold office during
life.”42
Thus the House will see that by this
resolution the Crown has the right for all
future time to select the legislative councillors
in Upper Canada from any part of the country
which the Crown sees fit; but in Lower Canada
there is this difference that, according to the
sixteenth resolution, “each of the legislative
councillors representing Lower Canada in the
Legislative Council of the General Legislature,
shall be appointed to represent one of the
twenty-four electoral divisions mentioned in
schedule A, of chapter 1st of the Consolidated
Statutes of Canada, and such councillor shall
reside or possess his qualification in the
division he is appointed to represent.”43 Then
the fourteenth resolution declares that “the
first selection of the members of the
Legislative Council shall be made, except as
regards Prince Edward Island, from the
legislative councils of the various provinces,
so far as a sufficient number be found
qualified and willing to serve.”44
Now, honorable gentlemen, I have always
understood—my reading of books on
constitutional law has given me to
understand—that the greatest of England’s
statesmen who have spoken on the question of
the Royal prerogative, have always broadly
laid it down as a rule that the prerogative
should never and could never be limited. How
is it then that these thirty-three individuals,
talented, able and gifted, as no doubt they
42

43
44
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were, who met in the room behind me and sat
with closed doors, saw fit to hamper and
cripple the operation of that good rule?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Should the prerogative of the Crown in the
selection of members of this House be limited?
It may be true that, residing in many of the
divisions in Lower Canada represented in this
House, there may be good men, competent
men, well qualified men; but it is equally true
that there may be just as good, able and
talented men, outside of them as in it. Why,
then, should the doors of this House be closed
against these men? Why is it, I would like to
know, that the prerogative of the Crown is to
be restricted so as to prevent the choice of
these men?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver
General]—I
can give
explanations to the honorable gentleman. He
must be aware that Lower Canada is in a
different position from Upper Canada, and
that there are two nationalities in it occupying
certain portions of the country. Well, these
divisions have been made so as to secure to
both nationalities their respective rights, and
these, in our opinion, are good reasons for the
provision that has been made.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I do
not think my honorable and gallant friend
[Étienne Pascal Taché] sees the point of my
remarks. I would ask why in the first selection
the choice of the Crown is restricted to the
members of this Chamber, when probably
others out of it could be found whose presence
here would be of more advantage to the
public?

Quebec Resolution 11, which reads in full, “The Members of the Legislative Council shall be appointed by the Crown under the
Great Seal of the General Government, and shall hold office during life: if any Legislative Councillor shall, for two consecutive sessions
of Parliament, fail to give his attendance in the said Council, his seat shall thereby become vacant.” Supra footnote 10.
Resolution 16. ibid.
Resolution 14, which reads in full, “The first selection of the Members of the Legislative Council shall be made, except as regards
Prince Edward Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified and
willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by the Crown at the recommendation of the General Executive Government, upon
the nomination of the respective Local Governments, and in such nomination due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members of
the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province, so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be fairly represented.”
Supra footnote 10.
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Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I do not know what
advantage would be derived if the Crown
•
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had the right of making selections from all
over the country. If that had been proposed, I
think many honorable gentlemen would have
found fault with it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—It was due to
courtesy that the members of this House
should not be overlooked, and not only that,
but there were acquired rights which had to be
respected. My honorable friend appears to
dissent from this statement. Well, the last
choice of the people are now in this House,
and by the fact of their election they have
acquired a right to a seat; and I think those
gentlemen who have been appointed for life
have gained rights which should not be
overlooked.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
honorable and gallant gentleman [Étienne
Pascal Taché] says we have an acquired right.
I admit we have a right to sit here during the
term for which we have been elected; but what
right have we to seat ourselves here for the
remainder of our lives? The people did not
send us here to make this change in the
composition of this House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—And
what right even have the appointed members
of this House to seats here during their
lifetime? I have a despatch here, written by the
late Duke of Newcastle45, who will be
considered pretty good authority upon the
point, to the Lieutenant-Governor of Prince
45
46

47

Edward Island, on this very question. I need
not read the words of the despatch, but the
sense of it is, that legislative councillors have
no right of property in their position, but
simply a naked trust which the Legislature
may at any time call upon them to surrender
to other hands, if, in their opinion, the public
interest shall require such transfer.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—That is merely a
matter of opinion. That may for a time have
been the view of the Imperial authorities, but
previous to 185646 they held and said directly
the contrary.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—They then said that
they had granted certain privileges to certain
gentlemen for life, and that they would not
commit the injustice of withdrawing those
privileges when the gentlemen had done
nothing to forfeit them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I am
surprised at the honorable and gallant Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché] questioning the ability
of the distinguished gentleman who wrote the
despatch to which I have just referred.
Whatever may have been the opinion of the
Colonial Office in 1856, this is a later opinion,
for the despatch is dated the 4th of February,
186247.
The honorable and gallant gentleman
[Étienne Pascal Taché] says they do not
propose to take from any honorable
gentleman the rights he now enjoys. I could
understand this argument if they did not
propose to take away the rights of any
honorable member of this House; but I cannot
understand it when you propose to drive from
this House faithful subjects who have served

Letter from Duke of Newcastle to Lieutenant-Governor George Dundas (Feb. 4, 1862). Unconfirmed reference.
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856). See also
An Act to empower the Legislature of Canada to alter the Constitution of the Legislative Council for that Province, and for other
Purposes (U.K., 1854) and 1854 Debates on an Amendment to the Union Act, 1840.
Supra footnote 45.
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their country honestly in the Legislature, and I
am afraid we have not yet had from the gallant
Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] that
explanation to which the House is entitled.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Why
is it that the legislative councillors from Prince
Edward Island are excepted? In that province,
as we know, the Legislative Council is elective,
and it is an elected Chamber that is now in
existence there, but the members of it are
excepted from the provisions that apply to the
legislative councils of the other provinces.
Why is this? I think there must be some reason,
in the first place, for breaking the good rule
that in no way shall the prerogative of the
Crown be restricted; and, in the second, for
making an exception in regard to one that does
not apply to the others. I think a reason may
be found for this in the fact, that it was
doubted whether the resolutions in a different
shape would have passed through some of the
chambers that compose the legislatures of the
different provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
would like to know what justice will be done
if this change is carried out? What, for
instance, will be done with regard to two
honorable members who come from the city of
Hamilton? One of them (the Hon. Mr. Mills) is
an appointed member; the other (the Hon. Mr.
Bull) was the almost unanimous choice of the
people only a few months since. Under the
working of the resolutions, one of these
honorable gentlemen will forfeit his seat.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Why?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—If it
does not follow that one of these honorable
gentlemen will lose his seat, it must follow that
some other portion of Upper Canada will be
unrepresented in this House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Let
honorable gentlemen take either horn of the
dilemma they please. It may be quite true that
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the gentlemen who have been sent here
possess the confidence of their constituents,
but it does not follow that they will be retained
in their seats. It is plain that a great injustice
will be done these honorable gentlemen, some
of whom have served their country faithfully,
without, in any way trenching upon the rights
of the Crown or infringing on those of the
people; and I think the conclusion this House
and the country, as well as the other branch of
the Legislature, will arrive at, is that those
resolutions
•
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were devised because they were better
calculated in this shape to be palatable, if not
to this Chamber, at least to other houses of the
legislatures of British North America.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Like
other hon. gentlemen who have preceded me,
I am overcome with the importance of this
subject; and I would fail in my duty were I to
give a silent vote on the very grave question
now before the House. I feel that, in the
language of my hon. friend from the Eastern
Division [Thomas Bennett], it is a question of
the greatest possible importance; and I think
the House has great reason to congratulate
itself on the manner in which the discussion of
it has been approached—in the way in which
it has been treated, both by the friends of the
resolutions and by those who have opposed
them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—
Difference of opinion there must be on all
great public questions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—It is
idle to expect that we should all be agreed on
this any more than on any other great public
question; and after all, the most correct
judgment, which can be formed on any
occasion, is but an approximation to the truth.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—All
those who have preceded us in the work of
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constitution making, have left, on the
structures which they have erected, the
impress of that attribute which pervades
humanity—imperfection. We brave a very
lamentable instance of this in the case of our
neighbors on the southern side of the line. As
was well said, by a prominent member of the
Government in another place, the Constitution
of the United States “was one of the most
wonderful works of the human intellect—one
of the most marvellous efforts of skill and
organization that ever governed a free people.
But to say that it was perfect would be
wrong.”48
The wonder is that men with the limited
amount of experience which its authors
possessed, should have framed such an
instrument. It has stood many rude tests, and
but for the existence in the social compact of
our American friends, of an element in direct
antagonism to the whole genius of their
system—negro slavery—the Constitution of
the United States would have continued to
withstand—yes, and after the extinction of
that element, will continue to withstand—all
the artillery which their own or foreign
despotism can array against it. Their
institutions have the same features with our
own.
There are some points of variance; but the
same great principle is the basis of both—that
life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness are
the unalienable rights of man, and that to
secure these rights, governments are instituted
among men, deriving their just powers from
the consent of the governed. This is the secret
of the strength of the British Constitution, and
without a free and full recognition of it, no
government can be strong or permanent. I am
free to admit that the scheme before us has
some defects, which, in my judgment, will mar
its well-working; but, at the same time, I am
confident that, if it should become law, those
defects can and will be remedied.
The gentlemen composing a majority of the
48

Conference, who were the authors of these
resolutions, honestly thought that their views
were right, but the time will come when they
or their successors will see that they were
wrong, and the errors will be rectified. We are
told the resolutions must be either accepted or
rejected. Therefore, the question which we
must solve is, whether those defects are so
serious as to render it our duty to reject them,
or are the advantages likely to result from their
adoption more than equivalent to the
drawbacks. I hold that the substitution of
appointment by the Crown for the elective
principle, in this Chamber, is a great objection.
I have always been an advocate of the elective
principle; still I shrink from the responsibility
of voting against the scheme because of that
objection.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—We
had reached a condition almost bordering on
anarchy; and I am sure from the conflict of
passions that prevailed—and it is not my
design to blame one political party or the other
for it, I simply state a fact, freely conceded by
both parties—that a state of things existed for
which a remedy of some kind must be found.
And it is a cheering fact that in the midst of this
state of things we have found men patriotic
enough to merge former differences and unite
together for the purpose of framing a
Constitution which will secure exemption
from the evils under which we have labored.
And although it may entail—I am not here to
state that it will not entail—additional cost
upon the country, yet that is not a valid
argument against the adoption of the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
House and the country have to take this into
consideration, whether, if it be rejected, we can
devise a plan better fitted to extricate us from
our present difficulties, and which will
command the support of all the parties to this
compact. It seems to be unnecessary to go into

John A. Macdonald, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 6, 1865), p. 32. The quote is not verbatim because Christie is quoting The
Globe version of the debate. “Legislative Assembly,” The Globe (Feb. 7, 1865).

(pp. 189-225 in the primary document)

February 15 1865, Legislative COUNCIL
American Colonies, places that measure
consideration as a remedy for present evils. 50

the discussion of the question as to
•

That without entering on the discussion of other
objections, this assembly is of opinion that the delay which
must occur in obtaining the sanction of the Lower
Provinces to a Federal union of all the British North

50
51

beyond
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whether union of the British North American
Provinces is desirable. Every hon. gentleman
who has spoken, has given his assent to that
proposition. But objections have been urged
against the resolutions before the House, and
some of those objections have assumed a
tangible shape. They have been presented in
the amendments moved by my honorable
friend from Wellington [John Sanborn] and by
my hon. friend from Niagara [James Currie].
My vote shall be given for the resolutions,
notwithstanding their defects, because I
believe that the benefits which we shall derive
from their adoption will far outweigh them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—We
have been told that this scheme is new, that the
country is not informed upon the subject, and
that the people do not understand it. There
was a time in the history of this country—and
that time has not very long gone by—when
this plan of government, or at any rate the
leading principles embodied in it, were
discussed and approved by a very large
number of the people.
In 1859, a numerous and respectable body
representing the Reform party of Upper
Canada, met in the city of Toronto.49 That
convention was composed of, I think, 560
members, who substantially adopted it as the
policy of the party. Among other resolutions
which the convention agreed to were two
which I shall take the liberty of reading to the
House. The 4th resolution was to the following
effect:—

49
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The object of this resolution was clearly not
to ignore the larger project of Confederation of
all the British North American Provinces, and
I think I shall be able to convince the House,
from what fell from myself on that occasion,
that it was not so considered. But the
difficulties then surrounding us were of a
grave character and an immediate remedy was
desired; and, as the resolution expresses it, the
obstacle in the way of a Federal union of all the
provinces, and which prevented its acceptance
as an immediate remedy, was the delay which
would necessarily occur in obtaining the
consent of the Lower Provinces.
But the 5th resolution adopted at that
meeting embodied in it some of the main
features of the resolutions of the Conference. It
runs thus:—
That in the opinion of this assembly the best practicable
remedy for the evils now encountered in the Government
of Canada is to be found in the formation of two or more
local governments, to which shall be committed the
control of all matters of a local or sectional character, and
some joint authority, charged with such matters as are
necessarily common to both sections of the province.51

John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Or, in other words, there was a hope at
that time that Confederation would be
accomplished.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Yes;
and I was going on to show that that was the
sense in which I and others in that body
viewed the resolution at the time; and my hon.
friend from the Niagara Division [James
Currie] was a member of the convention. I
shall quote from a speech I made upon that
occasion, which will show at all events the
sense in which I regarded the resolution I have

The Reformers of Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper Canada,”
The Globe (Nov. 10-11, 1859), “The Convention Yesterday,” The Globe (Nov. 11, 1859), “Meeting of the Liberal Convention
of Upper Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 12-16, 1859), and Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the
Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper Canada (1859).
ibid.
ibid.
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just read. It is sometimes an advantage in
advocating measures to have no embarrassing
antecedents. This is my lot on this occasion, or
I should, perhaps, have been reminded of
them by my hon. friend from Niagara [James
Currie].
It will be remembered by those who were
present at the meeting, that Mr. Sheppard
moved a resolution, in amendment, affirming
the propriety of dissolving the union between
Upper and Lower Canada; but in doing so, he
said, that if our object was to establish a large
nationality, he would withdraw it, and
support the main resolution. In reply to him I
said:—
Mr. Sheppard has stated that if he could see that the
tendency was towards the acquisition of a national
existence, then he was with us; he could see the propriety
of a course of that kind. Now I, for one, have no hesitation
in saying that such is its tendency, and that that man is
blind to the future of this country, nay, more, that he is not
a true patriot, who does not believe that some day or other
this great British North American continent will have a
nationality. I think every man, looking at the history of the
past and judging from that what may be the history of the
future of this country, must feel that one day or other—
and this, perhaps, at no very distant period—we shall
have a great North American nationality.
It is no part of our scheme that there shall not be a
Federation of all the British North American Provinces.
We admit the possibility of that in one of the resolutions
already passed, but we say that we cannot afford to wait
for it, for the extravagance of our present system is so great
that the country cannot stand it much longer. With regard
to dissolution of the union,
•
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pure and simple, we say you can’t get it—it is not
advisable that you should have it, because it is a step in
the wrong direction. It is going back. We adopt the
principle of Federation, as a step in the right direction,
which will, in the meantime, relieve us from the pressing
difficulties under which the country labors, and which
also looks to the future—to a Federation of all the British
North American Provinces first, and beyond that to the
admission of other territories into the great North
American Confederacy.52

52

53

Having thus shown the views which were
entertained at that time, I feel, honorable
gentlemen, that we are perfectly consistent in
supporting the main features of this scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I think
it will be in the recollection of honorable
gentlemen, that while this meeting in Toronto
took place on the 9th of November, 1859, there
was also another meeting in the city of
Montreal, on the 25th of October preceding,
the proceedings at which to a great extent
influenced the decision of that convention. The
meeting at Montreal, composed of Lower
Canadian Opposition members of Parliament,
gave forth to the world a very important and
able document—a document which on its face
was partly advisory to the members of the
Reform party of Upper Canada, who were
about to meet in Toronto. It was signed by the
following gentlemen: the Hon. Messrs. A.A.
Dorion, L. T. Drummond, L. A. Dessaules, and
Thomas D’Arcy McGee53. If the House will
bear with me, I will quote from it as briefly as
possible, because it is impossible for me to
present, in any language of my own,
arguments so cogent, and so satisfactory, in
support of the scheme now before the House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—After
setting forth the necessity of immediate action
and deprecating dissolution of the union pure
and simple, these gentlemen—who formed a
committee of the Liberal party of Lower
Canada to prepare this manifesto—say:—
Neither can we comprehend how the re-adjustment of
representation could effectually prevent the recurrence of
the conflicts and collisions arising out of the distinct
character of our twofold population. In each section there
would still one minority and majority parties; and unless
the principle of a double majority could be enacted as a
fundamental law, we should be exposed to an endless
round of the same complaints that we now hear, of one
section ruling the other contrary to its well-known public

Christie’s speech to the Liberal convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 10, 1864). “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper
Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 14, 1859).
The manifesto was signed in Montreal on Oct. 25, 1859. “Meeting of Opposition Members of Parliament of Lower Canada,”
The Globe (Oct. 31, 1859).
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opinion, and to see reproduced in our politics the same
passions, the same intrigues, the same corruption and
insincerity. The enactment of the double majority is not
advocated in any quarter.54

I am sorry that my hon. friend from the
Grandville Division [Luc Letellier de Saint
Just] is not in his place, for I think the remedy
he proposes is so ably shown in this document
to be insufficient to meet the exigencies of the
case, that even he would be convinced of the
inadequacy of the views he has just now
announced. The language I have quoted is just
what we say now, that representation by
population per se would not afford sufficient
means of extrication from our difficulties, and
would not give us the hope which the new
constitutional system, of which it forms a main
feature, does afford, that we will be rid of the
evils which have distracted the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Upper
Canada, were that principle engrafted into our
legislative union, would undoubtedly have
greater power and weight, but as the
manifesto justly says:—
We should be exposed to an endless round of the same
complaints that we now hear, of one section ruling the
other, contrary to its well known public opinion.55

We
should
still
have
Upper
Canada versus Lower Canada; because local
difficulties, arising out of real or supposed
interference with the customs, laws, religious
institutions, or sectional questions of any kind,
would provoke and perpetuate the same bitter
and hostile feelings which have so long
annoyed and vexed the people of both sections
of the province.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
Federative system is the only cure for this
great evil.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
54
55
56
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manifesto of the committee proceeds to say:—
Your committee are impressed with the conviction that
whether we consider the present needs or the probable
future condition of the country—the true, the
statesmanlike solution is to be sought in the substitution
of a purely Federative for the present so-called Legislative
union. The former, it is believed, would enable us to
escape all the evils, and so retain all the advantages
appertaining to the existing union, while by restricting the
functions of the Federal Government to the few easilydefined subjects of common or national concern, and
leaving supreme jurisdiction in all other matters to the
several provinces, the people of each sub-division would
possess every guarantee for the integrity of their
respective institutions which an absolute dissolution of
the union would confer.56

It is impossible to state in stronger or more
appropriate terms than these the advantages
set forth in the leading features of this
scheme—they are in exact accordance with the
principles here so luminously and powerfully
stated. One would suppose that
•
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the hon. and gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal
Taché], or the hon. the Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], had
written the paragraph; even they could not
offer a better defence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—But I
wish to call to the next paragraph of this
manifesto the attention of my hon. friend
(Hon. Mr. Aikins), who thinks that these
resolutions have not been long enough before
the public to enable them to form a correct
judgment upon them. I trust the House will
bear with me while quoting from this State
paper; but really I feel that the arguments
which it urges are so good that they are the
best defence of the resolutions that can fee
offered:—
The proposition to Federalize the Canadian union is not
new. On the contrary, it has been frequently mooted in
Parliament and in the press during the last few years. It

Montreal Manifesto (Oct. 25, 1859).
ibid.
ibid.
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was, no doubt, suggested by the example of the
neighboring States, where the admirable adaptation of the
Federal system to the government of an extensive
territory, inhabited by people of divers origins, creeds,
laws and customs, has been amply demonstrated; but
shape and consistence were first imparted to it in 1856,
when it was formally submitted to Parliament by the
Lower Canada Opposition, as offering, in their judgment,
the true corrective of the abuses generated under the
present system57

Thus it appears that the gallant Knight
[Étienne Pascal Taché] and his confrères of the
Conference have not the credit of originating
this scheme—the honor belongs to the Liberal
party of Lower Canada; and it is somewhat
surprising that these gentlemen, who not only
adopted it themselves but recommended it to
Upper Canada, are the only parties who now
oppose it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Now,
mark the significance of the paragraph which
follows:—
The discussion now going on in Upper Canada justifies
the hope that the Liberal party of that section of the
province will at the approaching convention pronounce in
favor of Federation. It, therefore, now becomes imperative
upon the Liberals of Lower Canada to determine whether
they will sustain the views enunciated in Parliament in
1856, and urged upon every subsequent occasion when
constitutional changes were discussed.58

James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Hear, hear!
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
hon. gentleman says “hear, hear,” but what
was recommended in this paragraph has been
done. Our friends called on the Liberal party
in Upper Canada to adopt their scheme at the
convention of 185959. It was then adopted. It
has now been adopted by both parties in
Upper Canada; nay more, it has been adopted
by the Conservative party in Lower Canada,
and shall the country now be told that the only
party who oppose it, are the Liberal party of
57
58
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60

Lower Canada, who claim the credit of being
its authors.
The arguments are so cogent that I must
continue to quote them:—
If Lower Canada insists on maintaining the union intact,—
if she will neither consent to a dissolution of the union, nor
consider the project of a Federation, it is difficult to
conceive on what reasonable grounds the demand for
representation according to population can be resisted.
The plea for such a resistance has hitherto been, that
danger might arise to some of her peculiar and most
cherished institutions; but that ground will be no longer
tenable if she rejects a proposition the effect of which
would be to leave to her own people the sole and absolute
custody of those institutions, and to surround them by the
most stringent of all possible safeguards, the fundamental
law of the land, unalterable save by the action of the
people affected by them.60

Could there be anything stronger or more to
the point than this. He will not admit it, but no
doubt this document has contributed largely
to the conversion of my venerable and gallant
friend [Étienne Pascal Taché] at the head of the
Government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I have
such faith in the efficacy of it, that in the hope
of making more converts I will go on with it:—
Your committee will not be expected, it is presumed, to do
more than indicate the conclusions at which they have
arrived with respect to the more prominent features of the
proposed system of Federation. They are clearly of
opinion that whatever be the number of the provinces into
which it may ultimately be thought advisable to divide the
Province of Canada, the old division line between Upper
and Lower Canada must be preserved. In the distribution
of powers between the Local, or State, and the Federal
Government, the controlling and pervading idea should
be to delegate to the Federal Government such authority
only as would be essential to the objects of the Federation;
and by necessary consequence to reserve to the
subdivisions, powers as ample and varied as possible.
The customs, the post-office, the laws concerning patents
and copyrights, the currency, and such of the public works
as are of general interest to the whole province, would

Montreal Manifesto (Oct. 25, 1859).
ibid.
Reform Convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 9-10, 1859). Supra footnote 49.
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form the chief, if not the only subjects with which the
General Government should be charged; while everything
relating to purely local improvements, to education, to the
administration of justice, to the militia, to laws relating to
property, and generally all questions of local concern; in
fine, on all matters not specifically devolving on the
Federal Government, would be lodged in the
governments of the separate provinces….
In conclusion,
•
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your committee strenuously recommend to the Liberal
party of Lower Canada the propriety of seeking for a
solution of the present difficulties in a plan of
Confederation, the details of which should be so matured
as to meet the approbation of a majority of the people of
this province, and, in order to further this, and to promote
the most ample discussion of the subject as well in
Parliament as throughout the country.61

It may be said in reply, that this document
refers only to the Federation of the Canadas.
The scheme before the House provides for that
most fully; but if the principle be good as
regards Canada, it will be equally beneficial as
regards the other British North American
Colonies.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
hon. member from Wellington [John Sanborn],
in the very able speech which he delivered the
other day, and to which all who heard him
must have listened with very great pleasure,
enunciated his views in his usual forcible and
lucid style; and whether there is a coincidence
of opinion with him or not, one cannot but
respect the intelligence, moderation and
candor with which he expresses his views.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I trust
that in giving my opinion upon some points of
his remarks I shall be guilty of no want of
courtesy although differing from him.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
hon. gentleman, at the outset of his remarks,

61
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said that this Constitution, in order to be
strong, “must be planted deep in the hearts
and afflictions of the people,”62 and that “there
would be no good hope of its permanency
without this.”63 So true and correct is this
position, that if I did not believe, honestly
believe, that the Constitution which we are
now discussing commanded the approbation
of a large majority of the people—I am
speaking now more particularly of the section
of the province to which I belong—I would be
one of those to advocate our delaying its
passage until we ascertained beyond all doubt
what the feelings of the people are; but I think
there is no reasonable ground to doubt what
their views are.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—They
were shown, in the first place, as pointed out
by my honorable friend the Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], in the
fact that nearly all the elections of members of
this and the other branch of the Legislature
that have taken place since the formation of
the Government, have resulted in its favor.
That, I think, is very strong testimony of the
popular approbation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Then
we have no petitions against it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—And
none for it.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—”None
for it,” the hon. gentleman says. Why, the
country has demanded the scheme for years.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—What
have I been proving to the House but that the
very party of which the hon. gentleman is a
member resolved upon this in 1859 64. I do not
think the feelings of that convention in its
favor could have been more distinctly

Montreal Manifesto (Oct. 25, 1859).
John Sanborn, Legislative Council (Feb. 9, 1865), p. 124.
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expressed. I certainly so understood it, and a
large majority of the 560 gentlemen present so
understood it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—It has
been before the country in Lower Canada
since 1856, when our friends from Lower
Canada
formally
brought
it
before
Parliament65. Are there any petitions from
Lower Canada now against it?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Are
there any from Upper Canada? Has there been
a single public meeting in either section
against it?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—In
Lower Canada, an hon. member says, there
have been two or three. It has been said—I do
not declare it, but make the statement on
public rumor—that they were failures, small
demonstrations of opposition. But in Upper
Canada we have had no demonstration
whatever against it. An indirect attempt was
made the other day at Toronto by an effort to
condemn the Intercolonial Railway in
connection with Confederation, but it was a
manifest failure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I think,
then, that we are justified in assuming—and,
indeed, are bound to assume—that the people
do not object to it, and that they fully
understand its character; for in spite of what
maybe said to the contrary, it has gone
through the length and breadth of the land,
having been widely circulated by every
newspaper in the country; and it is a flimsy
argument for honorable gentlemen to use, that
because the resolutions addressed to them
were marked “Private,” they could not be
communicated to the public.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—They
have been spread all over the country; but we
are told the entire press has been subsidized
65

by the Government. To say that the press was
influenced in any manner by the circular to
which allusion has been made, is absolutely
ridiculous.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—There
are a few newspapers in either section of the
province—certainly there are few in Upper
Canada—that have spoken against the
scheme; but nine-tenths of them in both
sections are in favor of it, and have discussed
it in all its bearings—yet we are told that the
public has not been sufficiently informed
upon it, that in fact there is no public opinion
in
•
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respect to it, and that hence there are no
petitions or demonstrations against it. I think
this is a mode of reasoning which my hon.
friend (Hon. Mr. Currie) ought not to adopt—
it is an argument unworthy of his intelligence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—My
hon. friend from Wellington [John Sanborn]
the other day attacked the character of the
Conference, and the attack has been repeated
since, by styling it a ”self-elected body.” This
designation was not correct. So far as Canada
is concerned, we were represented by the
Canadian Government, formed for the express
purpose of carrying into effect a plan of
Federal union—union of the Canadas at all
events, and if possible of all the British North
American Provinces. It will not be denied that
the Government possesses the confidence of
large majorities in both Houses of Parliament,
and of the people of the province.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
representatives of Canada, therefore, could
hardly be called a self-elected body, that is in
the sense in which my hon. friend has applied
the term, namely, that they represented
nobody but themselves. To maintain this is
indeed to go a great length, for it is practically
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to ignore both Houses of Parliament, and the
very principle of representation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Then,
as regards the representatives of the other
provinces, they were appointed by the
sanction of the Crown, on the invitation of the
Governor General, and were selected from
various political parties, to consider a question
of the utmost interest to every subject of the
Sovereign, of whatever race or faith, resident
in these provinces; and they have arrived at a
conclusion destined to exercise a most
important influence upon the future condition
and welfare of the whole community.
My honorable friend from Port Hope (Hon.
Mr. Seymour) referred to-day to the American
mode of revising their constitutions. The
honorable gentleman very correctly stated the
manner in which the Federal Constitution may
be amended, but he is in error as to the mode
in which state constitutions may be revised.
One of the most important of the States revised
its Constitution in 1846 66. I refer to the State of
New York. The modus operandi on that occasion
was as follows:—An act was passed in the
State Legislature authorizing the electors at
large to choose delegates to a convention, for
the express purpose of revising the
Constitution.67
The instrument passed by the convention
was then submitted to the Legislature for
approval; but the Legislature had no power to
alter it. It had either to be rejected or accepted
as a whole. It was so accepted, none of the
details being altered. My hon. friend will see
that while the Conference was composed of
leading representatives of the people in the
various provinces, those conventions are
composed of gentlemen elected by the people
for that special purpose; and that the only
difference between them is in the mode of
selection. However, in both cases, all political

66
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parties are represented. My hon. friend from
the Home Division (Hon. Mr. Aikins) in
speaking of this Conference the other day, said
he would have preferred if it had been a party
matter, and he took the ground that if it had, it
would have been better for the country.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I beg
the honorable gentleman’s pardon. What I
said was, that I regretted very much that the
measure had not been taken up and discussed
as a party measure; for although I was of
opinion that it could not be carried as a party
measure, if it had been so taken up it would
have been more thoroughly scrutinized and
discussed before the people.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I think
the explanation of my hon. friend quite bears
out what I stated, that he thought it should be
made a party measure.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I
thought the country would be the gainer if it
were.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—In
what way?
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—By the
fuller discussion we would have.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Where
can the hon. gentleman find an instance of the
revision or change of a constitution being
made a party measure?
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—The
hon. gentleman can find it on reference to the
action of the Toronto convention68 and the
Lower Canadian Liberal party 69, to which he
has just alluded.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
hon. gentleman, I see, has not changed the
ground which he took the other day, and
which is precisely as I stated it. He thinks it
would have been to the public advantage if
this question had been taken up and discussed
by a party. In this, in my judgment, he is
entirely wrong; and I say he can find no
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instance of a constitution having been revised
by a party.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Well,
I submit an instance—the amendment to the
United
•
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States Constitution, prohibiting slavery70,
which was passed last mouth, and which was
proposed by a party.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—A
number of the representatives in the Federal
Congress who voted for it were democrats,
and without their concurrence and support it
could not have been carried. Besides, that was
only an amendment, not a revision of the
Constitution. The Constitution of the United
States was not the work of a party. The
revision of the Constitution of the State of New
York, in 184671, was not the work of a party. It
is not desirable that any Constitution should
be the work of a party; in so important an
undertaking all party spirit should be laid
aside.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Why?
Because men of all parties are alike interested
in the formation of a Constitution, and because
in the construction of such an instrument, the
collective wisdom of the leading men of all
parties is needed. Besides, a Constitution so
framed will be more likely, as my hon. friend
from Wellington [John Sanborn] has so well
said, to live in the hearts and affections of the
people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—To
show the good sense of our neighbors on this
point, they do not give the revision of a
Constitution—and the work of the Conference
was a revision of our Constitution—to any
party, but to men specially chosen for the
purpose, from all parties; and I think the
Governor General, and the LieutenantGovernors of the Lower Provinces acted most
70
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wisely when they selected men of all shades of
political opinion to compose this Conference
and to prepare this Constitution, because all
party views and feelings being laid aside, the
whole object and motive of the members of the
body was to devise a scheme which would
best tend to promote the good of their
common country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
hon. member from Wellington [John Sanborn]
has suggested a very important objection to
the scheme; and I am free to admit that, if the
position he took were a correct one, then it
would not be my duty, or that of any elected
member of this House, to assent to the
measure. In order that I may not misrepresent
the position taken by the hon. gentleman, let
me quote his language, as reported in the
newspapers. He held:—
That the elective members had received a sacred trust to
exercise; that they were sent here by their constituencies
to represent them, and to do that only. Under these
circumstances, how could they conceive they had the
power to vote away the rights of their electors? That was
not their mandate, and if they did, they would be doing
that which they had no authority to do; they would be
doing that which they could not do without going beyond
the authority con faded to them.72

Now, it must be frankly admitted that if the
hon. gentleman’s position be correct, then his
objection would be fatal to any elected
member giving his concurrence to the scheme
of the Conference. But, hon. gentlemen, let us
enquire what is the position of a
representative. Two elements enter into the
idea of representation—namely, power and
duty. A representative derives the former
from his constituents acting by their majority,
under the Constitution. From what source
does he derive the latter? Obviously not from
his constituents, because even the majority are
not agreed on all points connected with the
discharge of his duty. My hon. friend (Hon.

Thirteenth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States (1865).
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Mr. Sanborn) has spoken of the position of a
representative, as being that of a trustee. I shall
quote from a very able work on the British
Commonwealth, in which that position is, to
my mind, very fully and very satisfactorily
proved to be incorrect. Cox says:—
Any trust, to be obligatory in conscience, must be defined
by the self-same persons who appoint the trustee, or the
person who is to fulfil the trust. His powers and duties
must be derived from identically the same authority, for it
obviously would be contrary to morals, as it is to law, that
a man would be bound in conscience to exercise, in a
particular way, powers delegated to him by several
others, when they themselves, while delegating those
powers, differ as to the mode in which they are to be
exercised.
For, which of the different ways is the trustee to choose?
By whom of those who appoint him is he to be guided in
preference to the rest? At the most he is bound to exercise
his trust in a particular way in those particulars only
respecting which the trust makers are agreed.
Let us now apply this abstract principle of equity to the
relations between a representative and his constituents.
Regard him as their trustee. With respect to the source of
his power there is no ambiguity; it is derived from his
constituents acting by their majority. But from whom does
he derive the duty of expressing this or that opinion in
Parliament? In what particular are the trust-makers
agreed?
The very majority who voted for him are rarely, perhaps
never, all agreed on any one point on which their opinions
have been compared with his. Some of them differ from
him on some points, some on others, but they all voted for
him, from personal consideration, or because of their
agreement with him on those points which they
respectively deemed most important. In the minority,
also, are probably some electors who assent to some,
•

(p. 219)

and dissent from others, of his opinions. The essential
conditions of a valid trust to express particular opinions
in Parliament are then wanting. The persons nominating
him to his office, do not concur as to the opinions which
he is to express. How then can a trust exist which it is
impossible to define. The real trust imposed on the
representative is co-extensive with those obligations,
which alone the trust-makers can generally confer on
him,—namely, to exercise his representative power
honestly and discreetly.
73
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This argument, of course, assumes that the candidate has
not defined his parliamentary obligations by
unconditional pledges.73

The only other possible limitation might
exist in the Constitution. I shall look then at the
instrument from which we derive our powers
as legislative councillors, and shall quote from
the Imperial Act of 1854, intituled “An Act to
empower the Legislature of Canada to alter
the Constitution of the Legislative Council,
and for other purposes.” The first section is as
follows:—
It shall be lawful for the Legislature of Canada, by any act
or acts to be for that purpose passed, to alter the manner
of composing the Legislative Council of the said province,
and to make it consist of such number of members,
appointed or to be appointed or elected by such persons,
and in such manner as to the said Legislature may seem
fit, and to fix the qualifications of the persons capable of
being so appointed or elected, and by such act or acts to
make provision, if they shall think fit, for the separate
dissolution by the Governor of the said Legislative
Council and Legislative Assembly respectively, and for
the purposes aforesaid, to vary and repeal in such manner
as to them shall seem fit, all or any of the sections and
provisions of the said recited act, and of any other Act of
Parliament now in force which relates to the Constitution
of the Legislative Council of Canada. 74

Then, in the 3rd section it is provided—
That it shall be lawful for the Legislature of Canada, from
time to time, to vary and repeal all or any of the provisions
of the act or acts altering the Constitution of the said
Legislative Council. 75

These are the powers given us by our
Constitution.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—They
are of the most ample character. We were
elected, pursuant to an act passed in
consequence of the exercise of these powers.
And, coming from the people, the members of
this House were put in possession of these

Homersham Cox, The British Commonwealth (1854), pp. 144-146.
An Act to empower the Legislature of Canada to alter the Constitution of the Legislative Council for that Province, and for other
Purposes (U.K., 1854).
ibid.

(pp. 189-225 in the primary document)

240

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

powers the moment they were elected. None
of them at their elections pledged themselves
not to exercise the powers granted by the
Constitution. They were not asked by their
constituents to do so. How then, by voting for
this or any other measure altering the
constitution of the Legislative Council, can
they be said to betray the trust reposed in them
by their constituents?
My hon. friend from Wellington [John
Sanborn] admits that under the Constitution
we have the power to alter the constitution of
this House in so far as it relates to Canada, but
he says we are not authorized to extend our
action to the other provinces, in a scheme of
Federal union.
That is begging the question. I answer his
objection that any change affecting the elective
principle is a breach of trust. Besides, we do
not propose to enact a system of Government
embracing all British North America. We have
not the power to do so. We merely propose to
address Her Majesty on the subject. The
Imperial Parliament alone has that power; but
if we have power without a breach of trust to
alter the constitution of the Legislative Council
of Canada (and my hon. friend admits this),
then, certainly, we cannot be guilty of a breach
of trust in suggesting a change embraced in a
Constitution for the various provinces.
I will not yield to my hon. friends from
Wellington [John Sanborn] and Niagara
[James Currie], in attachment to the elective
principle, as applied to this House. I have
always been an advocate for it, and I am so
still, but we cannot get it inserted in this
instrument; and much as I deplore its absence
from our proposed Constitution, I am not on
that account prepared to reject the resolutions.
This scheme, like all other constitutional
compacts, is a compromise between the
conflicting opinions of its framers; and on the
whole, it is a fair compromise. This feature is
not peculiar to our plan of Confederation. My
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hon. friend will find in the Federalist, and from
the correspondence of the able men who
framed the “Articles of Confederation,”76 that
compromise and concessions of opinion were
submitted to. But out of them all grew the
wonderful
fabric
of
the
American
Constitution. In the resolution which my hon.
friend proposes, there is, according to his own
admission, compromise.
He admits that he cannot in its integrity
procure the application of the elective
principle to the Legislative Council. He even
proposes to add to the opposite principle;
why, then, does my hon. friend object to
similar concessions on our part, when we
believe that the probable advantages of the
whole scheme far outweigh its defects?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—As
regards limitation in the general powers of
Parliament contended for by my hon. friend, I
hold that it is not to be found in the
•
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unwritten Constitution, made up of historical
and parliamentary precedents, any more than
in our written Charter from the Imperial
Parliament.
That
great
commentator,
Blackstone, says of Parliament:—
It hath sovereign and uncontrollable authority in making,
confining, enlarging, restraining, repealing, revising and
expounding of laws.77

So, Justice Story, in speaking of the
American Constitution, says:—
Where a power is granted in general terms the power is to
be construed as co-extensive with the terms, unless some
clear restriction upon it is deducible from the context. 78

Chief Justice Marshall says:—
The Constitution unavoidably deals in general language,
hence its powers are expressed in general terms, leaving
to the Legislature, from time to time, to adopt its own
means to effectuate legitimate objects, and to mould and

Articles of Confederation—the first constitution of the United States (Mar. 1, 1781).
William Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of England (1765), 1: 156-157.
Joseph Story, Commentaries on the Constitution of the United States (1833), Chapter V: Rules of Interpretation, § 191, p. 142.
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model the exercise of its powers as its own wisdom and
the public interest may require. 79

The only other authority I shall quote is from
Duer’s Constitutional Jurisprudence:—
No axiom is more clearly established in law or reason than
that, wherever an end is required, the means are
authorized; wherever a general power to do a thing is
given, every particular power necessary for doing it is
included.80

But my hon. friend’s motion is utterly
inconsistent with the position which he has
taken. He takes ground in his speech which is
upset by his motion. According to that
position he is bound to the elective principle,
and he is therefore on principle bound to do all
in his power to remove obstructions to its wellworking. He is bound even to remove the
present nominated members from the House.
What does his resolution propose? It proposes
not merely to allow the nominated members to
remain for life, but to add ten to their number!
This is surely not giving free scope to the
elective principle. Were the Lower Provinces
to have the power which my hon. friend
proposes to give them, they would appoint ten
of their youngest men to seats in this House,
who might be hero for years after those to
whom they were an offset had been removed
from the House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—
Besides, he proposes to give the present
elected members seats for eight years, and
then, of course, the whole of them would go
back for re-election at once. I am not convinced
by any argument which I have heard that the
elective principle, exercised in some way, is
not the best mode to compose this House. It
has worked well so far. All the fears which
were entertained in reference to it have proved
groundless, and I believe it would continue to
work well, and therefore, I disapprove of the
79

80
81
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change proposed in the resolutions. But I am
not on that account prepared to reject the
whole scheme. With all its defects (and I
believe those defects will be remedied) I accept
it, because it will be productive of good to the
country at large. Therefore, I shrink from the
responsibility of rejecting it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I have
to apologize for having detained the House so
long—
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “no, no,” “go
on”.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—but,
before sitting down, I must refer to the
amendment of which my hon. friend from
Niagara Division (Hon. Mr. Currie) has given
notice. It is as follows:—
That upon a matter of such great importance as the
proposed Confederation of this and certain other British
Colonies, this House is unwilling to assume the
responsibility of assenting to a measure involving so
many important considerations, without a further
manifestation of the public will than has yet been
declared.81

My hon. friend does not tell us, in this
resolution, which he intends to move—
David Armstrong [Canada East, appointed
1855]—I scarcely think it is in order to discuss
a resolution which has not been moved yet.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—It
forms part of the general subject brought
before the House. It is on the notice paper, and
I think I am quite in order in referring to it. I
was about to say that my hon. friend, in that
notice does not tell us whether he intends to
propose that public opinion shall be tested by
an appeal to the people in the way of a
dissolution of the Legislative Assembly, or by
submitting the scheme in its integrity to a
popular vote.
If we recommend the former course, we
should place ourselves in rather a strange

This is actually Justice Joseph Story’s opinion in Martin v. Hunter's Lessee, 14 U.S. (1 Wheat.) 304 (1816). Marshall was Chief
Justice at the time.
William Duer, A Course of Lectures on the Constitutional Jurisprudence of the United States (1843), p. 307.
Currie would present the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 17, 1865, p. 269.
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position. If we advised His Excellency
[Viscount Monck] to dissolve the House of
Assembly, while we sat quietly by to see what
was going on, it would be in effect saying—
”We have scruples as to whether public
opinion has, or has not endorsed these
proposed constitutional changes; but, if your
Excellency will be so kind as to dissolve the
House of Assembly, those scruples will be
resolved by a general election.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I think
•
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that would be an extraordinary course for this
House to take—and a course which I think
would not be considered by the country at
large a very becoming one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—If the
other plan be what my hon. friend intends by
his notice, then I say it is a process of
ascertaining the popular sanction entirely
unknown to the British Constitution. It is a
process unknown even to our friends on the
other side of the line, except in those cases
where the general or state Constitution
expressly provides for it. Where such
provisions are not contained in the state
constitutions, it is invariably held that
submission to the popular vote, in order to
give the force of law to any legislative act, is
unconstitutional and void. In reference to the
practice, Sedgwick, an eminent American
authority, says:—
Efforts have been made, in several cases, by the state
legislatures to relieve themselves of the responsibility of
their functions, by submitting statutes to the will of the
people, in their primary capacity. But these proceedings
have been held, and very rightly, to be entirely
unconstitutional and invalid. The duties of legislation are
not to be exercised by the people at large. The majority
governs, but only in the prescribed form.
The introduction of practices of this kind would remove
all checks on hasty and improvident legislation, and
82

greatly diminish the benefits of representative
government. So when an act to establish free schools was
by its terms directed to be submitted to the electors of the
state to become a law only in case a majority of the votes
were given in its favor, it was held in New York that the
whole proceeding was entirely void.
The Legislature, said the Court of Appeals, have no power
to make such submission, nor had the people the power to
bind each other by acting upon it. They voluntarily
surrendered that power when they adopted the
Constitution. The government of this state is democratic,
but it is a representative democracy, and in passing
general laws the people act only through their
representatives in the legislature.
In Indiana, the principle is now framed into a
constitutional provision which vests the legislative
authority in a Senate and House of Representatives, and
declares that no law shall be passed the taking effect of
which shall be made to depend upon any authority except
as provided in the Constitution. And under these
provisions it has been held that so much of an act as relates
to its submission to the popular vote was null and void.82

That is the general principle, according to
American practice. And as I have said, the
process of submitting any statute to the
popular vote, in order to give it the force of
law, is unheard of in British constitutional
practice.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I shall
not detain the House by going into the
question of expense, as I promised to do. I will
simply say in conclusion, that I do think it is
our duty as patriotic men, as men actuated by
an honest desire to extricate our country from
the difficulties in which it is placed, to deal
fairly with this scheme, and as no other has
been presented—as those who oppose it have
not presented for our consideration any
other—have not even suggested the
possibility of any other to extricate us from the
evils of our position—and believing that in the
main this scheme, as regards its great leading
outlines, will effect that purpose—then, I say,
it is our duty as honest and patriotic men, to
approve of it and to sanction it by voting for
the resolutions in their integrity.

Theodore Sedwick, A Treatise on the Rules which Govern the Interpretation and Application of Statutory and Constitutional Law
(1857), p. 165.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I have
resolved, like my honorable friend from the
Western Division [Walter McCrea], and my
hon. friend from the Brock Division (Hon. Mr.
Blair) to vote against all amend uients which
may be offered to it. We have been told
distinctly by the members of the Government
that we must either accept or reject it as it is—
that amendment is impossible. I can very well
understand the reason of that.
It was adopted as a compact between the
representatives of the different provinces who
had assembled in Conference for the express
purpose of framing this Constitution. Were we
to make any inroads upon those resolutions,
then the other provinces might claim and
might exercise the same right. This instrument
is not perfect. We all admit that there are
points in it to which we object; and there are
points in it, I dare say, to which our friends in
the Lower Provinces object. It is a compromise,
and I think it is a very able, and in the main a
very fair compromise. It is such a compromise
as ought to commend itself to every
reasonable and candid mind. I think,
therefore, that all amendments should be
vetoed. And I am not afraid that, in taking that
course, we shall not be justified by the people
at large.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—The
people understand the meaning and effect of
these amendments perfectly well. Perhaps I
should not call them “buncombe,” but they
savour very much of that kind of thing. I think
the members of this House need have no fears
of public opinion in this matter. As regards the
people of Upper Canada—for whom I am in a
better position to speak than for the people of
Lower Canada—I am satisfied they will
endorse our approbation of the resolutions;
although, as we do, they may object
•
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to some of the details. I have not hesitated to
83
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state my own disapproval of some of them.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I
disapprove of some of the details, just as
strongly as my hon. friend from the Home
Division (Hon. Mr. Aikins,) or my Hon. friend
from Niagara Division (Hon. Mr. Currie). But
I look at it in this light: here we are offered a
Constitution which will deliver us from many
of the great evils under which we have been
laboring. I feel that in the main it will have that
effect; and that this will be the result, could not
have been stated more clearly or forcibly than
we find it in the document which I read, as
coming from the Lower Canada Opposition,
and signed by Hon. Mr. Dorion, Hon. Mr.
Drummond, Hon. Mr. Dessaulles, and Hon.
Mr. McGee83. I think that document contains
arguments in its favor which are
unanswerable.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]— In the
circumstances, then, in which we are placed,
and in the absence of any other wore feasible
scheme, I believe that, in spite of all its
objectionable features, the good which will
result from it as a whole, will more than
counterbalance all the difficulties and all the
evils which may possibly grow out of it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—And
besides, it is not a finality. We have every
reason to believe that those principles, which,
I think, should have been embodied in it, are
such as will ultimately prevail. I have
confidence enough in the representatives of
the people, and in the members of the Upper
House to be nominated by the Crown, and
who will compose that branch of the new
Legislature formed under this Constitution. I
say I have confidence in them to believe that,
if the opinions which I hold in respect to those
details shall prove to be correct, the defects
referred to will be removed from the
Constitution. There will be no more difficulty

Montreal Manifesto (Oct. 25, 1859).
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in excising the nominative principle from the
future Legislative Council, than there was in
excising it from the former body. I might say
there were greater difficulties in the one case
than in the other.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—
Looking then at the advantages likely to result
from the adoption of the resolutions—the
establishment of peace and harmony among
the people of this country—the getting rid of
those terrible difficulties and conflicts which
have beset our path, we ought not to hesitate.
Whatever hon. gentlemen may say now, they
did not estimate them slightly when they were
complaining of the conduct of the
governments of the day, and my hon. friend
from Niagara (Honorable Mr. Currie)
inveighed against the evils which then existed
as strongly as any man could do. Looking,
then I say, at the abuses and difficulties which
have arisen under a legislative union; and,
thence arguing the impracticability of going
on with that kind of union, and believing that
the great advantages likely to result from this
scheme of Federal union will much more than
counterbalance the evils likely to arise from it,
I do say it is our duty as honest and patriotic
men to adopt the resolutions presented to us
by the Conference.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected
1863] said—I have no desire to take up the
time of the House, and shall only do so for a
moment or two. I have been unable, from ill
health, to be present during the speeches on
the amendment which I had the honor to
submit, and I shall merely avail myself of this
opportunity to answer two or three of the
arguments which have been advanced by my
hon. friend who has just taken his seat. It
appears to me that the difficulties under which
my hon. friend labors can be very easily
removed; and that, if he is really in harmony
in sentiment with those who sustain the
amendment now before the House, he ought
84

not to hesitate to give it his support.
On a former occasion I endeavored to show
that the amendment did not impair the scheme
at all; that it did not place us in antagonism
with any of the other provinces; that it was
entirely a matter of our own concern,—the
election of members to the Legislative
Council—and that it was of no consequence to
the other provinces how those members were
elected, if they had relatively the same number
as we.
My hon. friend accuses me of being
inconsistent in taking ground in favor of the
elective principle, while proposing still to
retain the nominated members in their seats,
and also to add ten new members from the
Maritime Provinces. To this, I would answer
that it is an exceptional condition in which we
are placed. We cannot obviate the difficulty. A
similar difficulty presented itself to those who
sought the change when the elective principle
was introduced into this House84, and they
met it just in the same manner in which we
propose to meet it here. The life members were
retained while recognition and sanction were
•
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given to the elective principle, and the House
remains now a visible memento of the
carrying out of the very position which I take
on the present occasion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
The ground taken then, and to which the Hon.
Premier (Hon. Sir Etienne P. Taché) gave the
sanction of his name and reputation, was a
recognition of the principle embodied in the
amendment now before this honorable House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
If we gained anything by introducing the
elective principle, we propose to keep that
advantage, by retaining it just in the same
form, and bearing the same relation to the
proposed Legislative Council as it is retained
in and bears relation to this House.

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—But,
under the present union, there is no federative
necessity for relative equality of numbers in
the Legislative Council, as there will be under
the proposed union.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
I admit no necessities of the kind. These
necessities are entirely artificial. In that
respect, I think hon. gentlemen are entirely in
error in the position they take. And, though I
concede to my hon. friend from Erie Division
(Hon. Mr. Christie) every credit for great
candor and soundness of judgment, still I must
say that, when he enters into the province of
law, he is travelling a little, as we say in the
profession, out of the record—and that any
one who is familiar with the doctrine of trusts
could not fail to see the falseness of his
reasoning in that particular. As regards a trust,
of course, the person who has a mandate given
to him, must act according to his discretion
under the circumstances. But then he must do
so within the trust that is given him, and not
beyond the trust.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—Of
course.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
My hon. friend cites the act empowering the
Legislature of Canada to change the
constitution of the Legislative Council85, and
on this act he bases his whole argument. If I
convince him that that act does not cover his
argument, will he then concede the point?
That act, to which my hon. friend refers, was
passed for a specific purpose, to enable
Parliament to reconstruct this House. It had
answered its purpose when the constitution of
this House was changed, but it cannot
properly be invoked as giving authority with
reference to bringing in other provinces to
form a new Confederacy.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—But my
hon. friend will observe, that we are not
legislating now—that we are merely passing
85
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an Address.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
We must feel that, according to the rules of
law, we are asked here to go beyond the duties
which our electors sent us into this House to
discharge. I contend that neither any are on
our own Statute Book, nor any Imperial Act,
authorizes us to assume that they elected us to
come here to demolish the whole fabric of our
Constitution, and to seek to form another and
entirely different political system, embracing a
number of other provinces, so that our identity
is entirely swamped and lost. I must say that,
if my hon. friend feels bound at all by the trust
committed to him by those who sent him here
as a representative of the people, I conceive he
is necessarily bound to this, that he must
sustain the elective principle with regard to
the constitution of the proposed Legislative
Council. It is impossible, I think, to arrive at
any other conclusion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
My hon. friend made use of one expression,
with apparently some degree of reluctance—
the term “buncombe.” I think that was
suggestive, and very suggestive. For, if those
who are favoring this principle favor it for
what my hon. friend characterizes as
“buncombe,” then they are seeking popularity
with the people—they are seeking what the
people want—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
and that argument certainly does not avail my
hon. friend in his present position; for he
maintains that the people fully understand
this thing, and want it. If this be the case—if
the whole Province of Canada is bent upon
having this scheme—then those who are
trying to resist it are standing alone, and are
either acting patriotically, or are beside
themselves. They cannot certainly be acting
from any desire to obtain popularity, because,
according to my hon. friend, they are just

An Act to empower the Legislature of Canada to alter the Constitution of the Legislative Council for that Province, and for other
Purposes (U.K., 1854).
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doing what the people do not want them to do.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
I know that the position of my hon. friend is
somewhat embarrassing. He resides in a
section of the province, where he feels there is
a difficulty that needs to be removed in some
way or other; and he is now endeavoring to
show that the best means of removing that
difficulty is to embrace a great many other
difficulties of a huge character, and of which
we
cannot
fully
comprehend
the
consequences. When an hon. gentleman is
prepared to take that ground, I think it would
be better for him to take it in silence, than to
attempt to sustain it by reason.
As regards Lower Canada,
•
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we are not situated in the same way. There is
the French party, and there is the English party
in Lower Canada, who are situated very
differently from the people of Upper Canada;
and the people of Upper Canada have a
disposition not to recognize their peculiar
circumstances, or to have any concern for
them at all. If my hon. friend will pardon me,
I would say that his whole philosophy is in
favor of Upper Canada. In speaking of the
public opinion of this province, it was always
Upper Canada—he had no idea of Lower
Canada as having any existence or any rights.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—My
hon. friend is quite mistaken. I quoted as
lengthily from the manifesto of the Lower
Canada Opposition86, as from that of the
Upper Canada Opposition87.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
I am now speaking of the English of Lower
Canada; and, as regards the people giving a
distinct assent to this proposition, my hon.
friend will admit that the English of Lower
Canada have not given such an assent.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I stated
that I could speak with more confidence as to

86
87

the public opinion of the section of country to
which I belonged, than with regard to Lower
Canada.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
The resolutions to which Hon. Mr. Dorion was
a party, and which were read by my hon.
friend, I conceive to embody, not what Mr.
Dorion’s party, or any one political party
rather than another desired. I take it for
granted that British subjects of French
Canadian origin generally have their feelings
in that direction—that is, they desire large
power for the local government—in fact they
would desire the local governments to be the
real governments, and that the Federation
should be very much nominal, for very minor
purposes, and with very weak powers in the
Central Government; while, on the other hand,
the English population of Lower Canada
would take the opposite view, and desire
larger powers in the Central Government, and
smaller powers in the Local Government.
This, I think, was the view to which the
resolutions read by my hon. friend had
reference. Now, as regards the Reform party of
Upper Canada, let us see what they had
reference to—whether it was anything like the
Constitution which is now proposed. I hold in
my hand a pamphlet—the Address of the
Reform Constitutional Association to the
people of Upper Canada in 1859—and I find
here what they conceive to be the true remedy
thus stated:—
“The true remedy!” What then is the remedy best adapted
to deliver the province from the disastrous position it now
occupies?
We answer—dissolve the existing legislative union.
Divide Canada into two or more provinces with local
executives and legislatures having entire control over
every public interest except those, and those only, that are
necessarily common to all parts of the province. Let no
public debt be incurred by the legislatures, until the
sanction has been obtained by direct vote.
Establish some central authority over all, with power to
administer such matters, and such only as are necessarily

Montreal Manifesto (Oct. 25, 1859).
Reform Convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 9-10, 1859). Supra footnote 49.
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common to the whole province. Let the functions of this
central authority be clearly laid; let its powers be strictly
confined to discharging specified duties. Prohibit it from
incurring any new debt, or levying more taxation than is
required to meet the interest of existing obligations,
discharge its own specified duties, and gradually pay off
the national debt. Secure these rights by a written
constitution, ratified by the people, and incapable of
alteration except by their formal sanction.88

This was the programme laid down by the
Upper Canada Reform Convention of 1859.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Who
is the author of that address?
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Various parties had a hand in it. I find the
name of Hon. Mr. McDougall, the present
Provincial Secretary, attached to it. And I
suppose my hon. friend from Erie Division
(Hon. Mr. Christie) was one of them.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—They
proposed that the Constitution should be
submitted to the people?
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Yes; it was to be ratified by a direct vote of the
people. And the beauty of the thing was, that
the Central Parliament was to be bound not to
increase the debt of the provinces, but
gradually to pay it off.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
I apprehend the Reform party of Upper
Canada at that time was wiser than the same
party in these days.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—That is
a question.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
If my honorable friend would take that
platform, or something like it, I should be
happy to give it my best consideration at once;
and I should be very glad if they would only
give us a small part of it, of which I think they
must see the justice—namely, written
guarantees, so as to assure us that our rights of
property shall not be overturned by the Local
Parliament;
•
88
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to prevent, for example, a Squatter’s bill—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
being passed at the very first opportunity in
the Local Parliament, demolishing all the
rights of property. I see my hon. friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Crawford) look
melancholy, because he foresees that, when
the new Constitution is adopted, twelve
months will not pass before that becomes law
in Lower Canada, and all protection for
proprietors, so far as that is concerned,
brought to an end. But this is only one
instance, significant of what will take place.
It is perfectly well known, and none can
realize it better than those who have a much
greater horror of the progress of popular
sentiments than I have, that the tendency in
the popular mind is to break down
monopolies of every kind, and to go to
extremes in dealing with vested rights, even
those which are established and founded on
substantial principles of justice. Now, these
rights, at the very least, ought certainly to be
confided to the highest legislative authority. I
go further and maintain that guarantees for
those rights ought to be placed in the written
Constitution, that they ought to be beyond the
power of interference by the legislative
authority, and that they should be guarded by
the judicial decisions of the highest courts in
the country.
In that case there would be a protection for
property, but in this Constitution there is no
such protection for property either in Upper or
Lower Canada. And here is the point to which
I ask the attention of my honorable friends of
all parties—a point which I think all of them
have been too little concerned about, and
which applies just as well to Upper as to
Lower Canada. For I say that, if some security
is not given to the people in one of those ways
for maintaining vested rights and interests of
this character, the most disastrous results will
arise in every Local Parliament; because, when

Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper
Canada (1859), p. 45.
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these parliaments are constructed, they will
necessarily consist of a different class of men
from those who now compose the legislatures
of the various provinces. There will be such
inducements to men of the highest order to get
elected to the Central Parliament, that the
consequence will necessarily and naturally be
the result to which I point.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
I should like to refer to one argument which
was used by my hon. friend from Saugeen
(Hon. Mr. Macpherson)—who is not now in
his place—that the appointment of members
of the Legislative Council in the proposed
Federal Parliament is not in fact an
abandonment of the elective principle,
because the appointments are to be by the
Ministry of the day, who must have the
confidence of the people. That is certainly a
most extraordinary argument.
If it held good at all, it should apply equally
to both Houses, and the Legislative Assembly
should be appointed by the Ministry, because
the Ministry have been selected by those who
have been elected by the people. This is the
clear, logical deduction from my hon. friend’s
argument, if it is good for anything—because,
if appointment by the Ministry is not an
abandonment of the elective principle, you
would still have an elective Legislative
Assembly, although its members were
appointed by the Government
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
But this was also well answered on a former
occasion by my hon. friend behind me (Hon.
Mr. Aikins.) It is not simply the first
appointment that we oppose. It is the
appointments afterwards, as the first members
die out or resign, and their successors are
appointed on the nomination of the future
local governments. Instead of this producing a
favorable result, it appears to me it will have
just the opposite effect. The reason is plain.
If, in the very first instance, the prerogative
is exercised, not by the Sovereign or the
Sovereign’s representative, unbiased, but is

exercised by a party government, you have a
House constituted at its very first meeting of a
party character. In the other branch that
particular Government has a majority. But it is
possible, that that party may not long retain
power. In the nature of things it is not probable
that they will. No party does. But the Upper
House remains permanent, and you provide
by your very first operation for that deadlock—that conflict between the Upper and the
Lower House, which has been spoken of.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
On motion of Philip Moore [Canada East,
appointed 1841], the debate was adjourned till tomorrow.
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by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall
be members of the first Legislative Council of the Federal
Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life,
and the elective members for eight years from the date of
their election, unless removed by death or other cause;
their successors to be elected by the same divisions and
electors as have elected them; and it shall be permitted to
the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional
members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond
with the present life members from Canada, and that after
the first appointment of members in the Maritime
Provinces, no new appointment shall be made, except to
supply the vacancies by death or otherwise in the twentyfour members appointed to correspond with the elective
members from the two sections of Canada. And that in the
eleventh section, after the word “Council,” in the first line,
the following words be added: “in the Maritime
Provinces.” And that section fourteen be struck out.2

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
THURSday,
february 16, 1865

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863],—1
That the following words be added to the resolution now
under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for
the eighth resolution the following:—
Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council

1
2

3

—in amendment to the motion of Étienne Pascal
Taché [Canada East, appointed 1848, Premier,
Minister of Militia, and Receiver General], to
Resolve—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the tenth of October, 1864:—3

P

hilip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841] said—Honorable gentlemen, it is
with a great degree of diffidence that I rise to
address this House, after the very able
speeches that have been made on both sides of
this question, but I shall endeavor, honorable
gentlemen, as briefly as
•

(p. 226)

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 118. Inserted for completeness.
Sanborn presented the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 9, 1865, pp. 124-125. The amendment has been added
for clarity.
Journals, p. 118. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version begins with Moore’s speech.
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possible—for I do not feel able to address you
at any length—to speak in that moderate tone
in which I conceive the question before us
ought to be dealt with. In the discussion of so
important a question as the change of the
Constitution of the country, the laying aside of
the old Constitution and the adoption of a new
and very different one, we all ought to
endeavor to find common ground of
agreement. It is important that no party, or at
least no sectional interest among political
parties, should betray itself in the discussion
of so important a subject. I shall now endeavor
to take a brief view of the scheme, as it is
presented, and endeavor to give an exposition
of the views which I entertain with regard to
this matter.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—It appears to me, in the first place, that
the origin of this scheme was not what it ought
to have been. It did not emanate from the
people, but from the fact that certain political
difficulties existed in Canada, in consequence
of the political parties being so equally divided
that it was found impracticable to get on with
the government of this province. The scheme
emanated from the Government of this
country in consequence of those political
difficulties, and had not its origin with any
movement among the masses of the people.
It is very well known that at the last general
election, in 1863, this was not among the
questions that were brought before the
country. It was not one of those questions that
the people were called upon to decide in
returning members to represent them in the
Legislature. It is very true that the scheme of a
Federal union of all the provinces has been
spoken of for a quarter of a century by eminent
men of all shades of politics.
We may refer to the convention that was
held at Kingston4, at which the British
American League was formed. That
convention was convened by the Conservative
4
5

party of Upper Canada. Subsequently, the
great meeting—if I may use that expression—
that was convened in the city of Toronto 5,
referred to the same question. But I go back
and appeal to the fact that at the last general
election, it was not one of those questions that
were referred to the arbitrament of the people
to decide by their votes as to the desirability of
union. I think every honorable gentleman will
agree with me that this was the fact.
Now, honorable gentlemen, I desire to speak
in a temperate tone and manner in regard to
this scheme. I believe the gentlemen that now
constitute the Government of Canada, as well
as the gentlemen who constitute the different
governments of the Lower Provinces, are all
able men, and I believe they are all honest and
practical men, and it was by and through the
instrumentality of honorable gentlemen
constituting the Government of Canada in
connection with the governments of the
Maritime Provinces that this scheme, if it had
not its origin, at least was by them put before
the people of this country in the shape in
which it now presents itself in these
resolutions. I therefore observe that this is a
measure emanating from the minds of the
foremost men in Canada, and probably the
foremost men on the continent of America.
Still, it is not a measure that has emanated
from the people, and I would ask you all,
honorable gentlemen, in reference to the
change of a country’s Constitution, if history
does not bear me out in asserting that all such
changes are preceded by a rising of the people
in favor of the change.
The people, feeling oppressed by the
existing state of things, rise in their majesty
and put an end to its continuance, and
demand a new Constitution. But in regard to a
change effected in the manner in which this is
proposed, by the united wisdom of the several
governments, without any convulsion, I hold
that under those circumstances the people of
the whole country to be affected by the change

British American League, Minutes of the Proceedings of a Convention of Delegates of the British American League (1849).
British American League, Minutes of the Proceedings of the Second Convention of Delegates of the British American League (1849).
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ought to have an opportunity of considering
the great change. It is not sufficient in my mind
that a few of the leading spirits of the land
should be able to control and bring about so
great a change without the initiatory steps
being taken on the part of the people. Now,
honorable gentlemen, I would refer to the
representation in the first conference—the
conference in which the initiatory steps were
taken—at Charlottetown.
All honorable gentlemen are aware that the
governments of the several Maritime
Provinces had decreed by resolutions passed
during former sessions of their several
parliaments, that they were to send delegates
to meet at Charlottetown, for the purpose of
uniting their several governments under one
government; in other words, to consolidate
their governments into what would be termed
a legislative union. We could all understand
from the position of those several local
governments that it was a matter of very great
importance that they should unite their
governments under one to obviate the
necessity of having different rates of duty; and
in fact their interests were so blended that we
can understand that union was of very great
importance to them.
The Government of Canada met the
delegates at Charlottetown, and
•
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by the representations that were made to the
representatives of the Lower Provinces, they
abandoned their project of meeting together
for the purpose of consolidating their
governments, and took up the larger question
of a Federal union of all the provinces. I
believe, honorable gentlemen, that if the
inducements held out to the delegates
convened at Charlottetown to abandon their
first scheme were fully known, it would be
found that chief among them was the
construction of the Intercolonial Railway. It
strikes me very forcibly from all that I heard in
the Lower Provinces during a recent tour, that
if there was one thing more than another to
which the people gave prominence, it was the
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Intercolonial Railway.
Now, with reference to this subject, the plan
previously adopted was, that Canada was to
furnish five-twelfths of the money, and the
Maritime Provinces seven twelfths. It appears
by the resolutions laid on the table of this
House, that if the Confederation scheme is
carried out, the Intercolonial Railway is to be
built. I admit it is a matter of necessity that it
should be built in that case. There is no doubt
about it. We cannot have union without it. But
the fact does exist, that instead of Canada
contributing five-twelfths of the cost of
construction, it will be called upon to
contribute about ten-twelfths.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—I merely mention the fact to show that
it appears to me that some strong inducement
must have been held out to the delegates from
the Lower Provinces to enter into this great
scheme, when we find, as it is very well
known, that the Intercolonial Railway has
been one of those objects that has been first
and foremost in the minds of the people of
almost all the Lower Provinces. It would open
up for them a vast section of new country, and
the benefits to be derived would certainly be
paramount to them above anything Canada
could derive from its construction. It is
therefore evident to my mind that this
inducement has been held out in order to
induce those provinces to come into the
proposed union. Again, with regard to
representation in the Conference—I refer now
to the Conference at Quebec—there were
twenty-one honorable gentlemen constituting
the delegation from the Lower Provinces. Am
I correct?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I believe that is
correct.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—There were twelve delegates from the
Province of Canada. We were told by my
honorable friend the Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell] that they did not
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vote by numbers but by provinces. Well, in
voting by provinces, I think there was nothing
to be gained, so far as the advocacy of certain
measures in the interests of the Province of
Canada was concerned in this Convention. For
if they voted by provinces, the little Island of
Prince Edward, and Newfoundland, would
equal the votes of the Province of Canada.
Now, honorable gentlemen, when we consider
the position of Canada, our resources, and the
amount that this province will bring into the
common treasury, it does appear to me that
Canada was not equitably represented in the
Convention.
I would not for one moment attribute to the
delegates from Canada neglect of their duty in
any particular, but when there became a
necessity that certain arrangements were to be
made with the Lower Provinces, then I can
understand that if they were more favorable to
the Lower Provinces than to Canada, the vote
would preponderate in favor of the former.
There is another point, honorable gentlemen,
to which I would like to draw your attention,
namely, the increase of the expense of
government under the new arrangement. It
does appear to me, that if the scheme is
adopted, it will necessarily increase the
burdens of the people, and, I believe that we
will be obliged to resort to direct taxation to
sustain the local governments. It appears to
me impossible to have so many local
governments,
and,
also,
a
General
Government, without greatly adding to the
expense.
There is yet another point on which I feel
more deeply than on any of the preceding. It
places Lower Canada in a false position. The
Anglo-Saxon race of Lower Canada is nearly
one-fourth of the population, and in the Local
Government they will be completely under the
control of the people of French origin; not that
I believe but that the latter would endeavor to
give all their just due, but still it does appear
to me that it places the people of Anglo-Saxon
origin in a false position.
Then the French population in the Federal
Government is placed in a false position, for

there they will be in a very small minority—in
the same position, relatively, as the AngloSaxon race in the Local Government. The
honorable gentleman who addressed the
House so very ably and eloquently last
evening—the honorable member for Erie
[David Christie]—said he preferred taking the
scheme as it was rather than risk any
alteration. It has also been said by honorable
gentlemen of the Government, that they could
not permit any alteration, or suggestion of
amendment, to be made in the resolutions
now before the House.
•
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But it does appear to me, honorable
gentlemen, that inasmuch as there are five
different legislatures to take those resolutions
into consideration, if any one branch of either
of those legislatures should be able to suggest
any improvements, and the resolutions should
be changed before their adoption by that
branch, such a step would not defeat the
whole scheme. It would be only offering so
many suggestions on the part of the
representatives of the people.
Of course any alterations suggested in this
manner, would go before the Imperial
Parliament as a basis upon which to construct
an Act of Union. It would afford the Imperial
Parliament an opportunity of knowing the
people’s sentiments, and would not in any
way really interfere with the proposed union
being carried out. Therefore I think that any
amendment that may be made in this branch
of the Legislature, or in the other branch, or in
either of the branches of the legislatures of the
Maritime Provinces, would only go before the
Imperial Parliament as so many suggestions
that might very properly be considered by the
Imperial authorities in dealing with so very
important a subject. Now, admitting, as I do
admit, that the gentlemen who constituted the
delegation from Canada in the Convention,
were the first men of our land—I believe men
of patriotism, and who desired to do only that
which was for the best interests of the
country—still they are not infallible.
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They may have made mistakes, and may
have omitted some things that, even if they
were again to go into conference after six
months had elapsed, might be placed in the
resolutions that would very much improve
them.
My honorable friend from Peel [John
Cameron] has stated that although he
approved of most of the resolutions, he
desired to see amendments made, but
inasmuch as he saw their introduction by this
House would be fatal to the whole measure, he
would take the whole as it stood. I disagree
with that honorable gentleman, and with the
position taken by the honorable gentlemen
representing the Government in this House. I
think it is a mistake, and it is insulting to both
the House and the country to suppose that,
because a certain number of men met together
and deliberated for fifteen or eighteen days,
there should be no improvement made upon
the result of their deliberations.
Now, honorable gentlemen, I am one of
those who, if I can be convinced that a Federal
union is going to promote the stability or
welfare of Canada, will go with it most
heartily, but I do think it becomes necessary
not to make out altogether an ex parte6, case,
because I think the resolutions that were
passed by the delegates, though sent out to the
country, ought to be accompanied by the other
side of the question, which has not been fairly
heard.
There is still another matter to which I wish
to refer, and in doing so I might remark that I
am aware that this is looking at the darkest
side of the picture, I think that the engrafting
of this system of government upon the British
Constitution has a tendency to at least
introduce the republican system. It is
republican so far as it goes, and that is another
reason why I do not approve of it.
If we commence to adopt the republican
system, we shall perhaps get the idea of
continuing the system until we go too far. It is
6
7
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also said that we are to have a new
nationality7. I do not understand that term,
honorable gentlemen. If we were going to
have an independent sovereignty in this
country, then I could understand it. I believe
honorable gentlemen will agree with me, that
after this scheme is fully carried into
operation, we shall still be colonies.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Of course.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—Now, that being the case, I think our
Local Government will be placed in a lower
position than in the Government we have
now. Every measure resolved upon in the
Local Government will be subject to the veto
of the Federal Government—that is, any
measure or bill passing the Local Legislature
may be disallowed within one year by the
Federal Government.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—That is the case at
present as between Canada and the Imperial
Government.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—I beg to differ slightly with the
honorable gentleman. Any measure passed by
this province may be disallowed within two
years thereafter by the Imperial Government.
But
the
local
governments,
under
Confederation, are to be subjected to having
their measures vetoed within one year by the
Federal Government, and then the Imperial
Government has the privilege of vetoing
anything the Federal Government may do,
within two years. The veto power thus placed
in the hands of the Federal Government, if
exercised frequently, would be almost certain
to cause difficulty between the local and
general governments. I observe that my
honorable friend, Sir Etienne P. Taché, does
not approbate that remark.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,

i.e. “from one side only.”
Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
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appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—You understand me
correctly.
•

(p. 229)

Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—It will be conceded that the question of
the veto power was very ably discussed, at one
time, in the United States Congress, and that
discussion led to a qualification of the veto
power in the Constitution of the United States,
so that now any bill passed by both Houses
may be vetoed by the President within ten
days thereafter, by assigning reasons for doing
so. Both Houses may then, however, again
take up the measure, and if they pass it by a
two-third vote, it becomes the law of the land,
independent of the President’s will. Now, I
would have the veto power applied in a
similar way in our new Constitution.
Exercising it in an arbitrary manner, as the
Federal power is privileged to do, it must,
from the very nature of things, create
dissatisfaction and difficulty between the two
governments.
Again, honorable gentlemen, it is said that
by this union we are to strengthen our
defensive capacity. I really cannot see the force
of this argument, unless it were possible that
in uniting with the Lower Provinces their
population was to be brought nearer to us. If
nature were to make the necessary effort and
move their territory up alongside of us, and
thus make a compact mass of people, I would
at once agree that it would strengthen us in a
military point of view. But the fact is, the union
will give an extension of territory far greater in
proportion to the numbers of the population
than now exists in Canada. From that
circumstance, I argue that it will weaken
instead of strengthen us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—Unfortunately, if a war should take
place between the United States and Great
Britain, the Lower Provinces have a thousand
miles of sea coast open to attack, and I
apprehend they would be very jealous about

having their militiamen sent to Canada for our
defence from border incursions. And it would
be very natural for them to desire that all their
own force should be kept at home for their
protection; and the same with regard to
Canada. If a considerable portion of the militia
of Canada were ordered to proceed to the
Lower Provinces, it would most certainly
weaken and cause great dissatisfaction in
Canada.
But, setting that aside, does it increase our
numbers and our means of defence? Have we
not the same territory exposed? We shall have
no additional men by the union for the defence
of Canada. Perhaps, after the union takes
place, emigration will flow into the country,
but I do not know that there would be any
very great inducement, after a union, above
the inducements that now exist. It appears to
me that that question and fact would remain
in very much the same state as at present.
Honorable gentlemen, in conclusion, I would
say that I have thus endeavored to point out
some of the objections to the scheme as
presented that have occurred to me. We have
all a common interest in this matter.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—I think that no political or party feeling
should have any bearing upon its
consideration, and if, after a free and full
discussion of its merits and demerits, and the
people and the members of Parliament come
to fully understand the question, it is found
that it is going to be an advantage to the
country, I will certainly give it my cheerful
support. But I do wish to have some things
respecting it made more clear to my
comprehension than they are at present, and it
is for these reasons that I have taken up the
time of the House in making these few
remarks.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862] said—The resolutions before the House
have been so ably discussed in nearly all their
different bearings, that it appears to me that
but little can be advanced on either side in
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addition to what has been already said. I shall
therefore only occupy the time of the House
for a very few moments in explaining my
reasons for the vote I intend to give on the
amendment of the honorable member for
Wellington [John Sanborn].
When the Confederation of the provinces
was first proposed, I, although favorable to the
principle of the scheme, entertained grave
doubts as to whether, if carried, it would be of
any real benefit to that section of the country
in which I am more immediately interested.
Much, however, depended upon the details,
and after giving them a good deal of
consideration, I have been unable to come to
the conclusion that the scheme, as a whole,
will be a remedy for all the evils complained
of by the people of Upper Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—The appropriations to be made
annually to the local legislatures out of the
general revenue I regard as being most
objectionable.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—This, I believe will go far to neutralize
some of the advantages which would have
resulted from the scheme had the
governments of the different provinces been
obliged to provide for all expenditure of a
strictly local character. The building of the
Intercolonial Railway must also be regarded as
a very questionable part of the project; indeed
to my mind it is the most objectionable of the
whole.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—We are told by honorable gentlemen
that the abrogation of the Reciprocity Treaty8
renders this road an indispensable necessity in
order to
•
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secure an independent outlet to the sea-board;

8
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but, if this view of the ease be correct, why do
not our merchants and millers forward their
produce during the winter months to New
York, Boston or Portland, by our or any of the
other different railway lines which have long
been open to these points? The reason is
obvious.
The freight by railway is so expensive that
they find it to be for their advantage to pay
interest, storage and insurance on their wheat
and flour until the opening of the navigation.
And if they do not now avail themselves of the
shipping ports referred to, neither of which are
more than six hundred miles from Toronto,
will they send their produce double that
distance over the Intercolonial road to
Halifax? Most assuredly not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—If the Reciprocity Treaty even should
be abrogated, the great bulk of our produce in
the west will then, as now, continue to be
stored at the different places of shipment
along our canals and lakes until the opening of
navigation, so that whatever may be said in
favor of the Intercolonial road in a military
point of view, or however it may be urged as a
necessity in order to furnish easy and
convenient intercourse between the provinces
in the event of their being united, I hold that as
a commercial speculation it will prove an
entire failure, which must necessarily add
greatly to our already large unproductive
investments.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—And how the honorable gentleman
from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Ross) could say as he
did the other day, that Upper Canada alone
had better build the Intercolonial Railway than
be without it, is what I cannot comprehend.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I say so again.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—Well, if the honorable gentleman

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17 1866.
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would resign his seat and present himself to
any constituency west of Kingston, giving the
views he has enunciated about this railroad a
prominent place in his address to the electors,
I fear this House would be deprived of his
valuable services.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—The change proposed in the
constitution of the Legislative Council, by
which the nominative is to be substituted for
the elective system, I cannot but regard as a
retrograde movement; and were the
resolutions providing change, and authorizing
the building of the Intercolonial Railway, and
the annual subsidy to the different local
legislatures, submitted separately, and under
ordinary circumstances, I should, if standing
alone in the House, feel it to be my duty to
record my vote against them; but when
viewed as part of a general scheme, embracing
other provisions, which may have an
important bearing upon the future interests,
the peace and prosperity of the province, I feel
bound to consider the resolutions in that spirit
of compromise which is absolutely necessary
in framing any measure or constitution that
will be at all likely to remedy our sectional
difficulties.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—I need hardly remind honorable
gentlemen that nothing could be more
unsatisfactory than the state of our public
affairs for a long time past. The Legislature has
been called together year after year, and the
usual sessional expenditure incurred—which
is always very large—but the sectional
majorities arrayed against each other in the
other Chamber, rendered useful legislation
almost, if not altogether, impossible. Whatever
government was in power lived, as it were, by
the day, and being engaged in a constant
struggle for existence, the very natural desire
to obtain increased strength frequently led to
the distribution of patronage and the
expenditure of public money in a way that
could not be justified. All admit we cannot go

along as we have been doing, and that some
change is necessary; and in the absence of
anything better being submitted, I feel inclined
to give the scheme proposed a trial, believing
that there are reasonable grounds to hope that
the Constitution which is to be based on the
resolutions before the House will, at least to
some extent, remedy those sectional
difficulties which have operated so much to
the prejudice of the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—It will secure to the people of Upper
Canada the entire control of their local affairs,
which I regard as being of the utmost
importance. It will put an end to the system of
duplicating in one section of the province
large amounts of money granted to the other
for colonization roads and other local objects,
on which vast sums have been squandered. It
will secure to the people of Upper Canada
representation by population in that branch of
the Federal Legislature which controls the
purse-strings. It will also give to them all the
unsold Crown lands in the western section of
the province. And I trust the promises made
with reference to the widening and deepening
of our canals, and the opening up of the NorthWest Territory will be carried out in good
faith.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—Indeed no Government can afford to
treat with entire neglect works of so much
importance to Upper Canada, and at the same
time incur the large expenditure required for
the Intercolonial Railroad.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—When I look at these advantages, and
think of the critical
•
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position in which the province is now placed,
and the serious consequences that might
possibly follow, should the Confederation
scheme be rejected, I shrink from the
responsibility of becoming a party to any
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amendment which may have the effect of
defeating the measure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McMaster [Midland, elected
1862]—Holding these views, and looking
upon the resolutions of the Quebec
Conference in the light of a treaty entered into
by five provinces, which must be either
approved as a whole or rejected, I feel that in
giving them my support, I am, all things
considered, acting in the interest of the
province generally, and doing what is best for
my constituents.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John
Simpson
[Queen's,
elected
1856] said—I think it was said by a wise man
that there is nothing new under the sun. But
had Solomon the scheme now before the
House presented to him, he would probably
have changed his opinion. Possibly nothing
new can be said on the subject of
representation by population, or even on the
scheme now before the House; but
representing, as I do, one of the largest and
wealthiest constituencies in Upper Canada, I
think it necessary for me to give my reasons
for the position I have felt it my duty to take in
reference thereto. It has been stated that the
elections which have lately taken place have
gone in favor of the Government; but, even if
such were the case, how could it possibly be
otherwise, seeing that men of all shades of
polities have united in forming a happy
family.
We have seen those who have been for
almost a lifetime antagonistic to each other
opening their arms, as was so well and
eloquently depicted the other evening by the
honorable member from Montreal (Hon. Mr.
Ferrier), and embracing each other; and we
have been led to imagine that the millennium,
so long predicted and anxiously looked for,
has, so far as Canada is concerned at all events,
at length arrived.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]— We
9
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are to have no more discord and no more
strife, but are henceforth to live in harmony
the one with the other. It has been asserted that
in regard to myself I owe my return without
opposition to the fact that I avowed myself in
favor of the Confederation of the provinces on
the basis submitted. This is not correct. I held
no meetings—I made no speeches—and in no
instance was I asked what were my views in
regard to the scheme; and, if honorable
gentlemen will permit me, I will read a portion
of my short address to the electors. It is as
follows:—
You will reasonably expect me to give my views on the
important constitutional changes that are now
contemplated. No one at all acquainted with the effects
produced upon our legislation and on the general
prosperity of the country, by the unhappy sectional
difficulties existing between Upper and Lower Canada,
but must have felt that some remedy should be found for
those evils. Whether the very able gentlemen who have so
strangely united to solve and remove these difficulties will
be able to accomplish their praiseworthy task, time alone
can tell. We need the details before being able to
pronounce an opinion; but heartily (and I hope in
common with every well-wisher of their country) I most
earnestly pray that they may succeed. 9

It will be seen that here I simply state that the
gentlemen who had so strangely come
together would be entitled to the thanks of the
country if they were able to agree upon a
scheme which would solve the admitted
difficulties between Upper and Lower
Canada. But as I have read from my address,
so I still maintain that, before we can be
expected to express an intelligent opinion, we
ought not simply to have half a scheme, but
the details of the scheme in its entirety. If we
refer to the election in North Ontario, where
the Honorable Provincial Secretary [William
McDougall] had been the representative, and
who returned for re-election after accepting
office in the present Government, we find that
he was defeated by a gentleman (Mr. M.C.
Cameron) who is known to be an opponent to
the project.
And if we take the more recent election

Simpson’s address to his electors. Unconfirmed reference.
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which occurred in South Ontario, we find the
contest between two gentlemen, both personal
friends of my own, and both of whom were
favorable to the principle, but who pledged
themselves that before it became an
accomplished fact, it should, so far as their
vote would extend, be submitted for the
approval of the people. And I would be greatly
deceived if the gentleman who has now the
honor to represent that riding in the other
branch of the Legislature (Mr. Gibbs) shall be
found supporting the scheme unless that
course be first taken. We need the details
before it is possible that we can pronounce
upon the scheme and consider it on its merits.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—You have the details.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—The
details are unfortunately the very things that
are wanting—they are the marrow of the
whole affair.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
When the agitation for representation by
population was first started in Upper Canada,
I stated that I had no confidence in it as a cure
for the evils
•
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we complained of, and I then, and have ever
since, felt that it would be better for the two
provinces to separate than to create sectional
jealousies and strife by the demand for an
increased representation, and the religious
cries associated with it. For my part, I have
never, like some honorable gentlemen of this
House, attended and presided over that kind
of political organizations known as
conventions, not believing these to be the
proper means of redressing the grievances
under which the country labored.
The effect of those conventions was to add
fuel to the agitation which was already
sundering the country. That such should be
the result I deeply regret, inasmuch as some of
the dearest friends I have in the world are not
only Lower Canadians, but adherents of a
different faith. The fruit of this sectional

hostility and discord we now see in the
demand which has sprung up for Federation
with all its concomitant burdens. I can lay no
blame to my conscience for having assisted to
bring about so unnatural a state of things, and
whatever may be the consequences of the new
condition of political existence towards which
we are apparently drifting, my skirts, I rejoice
to say, are clear, for I have had no hand or part
in it.
We are told that if this scheme is carried out,
Upper Canada will be entitled to the great
advantage of having in the House of
Commons of the Federal Government 17
additional members. But what real advantage
is this to be to the country? Do we desire 17
additional members for the purpose of
crushing Lower Canada—is that what is
meant if I answer, no. But even supposing we
have 17 additional members—supposing
representation by population is conceded in
the new order of things—what will be the gain
to Upper Canada? Will these 17 new members
cure the evils of which we complain? Will they
be able to reduce the excessive expenditures
under which we are now laboring, and which
have been one of the causes of the agitation for
constitutional changes?
I do not believe a word of it. Supposing
Upper Canada has a larger representation by
that number than Lower Canada, you must
remember that Lower Canada, with the
eastern provinces, is entitled to 112 members;
so that Upper Canada would still be in a large
minority of the whole House. My honorable
friend the member for Niagara (Hon. Mr.
Currie) has brought before the House a
number of valuable statistics bearing on this
question, and I must say I deeply regret that
the members of the Government sitting in this
Chamber have not attempted to refute them. If
these figures were wrong, they were easily
susceptible of being so proved, especially by
so able a gentleman as the Honorable
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell]. But he has not attempted the task,
inasmuch as he knows it would be a hopeless
one.
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I hold in my hands a statement furnished by
the Auditor General to the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt], from which it appears that
our debt amounts to $75,578,000, and
deducting sinking fund and bankers’ balances,
$7,132,000, leaves a balance of $68,446,000 as
the actual debt of Canada, to be borne by the
people of this province under any scheme that
can be concocted. If we assume that the cost of
the
International
Railway
will
be
$20,000,000—and from the experience
afforded by the Grand Trunk there is too much
reason to fear it will be double that amount—
the proportion which Upper Canada would
have to bear would be $15,000,000, and this
added to the already existing debt, would
make our direct debt $83,446,000. This increase
in our debt will be one of the fruits of
Confederation.
But it may be said that the road will yield a
revenue, though every member of the House
who knows anything of railway statistics, and
the character of the country to be traversed by
the Intercolonial Railway, must know that this
is impossible.
My honorable friend from Toronto (Hon.
Mr. Ross) when he issued his flaming
prospectus to the capitalists of England fondly
hoped that the Grand Trunk would pay 11 ¼
per cent, on the investment. But we know how
these expectations have been disappointed by
the actual result, and so far from there being
grounds to hope that the Intercolonial Railway
will occupy a better position, there is too much
reason to fear that it will be still worse. Why,
the cost of its maintenance could hardly be less
than $500,000 per annum beyond all its
receipts. How then could such a work be
considered to be of benefit to the country?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—In the same way as the canals—by
cheapening the cost of transportation.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
This is impossible. It costs two cents per ton
per mile to move freight by rail, and as the
distance from Toronto to Halifax is 1168 miles,
it would cost $2.23 per barrel to move flour
from Toronto

•
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to that port; while a barrel of flour can now be
sent via the St. Lawrence at 50 cents or under,
and via New York at 53 cents. Taking another
view of the scheme, in its financial aspect, we
find that Canada now contributes, in all firms,
to the support of the General Government,
over $10,000,000 per annum. No one will say
that we shall be called upon to contribute less
under Confederation. And if we add to this
sum the interest, at five per cent., on the
additional debt of $15,000,000 created by the
proposed railway and the expense of two local
governments, assuming them to cost
$1,000,000 each, which is below the mark, with
$1,000,000 to be expended annually on the
militia, as well as our share of maintaining and
running the railway, we will find that the
people of the two Canadas will be called upon
to contribute $14,200,000 annually, instead of
the $10,000,000, as at present. And I would ask
honorable gentlemen if the country is in a
position to bear this additional burden?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
Really, looking at the question of expense, I am
not sure whether I would not be in favor of
returning to the primitive system of
administering the affairs of the country—in
preference to having this scheme—by a
Governor in Council.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—For
there is no question that our annual
expenditure will be, under Confederation, at
least many millions more than at present, with
the cost added thereto of maintaining and
running the Intercolonial Railway—a work
which can never pay.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—It was predicted when it was proposed
to build the Rivière du Loup section of the
Grand Trunk that it would never pay, but the
fact is that for the last two years it has not only
paid expenses, but has given a profit.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—I
should not contradict the honorable

(pp. 225-245 in the primary document)

260

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

gentleman, because he knows more about
Grand Trunk matters than I do, or most other
people; but my late respected friend, Mr.
Freer, who was the lessee of that section
during two or three years, told me that, while
receiving a subsidy of $18,000 per annum for
running it, with the free use of four engines,
and with a suitable equipment of rolling stock,
it would have ruined him had he continued to
work the line even on those apparently
favorable terms.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—It is perhaps useless for me to say
anything more, as the honorable gentleman
will not believe what I say—
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
Hear, hear.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—but all I can state is, that a premium
was offered for the lease of the line, but the
company determined to take possession of it.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—But
the real question is, what was the cost of
original construction, the interest on that
amount, and the cost of maintenance? Take
these charges into account, and it would
require a pretty large rental to cover them,
much larger, I think, than any responsible
person would offer for a lease of the line.
As to the Intercolonial Railway, we have no
information from the government respecting
the route to be followed or the length or cost
of the road; but from figures I have been able
to obtain, the following may be taken to be
nearly correct:—

From
“
“
“
“
“

Halifax to Truro
Truro to Shediac
Shediac to St.
John
St. John to St.
Andrews
(under contract)
St. Andrews to
Woodstock
Woodstock to
Rivière du Loup

Miles
built
65
“

To be
built
“
90

108

“

“

75

50

“

“

160

—

—

223

325

The total length of road from Rivière du
Loup is 548 miles; add from Rivière du Loup
to Quebec, 120 miles; Quebec to Montreal, 170
miles; Montreal to Toronto, about 330 miles; so
that we have a total of 1,168 miles over which
it is gravely proposed to send flour and other
heavy produce during the winter months.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—As
has been already stated, before a barrel of flour
could reach Halifax from Toronto, it would be
nearly eaten up in expenses.
An Hon. Member—There would be nothing
left but the hoops.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—It
has been urged that under Confederation an
active trade would spring up between Canada
and the Maritime Provinces. A trade in what?
What have we to send them excepting flour
and the coarser grains? The former, as has
been shown, cannot be sent, and the latter they
do not require. The principal articles of export
from the Lower Provinces are fish, timber and
ships. We can take a moderate quantity of fish;
but our forests supply us with an abundance
of timber, and the ship yards of Quebec turn
out some of the finest sailing ships in the
world. The true markets for the principal
staples of export for these provinces are New
York and Boston. Small vessels from
•
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thirty to fifty tons, laden with fish, run from
the Maritime Provinces to these ports, where
they dispose of their cargoes and purchase
with the proceeds, corn meal, flour, pork,
molasses and other necessaries. But it has been
left for our Canadian statesmen to propose
new political alliances in order to divert trade
and commerce from their natural channels.
It is yet further said in favor of
Confederation that it will increase our power
of defence. In the ordinary acceptance of the
term, union undoubtedly is strength; but there
are cases in which union, instead of being a

(pp. 225-245 in the primary document)

February 16 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

source of strength, is in reality an element of
weakness. If we could attach the territory
possessed by the moon to these provinces, and
obtain the assistance for our joint defence of
the man who is popularly supposed to inhabit
that luminary, we might derive strength from
the Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—But
although John Bull is accused of doing many
foolish things, I am persuaded that the Mother
Country is far too wise to entrust the lives of
her valuable soldiers when sent to our
defence—as in case of need I feel well assured
they would be—in passing over a road so
liable to attack and so easy of destruction by
our neighbors on the other side, should we
unfortunately ever become involved with
them in war, which I sincerely pray may never
occur.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—In
conclusion I have simply to say that I cannot
possibly vote for the scheme before the House,
and thereby deprive the wealthy and
intelligent freemen, who have twice elected
me unanimously, of a Constitution obtained
by long years of struggle, without knowing
what we have to offer them in its stead.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Before the question is
put, I have a few remarks to make on the
general question, and particularly on the
motion of amendment which is now before the
House. I have copious notes which I will not
refer to now, but which I will make use of at
another stage of the debate. Questions have
been put to me by several members, which I
will answer in due season; and explanations
have been asked, which I hope also to be able
to give. But, at present, my object is merely to
make a few remarks in reference to the
amendment which has been brought forward
by my honorable friend from Wellington
(Hon. Mr. Sanborn). When the gentlemen who
composed the Conference met, they had to lay

261

down a broad basis, as it were, for the
foundation of their superstructure.
Well, it so happened that the corner-stone
was that which concerned the representation
in both Houses. It was agreed on the one hand
that in the House of Commons of the
Confederate Government representation
should be according to numbers, and that in
the other branch of the Legislature it should be
fixed that this representation should be equal
for all the provinces—that is to say, Upper
Canada, and Lower Canada, and the Maritime
Provinces, grouped into one, should each be
allowed to send the same number of
representatives, so as to secure to each
province its rights, its privileges, and its
liberties.
We acted upon this principle, because we
felt that if the House of Commons’
representation was based upon population,
equality should be secured in the other branch
of the Legislature. My honorable friend from
Wellington [John Sanborn] has gone over
almost every detail of the scheme of
Federation, and he thought also he would try
his hand a little at constitution-making, by
improving that part which has particular
reference to the Legislative Council. Well,
honorable gentlemen, I think the saying is
pretty correct that it is easy to find fault, but it
is not so easy to do better.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The honorable
gentleman no doubt thought in his own mind
that he was going to improve the scheme of the
Conference, but I think he has made it so bad
that I believe I can show in the course of the
few observations I have to offer, even if we
had the power to make amendments, no
member of this House either from Upper or
Lower Canada would consent to them for a
moment. I have just said the agreement was
that there should be equality in the
representation in the Legislative Council.
But the honorable gentleman has moved
that the elective members as they now stand
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should form the Legislative Council in the
Federal Government, and that also the life
members should continue for the remainder of
their days; and, as a set-off against the life
members, he proposes to allow the other
provinces a certain number of new members
who should have the right to sit in the
Legislative
Council
of
the
Federal
Government. But what does he do? Does he
preserve the proportion as laid down at the
Convention? Not a bit of it.
The proportion agreed upon at the
Convention was one-third to the Maritime
Provinces; the Lower Provinces grouped
together had a right to send one-third of the
representatives. The honorable gentleman,
however, I suppose out of the fullness of his
good disposition—
•
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I am sure it was not pressed upon him by the
delegates from the Maritime Provinces—
comes forward and says, “I will give you ten
members as a set-off against the twenty-one
members who are now members for life in the
Canadian Legislative Council.” If I am not
wrong in my arithmetic, ten are not a third of
twenty-one. If the honorable gentleman had
given seven members to the Lower Provinces
as a set-off against the life members of this
House he would have acted with strict justice,
but he is generous enough to give them three
more—ten, or nearly one half.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Ten are nearer one-third than the seven you
propose.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I think the honorable
gentleman is wrong in his calculation. I say we
have 21 members sitting here for life, and if the
other provinces are entitled to one-third of that
number, it is clear to my mind that they would
have a right to no more than seven.
10

Some Hon. Members—Cries of “no, no,” and
“yes, yes.”
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—They
are entitled to a third of the whole. Do you
refer to the elective members?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and
Receiver
General]—The
elective
members are a fact accomplished10. On the
elective principle it is proposed to give a third
of the members of the Legislative Council of
the Federal Government to the Maritime
Provinces. But there are twenty-one life
members of this House, and you want to give
the Maritime Provinces an equivalent for
them.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But
not one-half.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—You should only give
them seven.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
No, ten.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—We will have to get a
schoolmaster.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]— If seven is not a third
of twenty-one, I do not know what a third is.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I am not very fluent
in speaking the English language, and when I
am met right and left, behind and before, with
interruptions like this, I assure you I feel it a
hard trial, and if honorable gentlemen have
remarks to make, I trust they will wait until I
have delivered mine.

The Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council (1856) provided over the period of four years with 48 elected
councilors (with a round of elections cycling in every year, 12 members at time, each member elected for terms of 8 years).
Provisions permitted former life appointed councilors to be lived out. By 1860, a full slate of 48 elected councilors and an
additional 21 nominated legislative council carrying out their life appointments sat in the Legislative Council.

(pp. 225-245 in the primary document)

February 16 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Well, honorable
gentlemen, admitting that the third of twentyone are not seven—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I say admitting, for
the sake of argument, that ten are the third of
twenty-one—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I have another
objection, and a very serious objection, which
I do not think will advance very much the case
of the honorable gentleman who has moved
this amendment. Many of us have been
appointed for life in this House, and some of
us were so appointed many years back. Here,
for instance, is my honorable friend on the left
(Hon. Mr. Hamilton) who has been a member
of the House some twenty-four years—who
was among the first appointed by Lord
Sydenham; and I see on the other side,
honorable gentlemen also far advanced in
years—men who, in the ordinary course of
life, cannot expect to be very long with us.
Will the honorable gentleman propose to
give to the provinces below the right to
appoint old gentlemen? Not a bit of it. They
would send here young men—men who are in
the prime of life—and when we shall have
gone to our last home, these young men from
below will be found sitting in your places and
in my place. Where, then, would be the
equilibrium? The equilibrium would be lost,
and lost for ever.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—And the honorable
gentleman thinks that his amendment would
be a great improvement to the scheme of the
11
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Conference. Well, for my part, honorable
gentlemen, I believe it is a great failure in the
way of improving the scheme of the
Confederation—a very great failure indeed.
The honorable gentleman has had the
opportunity of speaking several times in this
House, and very often he has made allusion to
me since the opening of Parliament.
He has endeavored to place me in
contradiction to myself. He has stated that, in
1856, I was a member of the Government
conducting the affairs of the House, and that I
was the party who brought in the measure to
extend the elective principle to this honorable
House11, and he says that I am here again, nine
years later, endeavoring to destroy that which
I had a hand in erecting so long ago as I have
stated. But, honorable gentlemen, I think that
when I shall have explained the circumstances
which then forced the Government to bring
forward the measure to render this House
elective, you will agree with me that it was not
on account of any fancy or predilection on
their part that the elective system was
proposed, but that it was necessitated by the
circumstances in which the country found
itself placed.
It is from no levity in the minds of the
members of the Government, or in my own
mind; nor is there any inconsistency in what I
then did and in what I am now doing. But we
will have something more on that point in the
course of a few moments. The honorable
gentleman, the other day, said we ought to
speak freely on this subject, the measure
•
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being one of very great importance. He did
speak freely himself, and gave expression to
the fear that the Protestant English element of
Lower Canada would be in danger if this
measure should pass.
He said as much as this, that in the
Legislature of Lower Canada acts might be
passed which would deprive religious
educational institutions there of their rights,

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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and even of their property. Another honorable
gentleman, who spoke yesterday, also gave
expression to the fear that vested rights and
privileges might be wrested from the hands of
the English-speaking population of Lower
Canada—that there was nothing secure to
them under the new Constitution.
Well, the honorable gentlemen who could
see, in the future, such dreadful consequences
flowing from this union, and who make such
sinister predictions, must make them upon
some data. But I would ask honorable
gentlemen if since 1791, when the Constitution
was given to Lower Canada 12, there is, in all
the records of the Legislature of Lower
Canada, a single act to be found in which it can
be shown that the Lower Canadians—the
Papists of Lower Canada—ever attempted to
commit a single injustice towards their fellow
subjects of English origin professing the
Protestant religion? I say, honorable
gentlemen, that the act is not to be found. But
acts of generosity, acts of liberality, acts of
tolerance are to be found everywhere.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—When you predict
things of the future you ought to have at least
an inch of ground to stand upon. You ought to
be able to say that at such and such a time you
did such and such unlawful acts. But I defy the
honorable gentleman to point to one such act.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—As it was well asked
by my honorable friend, Sir Narcisse F.
Belleau, who was it that emancipated the Jews
in 180813, much earlier than they were
emancipated in England14? Why, a Lower
Canada House of Assembly. Who gave
Protestant dissenters the right to keep records
12
13

14

of marriages and burials? Well, it was a French
Canadian—a Papist—House of Assembly.
And that House had a great deal of difficulty,
and why? Because they were opposed in the
Legislature of Lower Canada by the Protestant
English minority.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Not by an elective majority.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Perhaps it is well that
we have now responsible government,
because responsible government is a cure for
many evils. Well, the bill to give Protestant
dissenters in Lower Canada certain rights was
opposed again and again in the Legislative
Council of Lower Canada, and opposed by
English Protestants. But this was no less a
proof of the liberality of the French Canadians.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The honorable
gentleman behind me is not at all satisfied
with the electoral divisions as they stand in
Lower Canada. He says there is no security
whatever afforded by them to the Protestant
community. But I wish that honorable
gentleman had taken the trouble to look a little
into the facts upon which he had based his
conclusions in regard to these very electoral
divisions. Honorable gentlemen, I feel warm
on this subject. And why? Because the limits of
the counties in Lower Canada were devised by
one of the most intelligent, upright and liberal
men it has ever been my fortune to meet with.
If a model of human perfection can be found
in Canada, it must be in the person of the
honorable Judge Morin.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Before laying his

The Constitutional Act, 1791 (U.K.).
Jews were emancipated in 1832 under the An Act to Grant Equal Rights and Privileges to Persons of the Jewish Religion (Lower
Canada, 1832). The year 1808 seems to be a reference to Ezekiel Hart, a Jewish Canadian elected to the Lower Canada
Assembly for Three Rivers. His seat was denied to him.
England would only grant Jewish emancipation in 1858.
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project before the Executive Council, that
gentleman did me the honor to consult me in
the matter, and on two occasions I attended by
appointment at his office to advise with him
on the details of his scheme. The divisions of
the other branch of the Legislature were
worked out so as to give our Protestant
English fellow subjects everything which
could be considered fair in every sense of the
word. I say also that the same spirit was
manifested in regard to the working out of the
divisions of the Legislative Council. I assisted
to work them out in conjunction with the Hon.
Mr. Cauchon, and I do assert here most
solemnly that our whole trouble and study
was to try and devise some means so as to give
the English portion of the community of
Lower Canada something like fair play.
And when I am conscious of having done
these things, I feel it comes hard on me to hear
honorable gentlemen say that there is no
security for them in the future, but that the
French—the Papists—may do anything they
choose in the lower branch of the Legislature.
But, honorable gentlemen, if the lower branch
of the Legislature were insensate enough and
wicked enough to commit some flagrant act of
injustice against the English Protestant portion
of the community, they would be checked by
the General Government. But the honorable
gentleman argues that that would raise an
issue between the local and the general
governments. We must not, however, forget
that the General Government is composed of
representatives from all portions of the
country—that they would not be likely to
•
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commit an unjust act—and that if they did so
they would be met by such a storm of
opposition as would sweep them out of their
places in a very short time But, honorable
gentlemen, to come back to the electoral
divisions.—I wish to look at them a little more
closely, to show the results already produced.
I will be obliged to make a comparison, but
believe me, I do not wish to make invidious
comparisons.
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When, however, honorable gentlemen
complain that they have no guarantee for the
preservation of their rights and liberties, I act
on the suggestion of the honorable gentleman
and speak my mind freely. Now, how does the
population of both Canadas stand in reference
to religious creeds? We have in Upper Canada
1,396,090 souls, according to the last census,
and of that number there are 258,141 Roman
Catholics. I should like to know how many
Roman Catholic representatives these 258,000
Roman Catholics return to this House? I don’t
know one. I say that there are 258,000 Roman
Catholics in Upper Canada who are not
represented by one of their own faith on the
floor of this House—except, indeed, there are
those of the Roman Catholic faith of whom I
am not aware.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
George Crawford [St. Lawrence, elected
1858] was understood to say in a jocose way
that he was a Catholic.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] said—No; you are an
Orangeman—we have shaken hands together
already, and I hope we may shake hands
again, but when the honorable gentleman says
he is a Catholic, I fancy he must be joking.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I wish, honorable
gentlemen, for you to pay a little attention to
what I am saying, because it is facts that
always tell. A tree is known by its fruits, and it
is the fruit I wish to place before this House
and before the country. The total population in
Lower Canada at the last census was 1,110,000,
and of these 942,724 were Roman Catholics,
leaving of all other religious persuasions,
know-nothings, if any there are, heathens and
other unbelievers, 167,940. That is to say,
honorable gentlemen, that the Protestants in
Lower Canada are less in number than the
Catholics in Upper Canada, by 91,201. Here,
then, we have Protestants in Lower Canada to
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the number of 167,000, and the question arises
how are they represented in this House? Well,
they are represented by three members;
besides, there are two other honorable
gentlemen from Lower Canada who have
English names, but I really do not know
whether they are Protestants or Catholics.
I do however know, as I before stated, that
there are three honorable gentlemen,
Protestants, representing in this Council the
167,000 Protestants of Lower Canada. The
honorable gentleman by my side, who has
moved these amendments, is one of them; an
honorable gentleman who sits opposite to me
is another, and an honorable gentleman who
sits behind me, is the third; and there are two
other honorable gentlemen with English
names whom I do not know whether to
classify as Protestants or Catholics. I therefore
say that in comparing the representation of the
two sections of the province, the hon.
gentleman has no cause to complain. I have
ever labored to secure to my fellow subjects of
English origin, of the Protestant faith, in Lower
Canada, their rights and their liberties; and
that my labors have not been in vain is proved
by the fruits I have adduced. But that is not all.
Philip Moore [Canada East, appointed
1841]—There are five Protestants in this House
from Lower Canada.
An Hon. Member—But they are not all
elective.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I speak of the elective
members, because the argument has reference
to the electoral divisions. Now let us look at
the other branch of the Legislature; and I assert
that the principle has worked equally well
there. There are 258,000 Roman Catholics in
Upper Canada represented in the other branch
of the Legislature by only two Roman
Catholics, and one of these, I am told, like my
honorable friend opposite who has avowed
himself a Roman Catholic, never goes to mass.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,

and Receiver General]—He is, however, a
good Catholic, because he has an
accomplished and charming wife and most
beautiful daughters, the whole of whom are
zealous Christians and good Catholics, who
go to church and confess regularly; so that I
am bound to take the head of the family as a
good Catholic also.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Then, how does the
case stand for the Protestants in Lower
Canada? In Upper Canada we have just seen
that 258,000 Catholics are represented by just
two members of their own faith in the lower
branch of the Legislature. How are the 160,000
Protestants in Lower Canada represented?
Well, honorable gentlemen, they are
represented by no less than 14 members.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—That is to say more
by fifty per cent, than they would be entitled
to according to strict rule of three.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I would ask are all
these things mere matters of accident? Is it
chance or Dame Fortune that brings about
•
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all these things? I believe not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Causes invariably
produce effects; and they are the effects
mainly—I do not say entirely—of the pains we
have taken to give our fellow-subjects of
English origin the whole of their rights and fair
play in every respect. The rest is due to French
Canadian liberality. After stating these facts, I
really do not think the honorable gentleman
who represents the division of Wellington
[John Sanborn] has much cause to complain.
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We judge of the tree by its fruit, and the fruit I
have endeavored to place before you.
If I have made any mistakes in my facts, I am
ready to be corrected. But besides these 14
gentlemen representing the Protestant
element in Lower Canada in the other branch
of Legislature, I find three other English
names, but whether they are Catholics or
Protestants I cannot say, and therefore, not
being certain of their creed, I have classed
them as doubtful; but added to the 14, they
would make the number 17.
I think all this is pretty good proof of the
liberality and the spirit of justice of the Lower
Canadians; and if they have acted so for three
quarters of a century, how is it to be supposed,
now that they are about to form the majority
again in the Lower Canada Legislature, they
will all at once change their mode of acting,
and become ready to tyrannize over and
commit acts of injustice on their fellowsubjects of English origin in Lower Canada? I
do not believe it. I do not believe there is such
a thing as vandalism in their minds, and I
believe they are as ready as ever to render
equal and impartial justice to their fellow-men
and fellow-subjects.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I must now pass to
another portion of my remarks. Honorable
gentlemen say I was inconsistent in that at one
time I erected a monument, and since then I
have been trying to pull it down. Well,
honorable gentlemen, to understand how we
stood in 185615 it is necessary we should take
the history of the Legislative Council a little
further back—from the time of its formation
immediately after the union. We had not
15

16
17

18
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responsible government16 at the time of the
union, but then it was that the whole system
was put in practice.
The first batch of councillors were appointed
in 1841, and were 25 in number; but two of
them never attended. Out of these 25 there
were 18 conservatives and five reformers. In
1842 seven new councillors were added, five
conservatives and two reformers. In 1843 the
Government changed, and the change made a
little difference in the political bearing of the
appointments, so that in 1843, there were
appointed one conservative and five
reformers. In 1844-45 there were two
appointments—two reformers. In 1846 there
was one conservative. In 1847 there were four
conservatives. Therefore, in 1848, when the
Liberal Government came into power—the
Lafontaine-Baldwin
Administration17—the
fact was that their partisans in the Legislative
Council were fifteen less than the opposite
party.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—What were the
Reform Government to do? They were forced
to appoint a large batch this time. They
appointed no less than twelve gentlemen. But
still it left a majority to the conservative party
of three. And if the conservatives had been
true to themselves—and I wish to God they
had been, and I will tell you, by and by, why—
they could have prevented a good deal of
trouble and a good deal of agitation in the
country.
Supposing that what is called the Rebellion
Losses Bill18 had not been passed in 1849,
would the country have suffered a great deal
from it? But if the conservatives had been true

That being the year the Council was made elective. An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the
same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
Responsible Government was granted in 1848.
Led by Louis-Hippolyte Lafontaine and Robert Baldwin (1842-1843 & 1848-1851). The administration was formed on Mar.
11, 1848.
An Act to provide for the indemnification of parties in Lower-Canada whose property was destroyed during the Rebellion in the years
one thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven, and one thousand eight hundred and thirty-eight [Rebellion Losses Bill] (Province of
Canada, 1849).
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to themselves they would have stopped the
bill. It would have been discussed in all the
public prints. The Montrealers would not have
been entirely reconciled to the measure, but
they would have waived their opinions as
dutiful subjects of the Queen, and we should
not have witnessed the scandal we had in
Montreal—the burning of the Parliamentary
buildings and the Representative of the Queen
pelted with stones and almost murdered 19,
followed by the annexation movement 20. But I
say if the conservatives had resisted and just
postponed the bill for another year, all this
trouble might have been avoided. Now,
honorable gentlemen, what was the spirit
which actuated the appointments to the
Council from 1841 to 1848? It was a spirit of
partisanship, and where there is partisanship
there can be no justice.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]— Where there is
partisanship there can be no stability—you
can depend upon nothing.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—It is only when
justice is rendered to all parties that you can
reckon upon stable and permanent
governmental institutions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—To show the
difference between the spirit which actuated
these nominations, from 1841 to 1847, and the
spirit which exists now, it is only necessary to
refer to the resolutions of the Conference. The
fourteenth resolution says:

Council shall be made, except as regards Prince Edward
Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various
provinces, so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing
•
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to serve; such members shall he appointed by the Crown
at the recommendation of the General Executive
Government, upon the nomination of the several local
governments, and in such nomination due regard shall be
had to the claims of the members of the Legislative
Council of the Opposition in each province, so that all
political parties may, as nearly as possible, be fairly
represented.21

This shows you the spirit in which these
resolutions were framed. Certainly the
gentlemen who composed the Conference
were, like ourselves, liable to err, but there is
no doubt in my mind that they acted
conscientiously from beginning to end. Well,
honorable gentlemen, after the burning of the
Parliament House in Montreal, the greatest
possible excitement was created all over the
province. Those who were most displeased at
the passing of the Rebellion Losses Bill22,
condemned in the most violent terms the
swamping, as they called it, of the Legislative
Council, though after all it was nothing to be
condemned, seeing that it simply, to some
extent, re-established the equilibrium. But it
was called, in the furor of the moment, the
disgraceful swamping of the Legislative
Council, and there was great agitation all over
the country.
Well, by means of the press constantly
hammering away upon what had been done
by the Government, and representing those
who had been appointed as mere machines
and tools of the Executive, although they were
really among the most respectable and
intelligent in Canada—but party passion does
not reason—the people were led to believe
that the Legislative Council had been
disgraced by the appointment of these twelve

The first selection of the members of the Legislative
19

20
21
22

After granting Royal Assent to the Rebellion Losses Bill in Montreal on Apr. 25, 1849, Governor Elgin was surrounded,
pelted with rocks, and chased. He escaped, but the Parliament building was burnt down later that evening.
See, for example, the Montreal Annexation Manifesto. Published in The Montreal Gazette (Oct. 11, 1849).
Quebec Resolution 14. The resolutions were presented to Legislative Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.
Rebellion Losses Bill (Province of Canada, 1849).
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additional members. But during the time that
the conservatives were, on the one hand, thus
battering down the Legislative Council, what
had we on the other hand?
We had the old Reform party in Lower
Canada beginning to recall their old hatred to
the Legislative Council. Although there was
no reason to complain after the introduction of
responsible government, yet people followed
not their reason but their prejudice. So that the
Legislative Council received a cross-fire from
both sides. It was being battered down by
public opinion on either hand, and what could
it do? Nothing, but come down lower and
lower in public estimation. Although the
consciences of the members reproached them
nothing—although they could walk the streets
with their heads erect, yet the Legislative
Council had been so much reduced in public
opinion, that those gentlemen were really, I
will not say ashamed, but reluctant to attend
in their places. But, besides, they came not to
receive remuneration or salary. From the time
they were appointed in 1841, they sacrificed
their time and their money, and gave their
services gratuitously to the public; and they
were met, as I have already stated, by this
universal deluge of abuse which was levelled
against them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—There was therefore
no great encouragement for them to attend in
their places in the Legislative Council. But
what have we seen since? Session after session,
day after day, week after week, we saw the
Speaker come into the Council with great
pomp, as the Speaker always does come into
the Council—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and a
laugh.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—preceded by the
mace; and after the Speaker had made his
usual dutiful bow to the Throne, he would
take his seat and remain quietly in the chair for
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the space of one hour. At the end of the hour,
he would consult his watch, and saying there
was no quorum present—although surely the
quorum was a very small one, being ten
members only—he would declare the House
adjourned until the following day.
It being six o’clock, the Speaker left the Chair.
The Legislative Council adjourned for dinner
recess.
After the dinner recess,
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] continued his remarks.
He said—Honorable gentlemen, when the
clock struck six, I was stating that, in one
session after another, the Speaker of this
honorable House had day after day to declare
that there was no quorum, and the
Government of the day had to employ all sorts
of means to induce honorable gentlemen to
attend in their places. The prestige of the
Legislative Council had gone, and the
members, notwithstanding the offer to pay
their expenses, &c, remained at home, and the
business of the country suffered very much.
Towards the end of the session, we could
muster a few gentlemen. But they did not take
much interest in the business of the country—
in fact, they were disgusted with it, and they
got through legislation at railroad speed.
Under those circumstances, what had the
Government to do? They were obliged to
resort to some means to restore, if possible, the
status laid prestige of this House.
There was one unanimous cry on the subject
from one end of Lower Canada to the other—
both conservatives and reformers being as one
in pointing to the elective principle as a cure
for the state of things in which this province
was placed; and the Government, in
consequence, consulted with the English
authorities with a view of obtaining leave to
extend to this House
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the elective principle. This was not, as I have
stated already, because of any predilection on
our part for the elective principle. It was not
because we thought that the elective principle
was much better than the system of
appointment by the Crown—at all events
before the introduction of responsible
government. Before that, the gentlemen who
nominated members of this House were
responsible to no one. The appointments then
were all made on one side. Even after the
union23, but before responsible government
was established24, or before it was put in a
thoroughly practical working state, the
appointments had been made in a partial
manner.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—And it is not
surprising that we experienced the difficulties
we did until that period. After the
establishment of responsible government the
position was very different—the resolutions of
the 3rd September, 1841 25, having declared
that no Government could be carried on
except by heads of departments having the
confidence of the representatives of the people
in the lower branch of the Legislature.
If, from that moment, bad appointments
happened to be made to the Legislative
Council, then the Government for the time
being was responsible to the people for those
appointments. And, when the people wanted
an elective Council at that time, they did not
base the demand upon constitutional
principles, but were led by their passions,
which had been excited by their recollections
of the past. They did not reason the thing out;
and, in fact, the great majority of the people
here, as everywhere else, are not able to reason

23
24
25

26

out constitutional points—they are led by
those who are at the head of the different
parties.
In saying this, I have no wish to be unjust to
my countrymen. For even in countries like the
United States, which boast much of their
education, the immense mass of the people are
led by prominent men. They do not reflect,
they do not think for themselves—and so it
was with our people. The Government for the
time being were thus, by the force of
circumstances, obliged to bring forward the
measure for altering the constitution of the
Legislative Council. The measure was passed
by a pretty large majority; and I think that
until now the elective principle has worked
remarkably well indeed, and that the electors
have sent to this House gentlemen who would
do honor to any deliberative body in the
world—I care not where, whether in England,
or on the continent of Europe, or in America.
But difficulties have arisen since the passing
of the Act of 185626, and the Government of the
country came almost to a dead-lock. Some
remedy had to be found, and gentlemen of
opposite parties wisely came together with the
view of devising a plan which would not only
cure our domestic difficulties, but give greater
power and force to the British North American
colonies. To bring this about we determined
that we would endeavor to obtain a Federal
union of all the British American Provinces.
Delegates from below, and the gentlemen
composing the Administration of Canada met
together. Some of us might have preferred still
to retain the elective principle, but then we
had to meet those gentlemen from below, and
we had to give and take. We could not carry
everything our own way.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The gentlemen from

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
Responsible Government was established in 1848.
Robert Baldwin submitted a series of resolutions to the Legislative Assembly on Sep. 3, 1841 calling on the British to grant
Canada Responsible Government. Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1841), pp. 481-482.
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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the Lower Provinces were opposed to the
elective principle, and went strongly for the
system of appointments by the Crown. At the
same time some among ourselves were not
very much enamoured with the present
system—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—and those who were
anxious to retain the elective principle, were
obliged to yield. Thus, honorable gentlemen,
what is now proposed comes before you, not
as the act of the Government of Canada—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—but as the mixed
work of the delegates from all the provinces,
in the form, as it were, of a treaty. I do not
think, after the explanations I have given that
I can be accused of a great deal of
inconsistency, or of that levity which would
make a man build up something to-day which
he would be anxious to demolish to-morrow.
No, honorable gentleman—but circumstances
forced the Government in 1856 to bring on
their measure for rendering this House
elective; and the circumstances of the country
in 1864 required that we should have recourse
to some other means to put an end to the deadlock in which the Province was placed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I am sorry that I do
not see the honorable gentleman from
Grandville (Hon. Mr. Letellier) in his place.
The Hon. Sir Narcisse F. Belleau the other
night made some remarks as to the difficulty
of finding candidates for the Legislative
Council. Now, for my own part, I should be
exceedingly sorry to say anything that would
wound the feelings of any one. And where
could I look—before me, or behind me, or at
my side—to find any one against whom I
could bring the least reproach?
No—I repeat it again—that those whom the
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elective principle has sent here are gentlemen
who would compare well with the members of
any legislative body that could be mentioned.
But then there are difficulties inherent to the
•
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working of the principle itself. I would
especially mention the difficulty which arises
from the constituencies being so large. I know
not whether this has been felt in Upper
Canada, but I know that it has been felt in
Lower Canada. Many of you, honorable
gentlemen, have spent laborious days and
laborious nights in canvassing these immense
divisions, where sometimes the internal
communications are exceedingly difficult. You
know the wear and tear thus imposed on the
human body, and that some gentlemen after
canvassing these immense divisions, have
found their graves in consequence of the
exhaustion brought on by these efforts.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—But, honorable
gentlemen, it is not merely this tear and wear
of the human constitution which you have had
to encounter. This country, I need not say, is
not very wealthy. In point of wealth it does not
resemble the Mother Country. There are
gentlemen there with £200,000 or £300,000 a
year, who think nothing of spending several
thousand pounds, provided that by that
expenditure they can put themselves in a
conspicuous position before the country. But
here our fortunes are limited. That is the case
in Lower Canada. I hope it is not so in Upper
Canada.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It is
worse there.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Your fortunes in
Upper Canada may be much greater than
ours.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “no, no.”
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Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—But I can tell you
how it is generally among ourselves—
speaking not so much for the district of
Montreal as for the portion of the country in
which I live myself, the district of Quebec.
Where I reside, some forty or fifty miles below
Quebec, the fortunes are not very large, and
the farmer who by his industry has been able
to accumulate some £8,000 or £10,000 is a very
wealthy man. My honorable friend beside me
(Hon. Mr. Campbell) suggests that it is the
Ottawa gentlemen who are able to afford a
contest.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—If so, I tell honorable
gentlemen that we cannot afford it below. It is
but few whose fortunes reach £6,000 or
£8,000—perhaps half a dozen in a large parish.
It is true that some of our merchants in Lower
Canada, by their industry and aptitude in
trade, have accumulated very handsome
fortunes—but these are the exceptions. Well, a
man who, after fifteen or twenty years of hard
labor, has accumulated £6,000 or £8,000 for his
family, or for his old age—knowing how a
candidate is bled—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—is not very willing to
go and spend half of it in an election. You
cannot persuade such a man to come
forward—but you may engage other parties
who have not got much money to lose to do so.
These men will be ready to promise a great
deal, though they may not be able to fulfil their
promises, and are thus more likely to be
elected than those who have fortunes. My
honorable friend from Grandville [Luc
Letellier
de
Saint
Just],
I
think,
misapprehended the honorable Knight on his
left (Hon. Sir N. F. Belleau,) when he
27

understood him to speak slightingly of the
talent of honorable members of this House.
We have no aristocracy here in the sense of a
family aristocracy, but we have an equally
influential aristocracy, that of intellect.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—And a man of
intellect and education, though not a rich man,
I consider is in every way worthy of respect,
and would be a most desirable addition to this
House. But, suppose we have a man of
respectability, of education, and of intellect,
and one who is highly esteemed by his
neighbors—suppose he has a little fortune
besides, he is not the worse man for that.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]—He is so much the better.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—But, as I was
remarking, what I am afraid of is, that men
who are well qualified for the position, after
having gone through one or two elections, in
which they have lost one-half, or two-thirds,
or the whole of their fortune, are not likely to
stand another contest, and we lose the
happiness of meeting them here again. And I
fear that the longer the elective system is
continued, the greater would be the difficulty
in that respect. Let us take a lesson from
history, and from what goes on around us. I
recollect that, in 1855, when on board the
Canada, going to Europe, I made the
acquaintance of some most respectable
American families, and particularly of a most
interesting American woman.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Honi soit qui mal y
pense.27

i.e. “shame on anyone who thinks evil of it.”

(pp. 225-245 in the primary document)

February 16 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

Some Hon. Members—Continued laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I met with a very
interesting American woman, and, as she was
conversing with me and mentioning some
very preposterous laws that had been passed
in her state, I said—”Madame, have you not
some people of good common sense and
respectability to oppose such absurd laws?”
She replied, “Sir, I am an American woman,
and—I am ashamed to say it—the respectable
people, the people of standing in our state,
have no voice in the government of their
country.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Many of you,
honorable gentlemen, are familiar with the
•

(p. 242)

state of things in the United States, which has
resulted from carrying the elective principle
too far; and the fact that that principle, carried
too far has worked much mischief, ought to
place us on our guard. Some years ago, in
Canada, there was quite a rage for the elective
principle, and an agitation was got up with the
view of rendering the judiciary elective. Well,
a statesman of the United States, with whom I
am well acquainted, and who now occupies a
high position in that country, once remarked
to me: “You have quite enough of the
democratic element in your Constitution
already, and, above all, do not make your
judiciary elective, for that would be one of the
greatest curses you could inflict on your
country.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and
Receiver
General]—The
elective
principle, kept within proper bounds, is very
good indeed, and hitherto, no doubt, has
worked well in this House. But I doubt
28
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whether, in the course of time, this House
would not lose its present high status if the
elective principle was continued in it for ever.
As regards this, however, I merely state my
own opinion, and other honorable gentlemen
may hold contrary opinions, as they are
perfectly entitled to do.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Having thus,
honorable gentlemen, explained the reasons
which induced the Government, in 1856, to
propose that the elective principle should be
extended to this House28, with the concomitant
circumstances which assisted in bringing that
about—and having also explained the reasons
which have induced the Government now to
look for another state of political existence, as
we may call it, by Confederation with the
Maritime Provinces, I think I am clear from
any imputation of inconsistency or levity of
purpose. Before sitting down I have a personal
explanation to make. When I speak, honorable
gentlemen, I speak with sincerity, but, like any
other man, I may commit a mistake. The
moment, however, that I find I have
committed a mistake, I am ready to admit it, as
any honest man should do.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I find that I took a
wrong view of the proportions of appointed
members that were to be allotted to each
province, in case the amendment of my
honorable friend from the Wellington Division
[John Sanborn] should pass. I have since been
convinced that I was wrong, and that it was
really carrying out the principle of distribution
adopted in the scheme, to allot to the Lower
Provinces other ten members. I am glad to
admit that my honorable friend was right in
correcting me. But I still maintain that he was
wrong—very wrong—in bartering old men
for young ones, because, no doubt, the old

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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men would soon disappear from their seats,
while the young men from below would long
retain their places, and we would thus destroy
the equilibrium upon which the whole fabric
of the proposed Constitution is based. I say the
honorable gentleman was wrong in that, and
that, if his proposal were adopted, it would
certainly be no improvement on the scheme as
it has come from the Conference.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862] said—
Honorable gentlemen, I claim the indulgence
of the House for a few moments while I state
from my point of view, as one of the
representatives from Central Canada, the way
in which I regard the measure now under
consideration. I am an advocate of the union
of the British North American Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—When
I came here a few weeks ago, my mind was
scarcely made up as to the course I should
pursue. At the same time I was desirous of
taking that course which should be approved
by the majority of my constituents. In
November last I received the document which
was sent to members of both Houses
throughout the province; but as it was marked
“Private,” I felt bound by every consideration
of propriety not to make it public. Having at
that time been re-elected by my constituents, I
had no occasion to use it in connection with
securing my return to this House. But,
speaking of my re-election a few months ago,
I may remark that a number of my
constituents felt disposed at that time to
pledge me to oppose this union of the British
North American colonies. For my own part I
felt it would be wrong for me to do so, not
knowing what was the programme that was
about to be laid; I refused, therefore, to give a
pledge. Probably I felt more independent on
account of there being no opposition.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—But be
that as it may, I have the same desire to act in
accordance with the deliberate views of my
constituents as if I had canvassed every vote in

the division. I pledged myself on the hustings
on the day of my election, that as soon as the
scheme was published I would give it my
earnest attention, and form a judgment upon
it to the best of my ability. After the document
was formally laid on the table of the House, I
waited till it was put in type, and having
ordered two thousand copies of it, I sent them,
some fifteen days ago, to my constituents, with
a circular calling upon them to state any
objections they might have to the scheme if
they considered it objectionable, and to
indicate what
•
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course they wished me to pursue with
reference to it. I am up to this evening without
any answers to that circular, with one or two
exceptions which I need not take up the time
of the House by further alluding to. I now take
it for granted, having given such an ample
opportunity to my constituents to express
their opinions, that I am at full liberty to
pursue that course which I think myself to be
for the interests of the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—My
feeling in the first instance was that the matter
was being pressed too rapidly in this House—
that we might have waited for a little—that we
should have allowed the other House to go on
and adopt the resolutions first, if they did
adopt them, before we were called on to
pronounce a final decision upon them. But I
have somewhat changed my mind from
hearing the able speeches of honorable
gentlemen both for and against the
amendment now under the consideration of
the House; and I have come to the conclusion
to give an independent vote, according to the
best judgment I can form, since my
constituents, after being invited to express
their opinions, up to this hour have not
responded to the request. I speak here as a
representative of Central Canada, and
particularly of the Ottawa country.
The people there are engaged mainly in one
trade, the lumber trade; and, with reference to
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that trade, the promulgation of this scheme
has caused us some feelings of apprehension,
not to say gloom. Till within the last few hours,
as late as yesterday, I was still in the dark as to
the bearings of the scheme in that respect. But
I have now had assurances from the
Government—and particularly from one or
two members of it—that the scheme is not
going to inflict that injury upon the lumbering
interest which we imagined. In fact the clause
relating to that subject has been so explained
to me, that I am now perfectly satisfied.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—My
feeling formerly was that our trade was
treated in a manner which it did not deserve.
Here we have a trade employing many
thousands of people—employing a large
amount of shipping to carry away the produce
of our forests, which exceeds the amount of the
exported agricultural produce of the country
by a value of some two millions of dollars. We
naturally felt that such a trade had some right
to be considered.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—
However, accepting the assurances of
honorable gentlemen, in whom I have the
utmost confidence, who compose the present
Government, I am now quite prepared, as one
of the representatives of the Ottawa section of
country, to leave that matter in their hands. A
great deal has been said in this debate on the
general question of the Confederation of these
provinces, and as to that I shall say but little.
As I have already stated, I am an advocate of
union. I would even say that the scheme of the
delegates to the Quebec Conference does not
go far enough. I contend that, instead of
merely taking in the provinces to the east of us,
the scheme should have embraced British
Columbia and the whole of the territory to the
west. An honorable friend near me says that
will come in good time. But I am afraid that
some Downing-street or other influence may
prevent it.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “no, no!”
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—I

275

should like to see the Pacific as the western
boundary of this young Confederation, in the
same way as the Atlantic is its eastern limit, so
that we should have one country stretching
from ocean to ocean.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—A
great deal has been said in this debate on the
subject of railways. Honorable gentlemen
have spoken of the cost of building our
railways, of the damage the Grand Trunk has
done, and of the profits certain gentlemen
have made out of it. For the life of me, I cannot
see the force of their arguments. True, the
Grand Trunk has cost a great deal of money,
but how should we feel if we had to go back to
the state of things which existed when we had
no railroad? What should we do if the Grand
Trunk were now taken from us? I believe we
could not do without it. It has become a
necessity. Every man within the range of its
influence, has had his land enhanced in
value—and the debt of $15,000,000 or
$16,000,000, while of course in itself a great
deal of money, is nothing when we reflect on
the ability of the provinces to bear it. If spared
to continue here during my term of eight
years, I shall still advocate the Intercolonial
Railway as a line necessary to connect us with
the seaboard.
It will cost us some little money no doubt,
but it will yield us compensating advantages.
There are large forests to the east of us, which
have still to yield up their wealth, and no one
can tell how much may come out of that
country, when its resources are developed.
The subsidy we are now paying the ocean
steamships will go a good way to pay the
interest on our share of the cost of the railway.
Besides we are now spending a great deal of
money to bring population into these
provinces—an object that will be promoted to
a large extent by the building of that road. To
build it will take some four or five years, and
we cannot tell how much that section of the
country will be settled in that time. It will no
doubt
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prove of great advantage to us. We shall then
be ready, I hope, to commence the railroad to
British Columbia, and the improvement of the
Ottawa river to the upper lakes—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—and
the navvies and others who have been
employed on these works will find
employment on the road leading to the Pacific,
and will ultimately become settlers in the great
Red River country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—Such
are my sentiments in connection with the
subject now before the House. My experience
may not have been as great as that of some
honorable members, but I have been in the
habit of observing what was going on around
me, and I have come to the conclusion that the
union of these provinces is desirable and
necessary.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—It has
been said that the gentlemen forming the
present Ministry have held such opposite
opinions that no good can be expected to
result from their coalition. I have not such a
poor opinion of human nature as to feel
disposed to question in any way the sincerity
and patriotism of those honorable gentlemen.
They have seen the necessity of some change
being brought about, if the good of the country
was to be promoted. Whatever may have been
the antagonism of their views formerly, they
now occupy the same wigwam, and, it is said,
the same blanket covers them—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—and,
so long as the country receives the benefit, I am
satisfied to support them, no matter what their
politics may have been during the last twenty
years.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—No
doubt the country has been suffering—a cure
had to be found, and I think we are now on the

highway to get it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—
Honorable
gentlemen
composing
the
Government will permit me to repeat that our
lumber trade deserves their earnest and best
attention on account of the employment it
gives to so large a number of persons, the way
in which it swells the exports of the country,
the market it affords for the produce of the
agricultural portion of the community, and the
manner in which it forwards the settlement of
our wild lands. To the Ottawa district it is, of
course, of special importance, but it has an
interest for the whole province, inasmuch as it
makes for us a back country. A country that is
all frontier must always be a little country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—If a
check is in any way put upon the lumber trade,
as the consequence of its being placed under
the separate control of each local government,
it would be a result much to be regretted. But
it is to be hoped that the Government will give
this matter their most earnest consideration,
and that they will do what in their opinion is
best for the interests of all concerned. It has
been said by some in our section that Central
Canada is to be made the footstool of Upper
Canada, and that it is also to be made the
footstool of Lower Canada. For my own part I
am quite unable to see how we can be made
the footstool of both.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—That
was the idea expressed in a letter sent me the
other day, begging me to give the scheme all
the opposition in my power. It may be true
that the western part of the province is a little
covetous, and a little ambitious of controlling
everything; still, I have that faith in the good
feeling of the western people, and in our
ability to protect ourselves, that I do not
believe our lumbering interest is to be
destroyed all at once, even though the Local
Government of Upper Canada should have its
seat in Toronto. Whoever may compose the
Local Government, I think they must see the
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importance of the lumber trade, and will do
what they can to foster and encourage that
which is essential to the good of the whole
country. I do not believe they will adopt the
policy of killing the goose that lays the golden
egg.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—I see
there is a disposition to have the vote taken,
and I will not detain the House longer.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of ”go on.”
James Skead [Rideau, elected 1862]—I have
only this to say in conclusion, that when these
scattered provinces are united together, as is
now proposed, and when the bond of that
union has been sealed with the great Imperial
seal of Great Britain—with the blessing and
favor of an all-ruling Providence—I, for one,
have no fear of the result.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected
1863] said—I desire, before the vote is taken,
to offer a single explanation. The Honorable
Premier (Hon. Sir E.P. Taché) attributed to me
certain remarks on which he based the early
portion of his speech. He said I complained of
the arrangement of the electoral divisions in
Lower Canada. I made no such complaint. I
made no allusion to that. What I had reference
to was the appointment of Legislative
Councillors for divisions, and their having
property qualifications in those divisions. I am
sure the Honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché] did not desire to attribute to me
anything I did not say.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—If my honorable
friend says he did not use the argument, of
course my remarks upon it go for nothing.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
Another point, too, I may notice. The
Honorable Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché]
based his argument on my having drawn a
•
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distinction between Papists and Protestants.
Now, I never used the terms “Papist,” or
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“Catholic,” or “Protestant.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
The distinction I drew, and the remarks I
made, were with regard to the English and the
French of Lower Canada. And honorable
gentlemen will remember that I distinctly
admitted what the Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché] had claimed for his countrymen—
namely, their well-known liberality. I have
always admitted that, and have never had any
disposition to deny it. But my argument was
that, in establishing a Constitution, our rights
and interests should be protected by distinct
provisions in that Constitution—that these
would form the only satisfactory assurance we
could get—that we could not rest upon the
liberality of any class of men, but must have
the assurance of distinct guarantees. That was
the line of argument I pursued.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sanborn [Wellington, elected 1863]—
I do not think the Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché] should have been so hard upon me for
not stipulating that the ten men who should be
chosen in the Maritime Provinces should be
old men, so that they might not have the
advantage of putting in young men as an
offset to our old ones. When I see, in the case
of the Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] himself,
at his advanced years, the youthful fire burn
up so brightly, and that age does not at all
detract from the vigor he manifests, I think he
must excuse me for not having made an
invidious distinction between old men and
young ones.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Charles Wilson [Canada East, appointed
1852] begged to state that he was opposed to
the amendment, but was precluded from
recording his vote, in consequence of having
paired off with Hon. Mr. Moore.
The House then divided on John Sanborn
[Wellington, elected 1863]’s amendment,—
That the following words be added to the resolution now
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under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for
the eighth resolution the following:—

Sanborn
and Simpson—18.

Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council
by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by
twenty-four elective members, and the Maritime
Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with
the twenty-four elective members in each section of
Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New
Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four,
and the present members of the Legislative Council of
Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall
be members of the first Legislative Council of the Federal
Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life,
and the elective members for eight years from the date of
their election, unless removed by death or other cause;
their successors to be elected by the same divisions and
electors as have elected them; and it shall be permitted to
the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional
members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond
with the present life members from Canada, and that after
the first appointment of members in the Maritime
Provinces, no new appointment shall be made, except to
supply the vacancies by death or otherwise in the twentyfour members appointed to correspond with the elective
members from the two sections of Canada.

Non-Contents
The Honorable Messieurs
Alexander
Allan
Armand
Belleau
Bennett
Blake
Blair
Boulton
Bossé
Bull
Burnham
Campbell
Christie
Crawford
De Beaujeu
Dickson
Duchesnay (La Salle)
Duchesnay (Lauzon)
Dumouchel
Ferrier
Foster
Gingras
Guévremont
Hamilton (Inkerman)
Hamilton (Canada West)
Lacoste
McCrea
McDonald
McMaster
Macpherson
Matheson
Mills
Panet
Price
Prud’homme
Read
Ross
Ryan
Shaw
Skead
Taché
and Vidal—42.

And that in the eleventh section, after the word “Council,”
in the first line, the following words be added: “in the
Maritime Provinces.”
And that section fourteen be struck out.29

—which was negatived by 42 to 18.
Contents
The Honorable Messieurs
Aikins
Archambeault
Armstrong
Bureau
Chaffers
Cormier
Currie
Flint
Leonard
Leslie
Letellier de Saint Just
Malhiot
Olivier
Perry
Proulx
Reesor

29
30

And the House resumed the Debate on the
Resolution proposed by the Étienne Pascal Taché
[Canada East, appointed 1848, Premier,
Minister of Militia, and Receiver General].30

Sanborn presented the amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 9, 1865, pp. 124-125. Reinserted for clarity purposes.
Journals, p. 119. Added for completeness.
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That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions, which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the tenth of October, 1864:—31

Read
Reesor
Sanborn
Seymour
Simpson
Skead
Vidal—36.
Non-Contents
The Honorable Messieurs

Whereupon Walter Dickson [Canada West,
appointed 1855] moved, seconded by James
Currie [Niagara, elected 1862],

Alexander
Allan
Armand
Boulton
Bull
Crawford
DeBeaujeu
Dumouchel
Ferrier
Guévremont
Hamilton (Inkerman)
Hamilton (Canada West)
Lacoste
McCrea
Macpherson
Matheson
Mills
Panet
Price
Prud’homme
Ross
Shaw
Taché
Wilson—24.

That further Debate on the said motion be postponed until
to-morrow, and that it do then stand as the first item upon
the Orders of the Day.

The question of concurrence being put thereon, the
House divided; and the names being called for, they
were taken down as follow:
Contents
The Honorable Messieurs
Aikins
Archambault
Armstrong
Belleau
Bennett
Blair
Blake
Bossé
Bureau
Burnham
Campbell
Chaffers
Christie
Cormier
Currie
Dickson
Duchesnay (La Salle)
Duchesnay (Lauzon)
Flint
Gingras
Leonard
Leslie
Letellier de Saint Just
McDonald
McMaster
Malhiot
Olivier
Perry
Proulx
31
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So it was resolved in the affirmative.
Then, on motion of John Hamilton [Canada
West, appointed 1841], seconded by Alexander
Campbell
[Cataraqui,
elected
1858,
Commissioner of Crown Lands],
The House adjourned.

Journals, p. 118. Reinserted for clarity.
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New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th of October, 1864.1

Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Hon.
James
gentlemen, with the consent of my hon.

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
FRIday,
february 17, 1865

Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General], to Resolve—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,

1

friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Dickson) who is
entitled to the floor, in consequence of having
moved the adjournment of the debate, I rise
for the purpose of proposing the resolution
which for some length of time has been before
the House, on the notice-paper. It is one which,
I think, should commend itself to the good
sense and impartial judgment of the members
of this Honorable House; and I shall be
surprised if it shall meet any degree of
opposition from the hon. gentlemen
representing the Government in this branch of
the Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]: The
resolution is as follows:—
That upon a matter of such great importance as the
purposed Confederation of this and certain other British
colonies, this House is unwilling to assume the
responsibility of assenting to a measure involving so
many important considerations, without further
manifestation of the public will than has yet been
declared.

It is not aimed at either the destruction or the
defeat of the resolutions before the House. It
simply asks for delay until such time as the
people of the country can more fully express
their views on the matter than they have
hitherto had an opportunity of doing. Hon.
gentlemen, I stated, when I first addressed this
Chamber in reference to the proposed address,
that I was not opposed to the Confederation of
the British Provinces in itself, but that I was
opposed to many of the details embraced in
the resolutions upon which this House is
asked to found an Address to Her Majesty the
Queen.
The hon. gentleman (Hon. Mr. Ross) who

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 122. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version
begins with Currie’s speech.
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followed me upon that occasion, stated among
other things, that I had attempted to decry the
Lower Provinces, and that I had attempted
also to decry the credit of Canada. I appeal to
hon. members present, who were good
enough to listen to me on that occasion, to
point out a single word which I said, reflecting
upon the credit of the people of the eastern.
provinces. Instead of having said anything to
their discredit, I thought I had paid them a
very high compliment. So far from reflecting
upon the character of the public men of those
provinces, I alluded to but one of them by
name, the Hon. Mr. Tilley, and I paid him the
compliment, which he fully merits, of stating
that he must be ranked among the leading and
most prominent of British American
statesmen.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—As to
my decrying the credit of Canada—if, to tell
the truth—if, to speak the honest convictions
of one’s mind—if, to state to the world what
the Public Accounts of our country tell us—if
this be to decry the credit of our country—then
I am guilty of the charge. But the hon.
gentleman went on and told us, that my
speech was so illogical that it was unworthy of
notice.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I did not say that.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
hon. gentleman said what amounted to that.
And yet to my astonishment he found it
necessary to reply to me in a speech four
columns in length—a speech, however, in
which he failed to controvert a single position
which I had the honor to take on that occasion.
Then I was charged with having attacked
statements of fact made by our public men.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Hear! Hear!
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
hon. gentleman from Toronto [John Ross] says
“Hear, hear.” But I ask, is it not the duty of
hon. gentlemen, standing on the floor of this
House, to correct misstatements which have
been sent to the country? Was I doing

anything more than my duty, when, in my
humble way, I endeavored to correct what, if
not misstatements, were at least evidently
incorrect statements? We have had too much
of that kind of thing in this country. And since
my hon. friend from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Ross)
has chosen to remind me of it, I must say that
I think it is much to be regretted that certain
statements have been made in this country,
and sent from this country, which, instead of
helping to build up our credit, have done
much to injure it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Perhaps I could not allude to anything more
forcibly in point, than the flaming prospectus
sent to the world under the auspices of my
hon. friend from Toronto [John Ross], in which
he promised the confiding capitalists of
England a
•
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dividend of 11 ½ per cent, on the stock they
might subscribe to the Grand Trunk Railway.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Was it not 11 ¼?
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—No;
he was not so modest as to put it at 11 ¼.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It
was 11 ½ per cent. I was charged with
attacking the statements of the Hon. Mr.
Tilley. I stated, when last addressing the
House, that Hon. Mr. Tilley informed a public
meeting—I think in St. John, New
Brunswick—that the tariff of Canada was in
fact an 11 per cent, tariff, and my hon. friend
from Toronto [John Ross] said that Hon. Mr.
Tilley was correct in making that statement.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—What I said was that the average duty
on the whole imports of the country, including
the free goods, was 11 per cent.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Then
I must say that that is a very novel way of
arriving at the tariff of a country—to take all
the dutiable goods, to add to them all the free
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goods, and then to average the duty on the
whole. It may be a very convenient, but it is
not a correct or honest mode in my opinion.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—It is precisely what Hon. Mr. Tilley did;
and I did it in the same way.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
hon. friend told us that our present able and
talented Finance Minister [Alexander Galt]
had stated the tariff of our country to be an 11
per cent tariff. I asked my hon. friend when the
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt] stated that?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I said that, taking the statements Hon.
Mr. Galt had furnished with reference to the
tariff of customs duties, and the amount of
imports of dutiable and free goods, and
finding the average of the whole to be 11 per
cent, Hon. Mr. Tilley had made a statement
based on Hon. Mr. Galt’s own figures.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I find
the report makes my hon. friend say, that “The
Hon. Mr. Tilley had quoted the figures of our
own Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt].”2
He was wrong in that statement, because Hon.
Mr. Tilley, on the occasion I referred to, had
quoted the figures furnished by the
Comptroller of New Brunswick.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The Comptroller of New Brunswick
could not furnish the figures of the trade of
Canada.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Surely my hon. friend will remember, that, to
give official force to the statement of Hon. Mr.
Tilley, he said that, after the Comptroller of the
province had reviewed our tariff, he came to
the conclusion that it was but an 11 per cent,
tariff. I quote from the report:—
Hon. Mr. Tilley quoted the figures of our own Minister of
Finance, and the hon. member represented him as not
speaking the truth, but as, in effect, attempting to deceive
those whom he addressed,

2
3
4
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Hon. Mr. Currie—I beg to know when the Finance
Minister of Canada stated that the average duties collected
in Canada were 11 per cent. 3

He (Honorable Mr. Ross) desired to be no
longer interrupted; I ceased to interrupt him,
and he did not give me an answer to the
question. But, if the honorable member from
Toronto will turn to the celebrated speech of
the Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt] made
only the other day at Sherbrooke, he will find
that Hon. Mr. Galt puts the Canada tariff at 20
per cent4.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—But he did not include the free goods;
that is all.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—No,
he did not include the free goods. But I say that
if he had taken the value of dutiable goods, as
we find it given in the Trade Returns of 1863—
the last complete returns for a year that we
have—instead of arriving at the conclusion
that we had a tariff of only 20 per cent, he
would have found that the actual duty on the
dutiable goods imported in 1863 was 22 ½ per
cent.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Then
my hon. friend from Toronto [John Ross] came
to the assistance of Mr. Lynch of Halifax. And,
not stopping there, he undertook the defence
of the present President of the Council (Hon.
Mr. Brown) and the Provincial Secretary (Hon.
Mr. McDougall.) I confess I was a little
amused, and somewhat surprised to find my
hon. friend from Toronto [John Ross]
becoming the apologist and champion of those
hon. gentlemen, who, I believe, are perfectly
competent on all occasions to take care of
themselves—even without the assistance of
my hon. friend.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—He
next alluded to the propriety and necessity—

Unconfirmed reference.
Unconfirmed reference.
Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864) in Speech on the Proposed Union of the British North American Provinces
(1864), p. 23.
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when the people of Canada were on the point
of forming a partnership with the other
provinces—of our knowing what the assets of
those provinces were—what stock they were
bringing into the common concern. I had
showed that we had a great many valuable
public works—some of them of a profitable
character. My hon. friend told us that the
Lower Provinces too were engaging in
profitable works. He told us that New
Brunswick had spent eight millions of dollars
on railways, and Nova Scotia six millions—
and that from those railways those provinces
•
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were getting a net revenue of $140,000, or
$70,000 a year each, which would go into the
revenue of the General Government. Well,
hon. gentlemen, when such statements are
made on the floor of this House, they of course
go abroad, and those who make them ought to
be well satisfied that they are based on reliable
facts.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—So they were.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Well,
I was very much struck by the hon.
gentlemen’s statement. I was surprised to find
it stated, in the first place, that those provinces
had already spent so much on railways; and,
in the next place, that those railways in the
eastern provinces were so much more
profitable and paid so much better than the
railways in Canada.
Now, I find, on looking at the Public
Accounts of those provinces—the very latest
available—that the New Brunswick railways
cost $4,275,000, and that the Nova Scotia
railways cost $4,696,288—that the New
Brunswick railways in 1862 paid $21,711 net,
and the Nova Scotia railways, $40,739—
making together, instead of $140,000 or the
two provinces, as stated by my hon. friend
from Toronto [John Ross], the small sum of
$62,450. And this too, hon. gentlemen will bear
in mind, was from new railways, or railways
comparatively new—and they will find, if
they take the trouble to examine the accounts,

that the cost of the repairs of those railroads,
as of every other railroad after it has become
somewhat worn, is increasing year by year.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The House will recollect that I took the
figures which were prompted to me while
speaking.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—That
is the mistake which, I fear, has been
committed during the whole of this
discussion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Our
public men have been too reckless in making
statements—statements in the east, as to the
prosperity of Canada; and statements in the
west, as to the wealth, property and resources
of those eastern provinces. Now, hon.
gentlemen, let us look at our public works,
which my hon. friend in a measure tried to
belittle and decry.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I did not belittle them; I said that
indirectly they were of great value to the
country.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Yes;
and directly too. I find, by the Public Accounts
of the province, that in 1863 the net revenue of
our public works—all of which are going to
the Confederate Government—yielded to this
province a net revenue of $303,187—and that
our public works cost this province, taking the
amount set down in the statements of affairs
of the province, $25,931,168. So much for the
stock—so far as the public works at all events
are concerned—that this province is prepared
to put into the partnership with the other
provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
shall refer no further to the remarks made by
my hon. friend from Toronto [John Ross] in
answer to the few words I addressed to the
House the other day, beyond expressing my
regret that my hon. friend should not merely
have been dissatisfied with the statements I
made, but that he should have thought fit to
take exception to the style and the manner in
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which my remarks were submitted to the
Honorable House.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I said, the temper and tone.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
From the attention you were kind enough to
give me, hon. gentlemen, on that occasion, and
from the way in which my remarks were
received both by my political opponents and
my political friends, I had hoped that I had not
exceeded the bounds of propriety—that,
neither in my temper nor in my tone had I
violated the rules of this House. If I did so I
regret it, and I may be allowed to express the
hope that when my native land has paid onefourth as much for my political education as it
has paid for that of my hon. friend from
Toronto [John Ross]—if my manners still fail
to be those of a Chesterfield, or my eloquence
that of a Pitt—I shall at all events be able to
treat my fellow members with courtesy and
propriety.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But,
leaving these little matters to take care of
themselves, I shall now allude to the strong
pressure which seems, from some source or
other, to be urging the representatives of the
people of Canada, and the people themselves,
to adopt this important scheme without that
time for deliberate consideration which a
matter of that kind is entitled to.
I am satisfied that that pressure does not
come from the people themselves. I am
satisfied it does not come either from this or
from the other branch of the Legislature. I
entertain the fear, which has been expressed
before, that it has been a pressure from
without, which has been urging us to take this
step too rapidly, I fear, for our country’s good.
It may be that the statesmen of Great Britain,
•
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and that a great portion of the people of Great
Britain are very anxious for this measure, and

5
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that the press of that country generally
approves of it. But, when they rightly
understand it—when parties holding our
provincial securities know that Confederation
means more debt, more taxation, and a worse
public credit—we will have another cry
coming from across the Atlantic. And when
British
manufacturers
know
that
Confederation means a higher tariff on British
goods, we shall have different views from
them also, crossing the Atlantic.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Hon.
gentlemen, when I left my constituency, I had
little idea that this measure was going to be
pressed upon the country in the manner in
which I see the Government of the day are
attempting to press it. I think we should pause
before adopting these resolutions. I think we
want some more information before we adopt
them.
Before we vote away our local
constitutions—before we vote away in fact our
whole Constitution—we should know
something of what we are going to get in place
of what we are giving away. Did any hon.
gentleman suppose, before he left his home,
that we would not have the whole scheme of
Confederation brought down to us, and be
asked to pass a judgment on it, or to consider
it at all events as a whole scheme? I think we
ought to be cautions in taking half a measure
until we know what is the whole of it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Hon.
gentlemen will remember the caution with
which the Parliament of England proceeded,
in 18395, when dealing with the rights of the
people of Canada. At that time there was an
urgent necessity for a new Constitution for the
people of Canada, and a great necessity for it,
particularly in the eastern province.
When the Government of the day brought
down their resolutions—in something like the
same shape as those now before the House—

See The Union Act, 1840: Imperial Debate, Draft Bills and Correspondences (1839-1840).
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resolutions embodying the principle of a
Legislative Union—the leader of the
opposition, Lord Stanley, claimed that the
whole measure should be brought down; and
the Government of the day was actually
compelled, by the force of public opinion in
and out of Parliament, to withdraw the
resolutions, and to bring down their entire
measure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—And
are we to be less careful of our own
constitutional rights—are we to guard more
loosely the interests of ourselves and those
who are to come after us—than the people
legislating for us three or four thousand miles
away? Besides, we are asked by those
resolutions to pledge our province—to what?
To build the Intercolonial Railway, without
knowing, as I stated the other day, where it is
to run, or what it is to cost. Why do we not
have the report of the able engineer sent to
survey and report upon that work? Why is it
delayed? Why is it attempted to hurry this
measure through the Legislature, while we are
in the dark with reference to that great
undertaking? It may be that it is kept back
designedly, and for the purpose of furthering
this very measure, not here, but in other parts
of British America.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
hon. friend is going too far. The report has not
yet been made6, and, that being the case, it is
somewhat extraordinary to charge the
Government with keeping it back.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Certainly; I think the case is bad enough, when
the Government are charged merely with
what they have done. And I have no desire to
make an incorrect statement, But I will put it
in this way: I think we have good reason to be
surprised, that the Government should come
down with their scheme, and submit it to the
House, before they even themselves know
6

what the work is to cost—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—and
ask this House and the country to pledge
themselves to the construction of a work of
which they do not even know the cost
themselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But,
if the report has not been prepared, we have
been told in the public prints that the survey is
either finished, or very nearly finished. The
report, therefore, can soon be furnished; and,
why should there be so much hurry and
anxiety to pass these resolutions before we get
it? Then, again, why do the Government not
bring down those School Bills, which have
been promised? Why are the people, or why is
Parliament, to have no opportunity of passing
judgment upon those measures—the School
Bill for Upper Canada, and the School Bill for
Lower Canada—before this Confederation
scheme is adopted? I cannot see the propriety
of keeping back these matters; and I do not
think the members of the Government can
show any reason whatever why they should
not be settled at once.
Then, hon. gentlemen, we should know
something about the division of the public
debt If hon. gentlemen will take up the Public
Accounts placed in their hands during the
present session, they will find a statement of
•
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the liabilities of this province, certifying the
amount to be no less than $77,203,282. Now it
is well known that Canada is only allowed to
take into the Confederation the debt of
$62,500,000. We have a right to ask how the
other $15,000,000 are to be paid? By whom are
they to be assumed? What portion is Upper
Canada to assume? What portion is Lower
Canada to assume?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—

The Intercolonial Railway report would be made available in the next session of Parliament. “Report on the Intercolonial
Railway” [No. 8] in Sessional Papers (1865).
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Then, hon. gentlemen, if we adopt these
resolutions, and a bill based on them is
brought into the Imperial Parliament and
carried—look at the power which is given to
the Confederate Parliament. They have the
power to impose local taxation upon each of
the separate provinces I would like to know
how that power is to be exercised; I would like
to know whether it is to be a capitation tax, or
an acreage tax upon the lands of the province,
or whether it is to be a tax upon the general
property of the province. I am sure there is no
hon. gentleman present who would not like
information on these points, before voting for
this scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Then, hon. gentlemen, there is another very
important question—the question of the
defence of these provinces—which within a
few months has taken a shape which it never
took before in the history of this country. I
shall trespass on the attention of the House for
a few moments, while I read an extract from a
very able report on that question, which ranks,
and in time to come too will rank, deservedly
high as a State paper. It is a memorandum of
the Executive Council, dated October, 1862, at
the
time
the
Macdonald-Sicotte
Administration7 held office. And, whatever
the errors of that Government might have
been, however they may have been found
fault with in other matters, I believe the people
generally were of opinion that the stand which
the Government took on that question, was
one which entitled them to the respect and
confidence of the community at large.
The
Government
say
in
this
memorandum:—
That they are not unwilling to try to the utmost to comply
with the suggestions of the Imperial Government is
evidenced by the manner in which the projected
Intercolonial Railway has been entertained. Their conduct
in this matter should relieve them from every imputation.
At the same time, they insist that they are and must be
7
8
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allowed to be the best judges of the pressure which the
provincial credit can sustain. They are prepared, subject to
certain conditions, to encumber this credit with liabilities
arising out of the Intercolonial Railway, but they are not
prepared to enter upon a lavish expenditure to build up a
military system distasteful to the Canadian people,
disproportionate to Canadian resources, and not called for
by any circumstance of which they at present have
cognizance.8

That is, the arming and bringing into the
field a force of 50,000 men.
His Grace, while promising liberal assistance, contends
that any available supply of regular troops would be
unequal to the defence of the province—and that the main
dependence of such a country for defence must be upon
its own people. Your Excellency’s advisers would not be
faithful to their own convictions or to the trust reposed in
them, if they withheld an expression of their belief that
without very large assistance any efforts or sacrifices of
which the people of the province are capable, would not
enable them successfully and for any lengthened period to
repel invasion from the neighboring republic.
They have relied for protection in some degree upon the
fact, that under no conceivable circumstances will they
provoke war with the United States, and if therefore
Canada should become the theatre of war resulting from
Imperial policy, while it would cheerfully put forth its
strength in the defence of its soil, it would nevertheless be
obliged to rely for its protection mainly upon Imperial
resources; and in such an event it is their opinion that they
would be justified in expecting to be assisted in the work
of defence with the whole strength of the empire. It is not
necessary at this stage of their history, to put forward
assurances of the readiness of the Canadian people to
assume whatever responsibilities belong to them as
subjects of Her Majesty.
Their devotion has been exhibited too often to be open to
doubt or depreciation. They have made sacrifices that
should relieve them from suspicion, and which Her
Majesty’s Government should remember as a pledge of
their fidelity. No portion of the empire is exposed to
sufferings and sacrifices equal to those which would
inevitably fall upon this province in the event of war with
the United States. No probable combination of regular
troops and militia would preserve our soil from invading
armies; and no fortune which the most sanguine dare
hope for would prevent our most flourishing districts
from being the battle field of the war. Our trade would be
brought to a standstill, our industry would be paralyzed,
our richest farming lands devastated, our towns and
villages destroyed; homes, happy in peace, would be

Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863). The government was formed on May 24, 1862.
Minute of the Executive Council (Oct. 28, 1862). “Report on the State of the Militia of the Province” [No. 15] in Sessional
Papers (1863).
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rendered miserable by war, and all as the result of events
for the production of which Canada would be in no wise
accountable. 9

And, honorable gentlemen, that is not only
the language in times past of leading
politicians in Canada. Hon. gentlemen may
call to mind the writing and sayings to the
same effect of men in the eastern provinces—
men now holding high position under the
Imperial
•
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Government. One hon. gentlemen, to whom I
have particular reference (Hon. Joseph Howe)
declared it was unreasonable to expect that we
should defend ourselves against a foreign
power, when we had no voice either in the
declaring of war or the making of peace—that
while we were quite ready, as in times past, to
expose our persons and property to meet the
invader at the threshold of our country, we
were unwilling to take upon ourselves, as
colonists, a duty which belonged to the parent
state.
But does this correspond with the views that
are now adopted by the Ministry of the day? I
hold in my hand an extract from a speech
delivered by one of the most prominent
members of the Government at a recent
banquet in the city of Toronto. And what did
that hon. gentleman say? Speaking of the
Conference at Quebec, he stated that “the
delegates unanimously resolved that the
United Provinces of British North America
shall be placed at the earliest moment in a
thorough state of defence.” 10
Hon. gentlemen, I was not aware that the
Imperial Government had ever cast off the
burden of the defence of this province. But we
are told by an hon. gentleman, high in the
Executive, that this Conference, self-appointed
as it was, by a resolution that we do not see
laid upon the table, promised to place the
province in a thorough state of defence. Hon.
9
10

11

gentlemen, what does that mean? It means an
expenditure here of four or five millions of
dollars annually, or else the statement
exceeded the truth.
Again the hon. gentleman stated:—”The
Conference at Quebec did not separate before
entering into a pledge to put the military and
naval defences of the united provinces in the
most complete and satisfactory position.” 11
Before we discuss this scheme further—before
we are called on to give a vote upon it—I say
we ought to know something more with
reference to this important matter.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Hon.
gentlemen may perhaps argue that there is no
necessity for this question going to the
people—no necessity for further time being
allowed to the people of Upper Canada or of
Canada generally to consider this matter.
Why, hon. gentlemen, has it not been stated by
every hon. member who has taken the floor to
address the House on this question, that it is
the most important question ever submitted to
this or any other British Colonial Legislature?
And yet many of those hon. members are
unwilling that the people of this country
should have any further time to consider this
important matter—although, by the laws of
our land, no municipality has a right to enact
or pass a by-law creating a little petty debt, not
to be paid off within a year, without
submitting it first to the vote of the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Hon.
gentlemen assign as a reason why the matter
should not be submitted to the people—that
we have had a number of elections to this
House since it was known that the scheme of
Confederation was under the consideration of
the Government, and that these elections went
favorably to the scheme. I would ask, hon.
gentlemen, how many elections have we had

Minute of the Executive Council (Oct. 28, 1862).
George Brown, Speech at Toronto (Nov. 1864). Edward Whelan, The Union of the British Provinces (1865), pp. 201-202. The
wording doesn’t match. Currie may be summarizing or using another source.
ibid.
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in Upper Canada since the scheme was
printed and laid before the people?
I would like to see the hon. gentleman stand
up, who has been elected to come here to vote
upon this scheme since it was submitted to the
people. It is true we have had one election in
Upper Canada since that time—my hon.
friend near me (Hon. Mr. Simpson) alluded to
it yesterday—the election in South Ontario, a
constituency until recently represented by one
of the hon. gentlemen who entered the
Ministry which brings this scheme before us—
our present esteemed Vice-Chancellor of
Upper Canada, Hon. Mr. Mowat. What did the
candidates say at that election? Both of them,
as stated by my honorable friend, in asking the
suffrages of the people, had to promise that, if
elected to Parliament, they would vote for a
submission of this scheme to the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—And
that is the last election we have had in Upper
Canada. It is true that many honorable
gentlemen now present, in their addresses to
their several constituencies, when seeking
election last fall, said they were in favor of a
union of the British North American
Provinces. But, hon. gentlemen, there is not a
man in this chamber, within the sound of my
voice, who would not say the same. I am
myself as much in favor of Confederation today as ever I was in my life; and I will
challenge any one to say that at any time, on
any public occasion, I ever said aught against
the scheme of the Confederation of the British
North American Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But,
honorable gentlemen, when I look at this
scheme, imperfect as I conceive it to be, it
receives my opposition, not because it is a
scheme for the Confederation of British North
America, but because it is a scheme containing
within itself the germs of its
•
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destruction. The resolution before the House is
not, as I said before, aimed at the destruction
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of the scheme; and I hope, before the debate
closes, the Government will see the propriety
and the advisability of granting the reasonable
delay therein asked for.
Suppose the Government concedes even the
short delay of one month, it can do no possible
harm to the measure. If the measure be good—
if it be so desirable as the governments of the
respective provinces tell us it is—the simple
permitting it to stand over for a month will
certainly not destroy it. If, on the other hand,
it be bad—if it contain within itself the
elements of decay—it is better to know it now
than hereafter, when the resolutions will have
been embodied in a Statute over which we
have no control.
To show my own feeling in the matter, all I
have to say is this: give a reasonable delay—
allow the section of the country I have the
honor to represent to speak on the subject, and
if it be found to be the will of my constituents
that the measure in its present shape be
adopted, honorable gentlemen may be
assured that I shall give them no further
opposition; and that instead of doing
everything in my power to impede the
progress of these resolutions, I will do nothing
to impede their progress through the House.
“But,” say hon. gentlemen, “delay means
defeat.” If it be a good measure—if it
commend itself to the approval of the people,
supported as it is by the most able and brilliant
men in Parliament—the scheme is in no
danger. And, hon. gentlemen, supposing a
month’s delay is granted, we will even then be
further advanced with the measure than the
people of the eastern provinces. The writs for
the elections in New Brunswick are returnable,
if I mistake not, on the 25th March.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—On
the 9th March.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Then
it will be at least the 21st or 22nd of March
before the Legislature of that colony can be
called together.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I
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misunderstood the statement made by my
hon. friend. What I meant to say was that the
Legislature of New Brunswick is expected to
assemble on the 8th or 9th of March 12.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Then
they are going to hurry up matters there, I am
sorry to hear, nearly as fast as in Canada, the
people of which have not had the same
opportunity, at all events, of considering the
question as the people of New Brunswick. The
people of New Brunswick seem to be fully
alive to the importance of this momentous
question, and I hope that when their verdict is
given it will be a well-considered verdict; but
this we do know, that it will not be given until
after a free and fair opportunity has been
afforded them of discussing the question on its
merits in all its bearings. My hon. friend from
the Western Division (Walter McCrea) really
surprised me the other day when he declared
that an elective Legislative Council was
neither asked for nor desired by the people.
My recollection is that the Council under the
nominative system was a standing grievance
in Lower Canada as well as in Upper Canada.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
That was before the union.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
demand arose that the Council should be
elective.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
Not after the union.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
hon. friend is, I can assure him, mistaken in
stating that there were no petitions in favor of
an elective Legislative Council at the time of
the change. If my hon. friend will consult the
Journals of Parliament, he will find there
petitions for the change; he will find also that
from the town of Cobourg a petition was
12

received in favor of representation by
population in this as well as in the other
branch of the Legislature. But my hon. friend,
in his ignorance of the facts of the case—
although he certainly handled the subject with
a good deal of ability, though not with the
ability he usually puts forth when he has a
good cause to plead—
An Hon. Member—A laugh.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
made a statement which he could scarcely
have considered before bringing it under the
notice of the House. He said that a House
appointed by the Crown would be more
responsible to the people than the present
House. That, hon. gentlemen, is certainly a
new doctrine to me. If such would be the case,
why, I ask, do you not apply the same system
to the other branch of the Legislature? In such
an event I feel assured that the Government of
the day would have a much more comfortable
and pleasant life of it than even the present
Government, strong and talented as they
undoubtedly are.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But,
says my hon. friend, once more, the people of
Canada are in favor opt the scheme, in regard
to which they have had ample time
•
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for holding meetings and adopting petitions.
But, I would ask what did most of the
members even of this House know of the
scheme when they first came to Quebec? Did
we know as much about it then as we know
now?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Yes.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
hon. friend from Toronto [John Ross] says,

The House of Assembly in New Brunswick actually re-assembled on Apr. 27 1865, after a general election in March 1865
and the defeat of the pro-confederation Ministry of Samuel Tilley. Facing considerable suspicion and fierce hostility to the
Quebec Scheme in New Brunswick, Tilley did not submit the scheme to the provincial parliament and a general election
on its adoption was inevitable. The legislature was dissolved on February 9 th 1865, and writs were issued for a general
election be returned in March 1865. Tilley’s Ministry was soundly defeated, with the Premier himself losing his seat in the
legislature, and an anti-confederationist ministry led by Albert Smith was brought into power, taking 35 of 41 seats in the
Legislature. Fears of higher tariffs and debt, in addition to lack of clarity on the intercolonial project, and a competing
railway project to the United States, raised distrust in the confederation project.
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“Yes.”
An Hon. Member—No.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Another hon. member replies, “no.” I may say
for myself that I have learned something even
from the speech of my hon. friend from
Toronto [John Ross] that I did not know
before. The people of the country have been
waiting, expecting this matter would be
discussed in Parliament, and that the whole
scheme would be presented so as to enable its
being judged of as a whole. Unfortunately,
however, it is only a part of the scheme which
we have at this moment before the Council.
I did not have the pleasure of hearing the
whole of the remarks of my hon. friend from
Montreal (Hon. Mr. Ferrier), but I was greatly
interested in listening to the portion I did hear.
I refer to whit he said respecting the
ministerial crisis in June last. I thought that the
celebrated memorandum13, which, by the bye,
has since been in great part repudiated by the
Government of the day, contained all the
Ministerial explanations. But that scene, so
forcibly described by the hon. gentleman,
where the President of the Council [George
Brown] met the Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier]—
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I did not say I saw it. I only heard of it.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
When the Hon. Mr. Cartier embraced the Hon.
Mr. Brown.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I simply said it was so reported on the
streets.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—And
the Hon. Mr. Brown promised eternal
allegiance to the Hon. Mr. Cartier.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I was simply giving the on-dit14 of the
day. I said I knew nothing whatever of it
further than what I had heard on the streets.
13
14
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James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
must have misunderstood my hon. friend. I
thought he was a witness of the affecting
scene.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But
my hon. friend did tell the House something
which was new to me, and which must have
sounded as new to the country, when he said
that the Grand Trunk Railway cost the people
of Canada very little. The hon. gentleman
seemed to think that I was very much opposed
to the Grand Trunk. But never in my life have
I spoken a single word against the Grand
Trunk as a railway. I believe there is no hon.
gentleman who can possibly appreciate more
highly the commercial advantages to this
country of that work than I do.
At the same time, I have taken occasion, and
may do so again if the necessity requires it, to
speak of some of the transactions connected
with that undertaking. Let this work or any
other public work come under the attention of
this Chamber, and it will receive at my hands
in the future, as in the past, that degree of
consideration to which as a public work it is
entitled. I hope the day is not far distant when
the Grand Trunk will become what it ought to
be, a strictly and entirely commercial work,
and when the people of all classes and parties
will look upon it with favor.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—It is strictly a commercial work now.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
hon. friend stated that it had cost the country
a mere trifle. But unluckily the Public
Accounts do not tell the same story, and they
do not exactly confirm the views of my hon.
friend in relation to this work. If he looks at the
assets of the province—the valuables of the
province—he will find there is a charge
against the Grand Trunk of $15,142,000 for
debentures. And besides there is this little
$100,000 which has bean used in redeeming
the city of Montreal bonds. There is something

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
i.e. “rumour.”
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more besides about subsidiary lines.
James Ferrier [Canada East, appointed
1847]—I spoke of the first capital investment.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
hon. friend from the Erie Division (Hon. Mr.
Christie) admitted in opening his case that this
scheme was very much marred by its details.
Admitting this—which is just the whole
argument—that the details so greatly mar the
scheme, it is much to be feared that the
measure will not work so peacefully, usefully,
or harmoniously as its originators expected,
and I believe sincerely hoped it would do;
because I do these hon. gentlemen the credit of
believing that in devising a scheme which
should be for the future as well as the present
welfare of the country, they were animated by
a desire to do the very best they could under
the circumstances.
Their great error, in my opinion, lay in
•
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their yielding too much on the part of Canada
to gratify the eastern provinces, so as to enable
them to bring about this scheme at the present
moment. If the scheme is so marred in its
details as to destroy the whole measure, why
not reject it? Then my hon. friend alluded to
the state of the country, just before the present
Government was formed, in terms which I
hardly think he was justified in using. He
claimed that the country was in a state of
anarchy and confusion. Now, hon. gentlemen,
I must say that for my part I saw none of that
anarchy, and I must say very little of that
confusion. I assert that there may be witnessed
in other lands what was witnessed in this.
We saw weak governments staving month
after month to keep themselves in power, and
we saw these governments daily and hourly
attacked by a strong and wary opposition. But,

15

16
17
18

hon. gentlemen, I have yet to learn that the
giving of 17 additional members to Upper
Canada and 47 members to the eastern
provinces will ensure us against the same state
of things in the future. It was very well put by
the hon. member for Wellington (Hon. Mr.
Sanborn) when he said, if there was more
patriotism on the part of our public men, and
less desire to sacrifice the country for the good
of party, we would not have had that state of
confusion to which my hon. friend from the
Erie Division [David Christie] has alluded.
Then my hon. friend who represents the Erie
Division [David Christie], in order to fortify
the position he took in supporting the scheme,
took up the resolutions adopted by the
Toronto Reform Convention in 185915. He
stated that I was a delegate present at that
convention; but I can only say that, although
elected a delegate, I took no part in the
proceedings, and know nothing more of them
than I learned from the public prints.
The hon. gentleman, however, conveniently
read only a part of the resolutions. But it must
be admitted that these resolutions were the
identical basis upon which the present
Government
was
organized 16.
This
Government was organized for the express
purpose of carrying out the arrangements
embodied in the resolutions of that body.
And, hon. gentlemen, a committee was
appointed by the Toronto Convention 17, and
that committee prepared a draft address to the
public. That was submitted to the executive
committee, and considered on the 15th of
February, 186018, I and was revised and sent to
the country as the address of the convention,
of which the hon. member for Erie [David
Christie] was a member, and over which he
also presided as one of the vice-chairmen. And
what did they say?

The Reformers of Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper Canada,”
The Globe (Nov. 10-11, 1859), “The Convention Yesterday,” The Globe (Nov. 11, 1859), “Meeting of the Liberal Convention
of Upper Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 12-16, 1859), and Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the
Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper Canada (1859).
“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address (1859), pp. 3-5.
ibid., p. 6.
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That convention never intended that
Parliament should change the Constitution or
give us a new Constitution without consulting
the people and allowing the public an
opportunity of passing its judgment upon the
proposed new Constitution. And how did this
convention propose to secure the people the
right of passing judgment upon so important
a scheme as the adoption of a new
Constitution? Here it is, in large type—and I
have no doubt my hon. friend has often read it
in going through his large, wealthy, and
prosperous division.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—It was
not presented to the convention.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
wish to put my hon. friend right. The meeting
was held on the 23rd September, 1859 19, and
was presided over by the late Hon. Adam
Fergusson; and my hon friend, the member for
Erie Division [David Christie], and Mr. D.A.
Macdonald were vice-presidents. A special
committee was appointed at that meeting to
draft an address to the people of Upper
Canada on the political affairs of the province
in support of the resolutions then adopted. A
draft of the address was submitted to the
executive committee20.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I was
not a member of that committee.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
public meeting was held on the 15th February,
186021.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—And
when was the address published?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It
was published in this shape in February, 1860.
Well, one of the provisions contained in that
address was this:—”Secure these rights by a
written Constitution, ratified by the people,
and incapable of alteration except by their
formal sanction.”22
Hon. gentlemen, I fear the hon. member for
19
20
21
22
23
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Erie Division [David Christie] will hardly be
able to justify the course he feels called upon
to take on this occasion by anything contained
in the address or the resolutions of the Toronto
convention23. The hon. gentleman would
never have thought of preparing such a
scheme as this to be submitted to the members
of such a convention. But think you that had
such a scheme been presented they would not
have demanded that it should be left to the
people?
Think you, hon. gentlemen, that that scheme
would have met the approval
•
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of that body in its present shape? I am sure that
my hon. friend, warm as he now is in support
of the scheme, could hardly have accepted
such an issue. I am sure that even the present
Government, backed as they are by a large
majority in both branches of the Legislature,
and possessing as they do a large amount of
the talent,—I may say a majority of the
talent—of Parliament, dare not bring such
resolutions down as a Government measure
and ask the Legislature to support them in
carrying it through. Then my hon. friend
thought that the scheme had gone through the
length and breadth of the land.
Hon. gentlemen, it is quite true that the
resolutions have gone through the length and
breadth of the land; but where has there been
that discussion in Canada to which resolutions
of so much importance are entitled—except in
Lower Canada, where I am told that fifteen
counties have repudiated the resolutions
when they were submitted to public meetings?
And in Upper Canada, where is the single
instance of discussion of the facts having taken
place except in the city of Toronto, where there
was little or no discussion, and where it was
promised that that city, like Quebec, should be
made the seat of one of the local governments?

Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address (1859), pp. 3-4.
ibid.
ibid., p. 5.
ibid., p. 45.
ibid., pp. 4-5.
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I understood my hon. friend from Erie
Division [David Christie] to take issue on the
fact that the delegates to the Conference were
not self-elected, and I heard my hon. friend
from Montreal [James Ferrier] deny it also. But
if you take up a copy of the resolutions and the
despatches accompanying them, you will find
that they were in every sense of the word selfelected. And if they were not self-elected, who
deputed them to come and do what they have
done? Did the basis on which the Government
was formed authorize them to enter into this
compact?
The basis on which the Government was
formed speaks for itself24. The measure they
promised the people of Upper Canada was
simply a measure to settle the existing
difficulties between Upper and Lower
Canada. They were to form Upper and Lower
Canada into a Federation upon such a basis as
would hereafter allow the other provinces, if
agreeable, and if they could agree as to terms,
to also enter the Federation. These are the
bases on which the present Government was
formed, and these are the bases on which the
members of that Government went to the
country and asked for the support of their
constituents.
And to bear me out in this assertion, I have
only to read the language of His Excellency the
Governor General [Viscount Monck] as I find
it embodied in His Excellency’s Speech at the
close of the last session of Parliament. You will
find it in the latter part of the Speech. His
Excellency says:—”The time has arrived when
the constitutional question, which has for
many years agitated this province, is ripe for
settlement.”25 What province is alluded to in
this paragraph? Most certainly the province of
Canada. “It is my intention,” proceeds His
Excellency, “during the approaching recess, to
endeavor to devise a plan for this purpose,
which will be laid before Parliament at its next
24
25

26
27

meeting.”26
Hon. gentlemen, where is that plan? Where
is the measure so promised in the Speech from
the Throne. “In releasing you from further
attendance,” His Excellency goes on to say, “I
would impress upon you the importance of
using the influence which the confidence of
your fellow subjects confers upon you to
secure for any scheme which may be prepared
with this object a calm and impartial
consideration both in Parliament and
throughout the country.” 27
Now, what does this mean? If it means
anything, it means this, that the Government
promised to bring down a measure to this
Legislature to enable us to Confederate Upper
and Lower Canada. “Well,” hon. gentlemen
say, “they have brought down a larger
scheme.” Yes, but who asked them to bring
down that scheme? It is said that it makes no
difference which scheme was laid before the
House; but I contend that it makes all the
difference, for if these resolutions had
reference simply to Upper and Lower Canada,
they would be susceptible of amendment by
this House. In such a case, hon. gentlemen
would not have come down as we now see
them shaking their resolutions in the face of
the members of the Legislature, and saying,
“Here is a treaty which you must accept in its
entirety or not at all.”
They would not be warning us at our peril to
alter a word or erase a line on pain of being
branded as disunionists, or perhaps
something worse than that. Had they brought
down the resolutions they were pledged to
bring down, we would be sitting here calmly
and dispassionately, aided by the Government
of the day, framing a measure which would be
in very deed for the benefit of the two
provinces. But why do the Government seek
to shelter themselves so completely behind
these resolutions—

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Prorogation of Parliament (Jun. 30, 1864). Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province
of Canada (1864), p. 380.
ibid.
ibid.
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resolutions which, as they stand, are incapable
of justification—resolutions which show
concession after concession to have been made
to the eastern provinces, but not one of which
(I challenge them to the proof) was made by
the Lower Provinces to the people of Canada?
Then look at the representation at the
Conference. Both parties, I believe, from all the
provinces were represented, except as regards
one section of Canada. There was no one
representing in the Conference the Liberal
party in Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
While in the eastern provinces the
Government of the day were magnanimous
enough to ask the cooperation and
consideration of the leaders of the Opposition
in those provinces, the hon. gentlemen in
Canada ignored entirely the existence of the
Liberal party in Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
hon. friend from the Erie Division [David
Christie] tells us that he is strongly opposed to
the details of the scheme.
David Christie [Erie, elected 1858]—I did
not say so. I stated in reference to the elective
principle that I was opposed to its abrogation.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—If the
hon. gentleman feels towards the elective
principle as strongly as I do, he will oppose its
abrogation to the last. I have reason to feel
strongly in regard to that principle, being, like
himself, indebted for it to a seat in the
Legislature; and I will resist the measure very
long before I vote against a principle giving
the people power to send me here as their
representative. The hon. gentleman also told
us that the whole country is in favor of
Federation. I have no doubt the whole country
is in favor of Federation in itself, but there are
many people throughout Canada who are
opposed to the present scheme on account of
its details. Then the hon. gentleman declared
that the country understood the scheme.
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Now, what better illustration can we have of
the falsity of this position than what was
witnessed on the floor of this House last night?
We then heard one of the most intelligent and
one of the most able members of the
mercantile community in Upper Canada, my
hon. friend from Ottawa Division (Hon. Mr.
Skead) tell us it was only within the last
twenty-four hours that he had understood the
scheme as now submitted to the House. And
yet we are gravely told that the whole country
understands it! Do the people of the province
generally know anything in reference to the
cost of working the scheme?
Hon. gentlemen, it has been stated in various
parts of the country, by leading public men of
the country, that the local subsidies proposed
in the scheme will be more than sufficient to
carry on the local governments of the several
provinces. But, hon. gentlemen, we must
judge of the future by the experience afforded
by the past. If you will look at the Public
Accounts of Upper and Lower Canada—take
for instance Upper Canada in 1838,—you will
find that the expenditure on 450,000 of a
population was $885,000 for one year. But hon.
gentlemen may assert that at that time Upper
Canada had to bear the burdens of the militia
and pay the cost of collecting the customs, and
some other small charges which it is now
proposed to throw on the Federal
Government.
But what were the charges of the militia for
that year? The insignificant sum of £649. 19s.
11 ½ d. Then there was received from fees and
commissions £317 15s., thus making the total
cost of the militia to Upper Canada no more
than £332. 4s. 11 ½ d. Then as to customs. Why,
honorable gentlemen, the whole cost of
collecting the customs revenue in Upper
Canada, during the year 1838, amounted to
£2,792. 14s. 2d.—just about one half the cost,
hardly one half the cost—of collecting the
present duties at the port of Toronto. Then if
you come down to Lower Canada you will
find that at the time of the union you had a
population of 650,000 souls, and that the
expense of governing the people was $573,348.
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And I venture to say that no people in the
world were ever more cheaply governed than
were the people of Lower Canada before the
union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But
if you can govern them after the union just as
cheaply per head as before, what do you find?
You will require $980,000 to carry on the
government of the country, independent of
paying the interest upon the large portion of
debt saddled upon you. In Upper Canada, we
have been told that we really shall not know
what to do with the large amount of money
about to be lavished on the Local Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
Who said that—that we would have more
money than we know what to do with?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—You
must have read it in the speeches made in the
other House, and particularly in the speeches
of the Hon. Mr. Brown. Well, if we can govern
the people of Upper Canada as cheaply
•
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after the union as before, it will cost $2,170,000
or $1,054,000 more than the amount of the
local subsidy. I am sure no hon. gentleman
will believe that we are going to be more
saving of the public money in the future than
we were in those early days of our history.
Hon. gentlemen, it is said that the people of the
country have had those resolutions before
them, that they perfectly understand them,
and that they are prepared to pass a
dispassionate judgment in the matter. It ill
becomes the members of the Government to
make such a statement.
Why, what has been witnessed on the floor
of this House? A simple question was put to
the Hon. Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] as to the manner in
which the members of the Legislative Councils
of the various provinces were to be appointed.
The Hon. Commissioner informed us that the
appointments were to be made by the local
governments, and he was confirmed in that

view by the hon. and gallant Premier [Étienne
Pascal Taché], who had the dignity conferred
upon him of presiding over the Conference of
delegates held in this city.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I do
not think that my hon. colleague said anything
on the subject.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
understood him to confirm the statement of
the Hon. Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell]. But at all events, he
heard the statement and did not object to it.
But what did you find? After the absurdity of
that position was pointed out, my hon. friend,
the Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell], asks a day to give an
answer to the question, and he comes down
next day and gives a totally different reply. A
few days later, the question of the export duty
on the minerals of Nova Scotia came under
consideration, and I understood the Hon.
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] as saying that in his opinion only
the coal and minerals exported to foreign
countries would be liable to duty.
But according to the explanations given by
the hon. gentleman afterwards, I understand
that the export duty will apply to all coal and
minerals exported from Nova Scotia. My hon.
friend went on to explain the meaning of this
export duty. And what is his explanation? He
tells us that it is nothing more than a royalty.
The export duty is imposed simply upon the
coal which leave the country. In Nova Scotia
they now impose a royalty, and that royalty
they intend to change for an export duty, and
the difference in their favor will be this—that
on the coal they consume themselves there
will be no duty, but on the coal they send to
Canada there will be this barrier of an export
duty.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—My hon. friend will see this, that had
all the Crown lands in the different colonies
been placed in the hands of the General
Government, the General Government would
have received all the proceeds therefrom. But

(pp. 269-316 in the primary document)

February 17 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

those have been given to the local
governments, and as in Upper Canada we will
have timber dues, so in Nova Scotia they are
entitled to a revenue from their coal.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Any
one not acquainted with the subject would
naturally fancy from the language of my hon.
friend that under Federation we are to have
something which we did not possess before.
But the Crown lands are the property of Upper
and Lower Canada now, and we are entitled
to the revenue from them.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—And so is Nova Scotia entitled to a
revenue from their coal.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But
you give them a privilege not accorded to the
other provinces of imposing export duties.
Hon. gentlemen, I would now desire to allude
to another matter which I think the people do
not thoroughly understand, and that is the
apportionment of the public debt. I stated
before and I again assert that revenue is the
only true basis on which the people should go
into Confederation as regards their debt; and I
think my hon. friend from the Saugeen
Division (Hon. Mr. Macpherson) saw the
matter in the same light.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—Not in this case, because we have not
the revenue to base it upon.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Why
have we not the revenue to base it upon? Hon.
gentlemen, the Trade Returns of Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, and Prince Edward Island,
are in the Library below, and twenty-four
hours’ work of a competent accountant would
show what each province would contribute to
the general revenue from her trade under our
present tariff.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—But
does not the hon. gentleman see that when the
tariffs are assimilated, they will not bring in
the future what they have brought in the past?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—This
I can see, that you are giving to the Lower
Provinces privileges which we do not enjoy
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Hon. gentlemen
•
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speak of the imports from the Maritime
Provinces. But take the import of coal from
Nova Scotia, and we find that in 1863, its
whole value amounted to $67,000. Then they
refer to the fish trade. But why need we go
there for fish, when in our own waters we can
have for the catching as fine fish as the world
produces? But Confederation will give us no
privileges over the fisheries which we do not
at present enjoy.
Canadian fishermen can as well go, and
have as much the right to go, and fish in the
waters below before as after Confederation.
We will continue to go there if we desire it, not
because we are members of the Confederacy,
but because we are British subjects. But I was
going to speak of the trade of these countries.
We derive now little or no duty from the trade
of the Lower Provinces, at the same time much
of the revenues of the Lower Provinces is
derived from exports from those provinces to
each other, all of which will be lost to the
General Government, as the Confederation
will only be entitled to collect duties on goods
imported from foreign countries. We are told,
too, that our tariff is to be greatly reduced
under Confederation.
I am sorry to hear that statement, because it
is impossible that it can be correct, and there is
too much reason to fear that it was done with
a view of influencing legislation elsewhere, by
holding out the hope in Newfoundland and in
the other provinces, that if they joined us, the
tariff would be less burdensome than it is at
present. But if the tariff is reduced, the people
of Canada may rest assured that they will have
$4,000,000 or $5,000,000 to raise in some other
way; so that if you take it off the tariff, you
must put it on the land. I wish now, however,
to speak of the unfair apportionment of the
debt. I have always taken the ground that
revenue is the true gauge by which you can
measure a nation’s ability to pay debt.
Well, taking the tables of the Finance
Minister [Alexander Galt], we find that New
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Brunswick, with a revenue of 81,000,000, goes
into the Confederation with a debt of
$7,000,000, while Canada, with a revenue of
$11,500,000, is only entitled to go into the
Confederation with a debt of $62,500,000. Is
this fair?—is it right?—is it honest? Take the
revenue as the basis of ability to pay—and it is
the only true basis—and instead of Canada
going into the Confederation with a debt only
$62,500,000, she would be entitled to go in
with a debt of $80,000,000, or more than her
present indebtedness. Then it is said that the
people understand the whole scheme, and that
they are perfectly satisfied with it. If that were
so we should have petitions coming down.
But I have yet to learn that, when the people,
especially of Upper Canada, understand the
scheme and how it is going to work, they will
be at all satisfied with, it. Take the little Island
of Prince Edward, with its population of
80,857 souls, or a less population than a single
constituency represented in the other branch
of the Legislature, and we find it getting
$153,728, while it is relieved of a debt of
$240,633.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—And
what does it contribute?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It
simply contributes custom and excise duties
by the operation of the same tariff and under
the same law as the people of Canada.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—But
how much does it contribute?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I find
the whole revenue of the island set down at
$200,000. But, hon. gentlemen, pray do not run
away with the idea that all this comes to the
Confederate Government. All that comes to
the Confederate Government are simply the
duties from excise and customs on goods
imported from foreign countries.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
Which is the whole amount of their revenue,
except $31,000.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—

Surely my hon. friend does not wish to get up
and argue that the people of this little island—
a frugal and industrious people—contribute
more to the revenue per head than the people
of Upper Canada? Well, let us proceed now to
Newfoundland, and what do we find? That
with a population of 122,600 souls—less than
the population of Huron, Bruce and Grey—
less, in fact, than the constituency represented
by my hon. friend, the member for Saugeen
[David Macpherson]—they get $369,000 a year
for all time, and are relieved of a debt of
$946,000.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—And
what do they contribute?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Simply the revenue from customs and excise,
and nothing more.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—And
what does that amount to?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I am
aware that—
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—They
will contribute, under the present tariff,
$479,000 per annum.
•
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James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
hon. friend surely does not intend to say that
Newfoundland has no other source of revenue
than customs and excise?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—No
other; and that is the reason why they get
$150,000.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Newfoundland is to have $106,000 a year, not
for this year only, but for all time to come. She
gets as well 80 cents per head for all time to
come. Then she gets also, what I am sure the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] can hardly justify, that is a bonus of
$165,000 for all time to come; and this, if
capitalized, amounts to $3,000,000—and all
this that she may come into the Confederation.
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And why does she receive so large a sum? My
hon. friend tells us that she gets it in
consideration of the valuable Crown lands and
minerals which she surrenders to the General
Government. But we have yet to learn as a
matter of fact that a ton of coal has ever been
raised in the island. And what other minerals
have they? We know of none. Their Crown
lands, too, are of no value, as is proved by their
not having yielded anything at all for many
years past.
Then why should we give them $3,000,000,
or $165,000 per year for worthless lands? I will
not say, however, that they are altogether
worthless; but I know this, that for years past
a statute has been in force, giving the lands
free of charge to anybody who will go and
settle on them for five years. And these are the
valuable lands for which we are to pay an
equivalent of $3,000,000. But my hon. friend
the Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell], perhaps, when
headdresses the House, will tell us these
Crown lands and minerals, whatever their
value to Newfoundland, are worth $3,000,000
to the Confederation, and will argue as that
they give up these lands and minerals, and
have no local source of revenue, it is necessary
they should receive this subsidy in return.
But why have they no local source of
revenue? Why not adopt the same means to
raise revenue in Newfoundland that we adopt
here? Why should we he called upon to
contribute from the public chest $165,000 for a
purpose that we in Canada tax ourselves for?
Hon. gentlemen, I stated that the country was
taken by surprise in regard to the manner in
which this measure was brought down to the
House; and I think I have good reason for
making that statement. Before we came here
we had very little explanation of the financial
part of the scheme; and that is a most
important part.
I am not one of those who, while favorable
to Confederation as a principle, would put a
few hundred thousand dollars in the scale
28
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against it. But my grounds against the scheme
are these—that if it is commenced upon a basis
which is unjust to one portion of the
community, it will be based upon a false
foundation, and the tenement thus proposed
to be erected will not withstand the breath of
public opinion. We had reason to suppose that
when we came here the measure promised at
the close of the last session would be
submitted; but instead of that we have a very
different measure altogether.
But supposing this Address passes—
supposing these resolutions are carried, and
the other colonies do not concur in the same
Address as ourselves, what is to be the
consequence? As I understand it, the consent
of all the provinces must be had, and if they do
not concur, the scheme falls to the ground.
What we ought to have had in Canada was the
promised measure to put an end to the
sectional difficulties between Upper and
Lower Canada.
But, instead of that, we are placed in
consequence of the Quebec Conference in this
position—a scheme is brought down which is
declared to be in the nature of a treaty, and we
are told that we are to have no voice in its
alteration. No matter what the details my be—
our discussion of them is to be a mere farce.
Even the reasonable delay I am now asking for
will, I fear, be opposed by the Government of
the day. Hon. gentlemen, in order to show the
necessity which exists for the measure being
equitable and just to all classes of the people
and all sections of the country about to be
affected by it, I will read the remarks of a
distinguished statesman—one of the ablest
men, perhaps, that Canada can claim. This is
his language:—
No measure could possibly meet the approval of the
people of Canada which contained within it the germs of
injustice to any, and if, in the measure which was now
before the people of Canada, there was anything which
bore on its face injustice, it would operate greatly against
the success of the measure itself. 28
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These were the views of the Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt] as expressed by him
only a few months ago, and it is because I feel
that there are parts of the scheme which will
do gross and wanton injustice to portions of
the proposed Confederation, that I feel it to
•
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be my duty to oppose it. It may be said that it
is not proper for this branch of the Legislature
to delay the measure, but I quite concur, on
this point, in the views of the hon. gentleman
who represents one of the largest and most
important constituencies in Canada (Hon. Mr.
Macpherson), when he said:—
Although the Legislative Council is precluded by this
Constitution from originating money votes or making
money appropriations of any kind, they have it
nevertheless in their power zealously to guard your
interests, protecting them against hasty and ill-considered
legislation, and preventing improper and extravagant
appropriations of the public funds.29

David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I approve of all that.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
fully concur in all the hon. member from
Saugeen [David Macpherson] stated in his
address to his constituents, with reference to
this subject, and I hope the hon. gentleman
will now, when the opportunity is offered
him, act up to the professions he made, and I
feel confident he will do so. Now, hon.
gentlemen, what have we here before us? We
have a scheme which is calculated to do
manifest and untold injustice to that section of
the province which the hon. gentleman has the
honor to represent. We have a scheme
pledging us to construct the Intercolonial
Railway without our knowing whether it is to
cost fifteen, twenty or thirty millions of
dollars. The only estimate is that alluded to by
the hon. member from Toronto, who stated
that Mr. Brydges was prepared to build it for
seventeen and a half millions of dollars.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—This House has nothing to do with
29

money matters.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—If my
hon. friend entertains that opinion, he will
very soon learn a very different and important
lesson respecting the privileges of this House.
It is our duty as honest legislators to protect
the country from the baneful effects of hasty
and ill-considered legislation. Well, is not this
hasty legislation that is now proposed to be
transacted by the Government of the day?
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I do not regard it so, and I tell you why.
My constituents have considered the question
and are fully satisfied that the proposed
legislation should take place.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It
has been said by hon. gentlemen that the
whole scheme consists of concessions. I would
ask what concessions have been made to
Canada? What concession has been made to
the views of the people of Upper Canada? The
people will understand why it is that
everything was conceded on the part of
Canada, and comparatively nothing on the
part of the Lower Provinces, when they know
that the little colony of Prince Edward Island,
with its eighty thousand people, has as much
to say in the Conference as Upper Canada with
its million and a half, and as Lower Canada
with its million and a quarter of people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
When we conceded to them that point, the
series of concessions on the part of Canada
began. Then we conceded to them the right of
depriving us of an elective Legislative
Council.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Who
challenges this statement? I defy any hon.
gentlemen to say that it was not at the
dictation of the eastern provinces, that the
character of the Legislative Council was
changed. In order to settle this point, it is only
necessary to refer hon. gentlemen to what the
Hon. Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt]

David Macpherson, Legislative Council (n.d.). Unconfirmed reference.
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stated in his celebrated Sherbrooke speech
with reference to it.30 That was concession
number two.
Then look at the proposed Constitution. The
Lower Provinces had only a population of
700,000 people. One would think they would
be satisfied with the same representation in
the Legislative Council that Upper Canada
with double the number of people should
have, and that Lower Canada with nearly
double the population should be given. But
instead of being satisfied with 24, they must
have 28 members.
There are three distinct and most important
concessions on the part of Canada to the
people of the eastern provinces. And then we
go into the Federation with a debt of only
$62,500,000, instead of with $82,500,000 as we
were entitled to. Then we are to saddle
ourselves with a burden of 115,000,000, and
give them a bonus for coming in, in the shape
of an annual payment for local purposes,
which we defray in Upper Canada by direct
taxation.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—
That is because they are to help to pay our
debt.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—My
honorable friend from the Western Division
[Walter McCrea] says, they have to help to pay
our debt; true they have to help to pay the
debts of the Confederation, but that is no
reason why they should receive money from
us to pay their local expenses. Then look at the
absurdity of giving each
•
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province so much per head on its population
for the expenses of the local governments.
Every one knows that the population of the
Lower Provinces will not increase nearly so
fast as that of this province. We will therefore
have to pay a greater proportion of this
amount through the increase of our
population than we can receive under the
proposed arrangement. This is concession
30
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number four.
The next concession is to New Brunswick.
We are to give New Brunswick a bonus of
$630,000 in addition to building the
Intercolonial Railway through a long section
of the country—leading the people to believe
that the road is to pass through nearly every
town in the province.
Then Nova Scotia gets the right to impose an
export duty on its coal and other minerals
coming into Upper Canada, or going
elsewhere.
Then Newfoundland, as I have said before,
is to have upward of three millions of dollars,
if you capitalize the annual gift, as an
inducement to come in and join us. Then, hon.
gentlemen, my hon. friend from Port Hope
[Benjamin Seymour] spoke of the common
schools of Canada, of about one million and a
quarter of dollars that is to be abolished by a
stroke o the pen—that is another concession, I
suppose, made to the people of the eastern
provinces. What do we get for all these
concessions?
Do we get anything that we are not entitled
to as a matter of right. We get 17 additional
members of the Lower House for Upper
Canada—but that is nothing more than we are
entitled to—at the same time that we get 47
added from the east. We are told that the
reason for having so large a number of
members is to avoid narrow majorities. If
everything works well, therefore, under the
new constitution, we are told we will always
have a strong Government, somewhat similar
to that with which we are now blessed.
Hon. gentlemen say, that this question is
perfectly understood by the people of Canada,
and that they are satisfied with the
arrangement; then what danger, I would ask,
can there be in allowing the people a few
months to consider the matter still more fully?
In my opinion, it is far better to take the thing
up deliberately and proceed cautiously with it,
than to attempt to force a measure upon the
people, so hurriedly, that they will feel

Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864), pp. 9-10. Supra footnote 4.

(pp. 269-316 in the primary document)

302

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

hereafter, if they do not now, that you are
doing them a very great injustice.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—It is
most extraordinary, the grounds on which
these resolutions are supported by different
classes of people. Some hon. gentlemen
support them on the ground that the
Confederation is to build up an independent
nationality in this part of the world. Others, on
the ground that it is going to cement us more
closely as colonies. And a third party uphold
the resolutions on the ground that the injustice
of the thing will disgust the people and float
our country over to the American Republic. I
feel myself that unless the people have due
time to consider the matter, and are not driven
into it against their will, these resolutions will
amount to nothing more than so many withes
to tie the provinces together until we all drift
like a raft into the American Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Honorable
gentlemen,—Every
honorable member of this House must be
aware of the difficulties which an individual
member has to encounter in rising to address
the House at this late period of the debate,
when the subject, after a fortnight’s discussion,
is almost exhausted. I have, however,
refrained from offering any observations at an
earlier stage, in consequence of a desire to
confine my remarks more particularly to the
principle embodied in the amendment of my
honorable and learned friend from the
Niagara [James Currie] Division. I shall now
31
32

33

briefly refer to the introductory remarks of the
honorable and gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal
Taché] at the head of the present Government,
when he submitted the matter for the
consideration of this honorable House.
That honorable gentleman told us that the
unsatisfactory state of things which had
existed in the politics of this country for the
twenty-five months prior to the TachéMacdonald Administration31, rendered it
necessary that some great political exertion
should be made to remedy those difficulties.
Well, gentlemen, what were those difficulties?
Why, it was that five different administrations
had been formed32, and five different
administrations had been unable to carry on
the administration of public affairs, and had
either resigned or become so weak, in
consequence of their small majority in the
popular branch, that they could not conduct
the Government in a satisfactory manner.
The Taché-Macdonald Government had
arrived at the same state as the five preceding
administrations, and finding themselves in
this political dilemma33, were again about
appealing to the country, when a “still, small
voice” was heard in the distance; and what
was that “still, small voice,” and where did it
come from? It was the voice of a great man,
and came from an individual who solicited an
opportunity of
•
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pouring oil on the troubled political waters.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Permission was granted, the oil

Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864).
Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 9. He mentions five administrations: Cartier-Macdonald (18581862), Macdonald-Sicotte (1862-1863), Macdonald-Dorion (1863-1864), Taché-Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864), and the
Great Coalition (Jun. 1864-Present).
The administration was defeated by two votes on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous
1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall,
brought a censure of the government for a $100,000 transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight –
an advance of sum authorized by the also then Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of
retributive justice” for the previous Cartier-Macdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the
1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the
Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387-390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great
Coalition was hashed out. See “Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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poured on; the effect was miraculous—the
commotion ceased, and a calm succeeded—a
circumstance which caused no surprise when
it was discovered, as it speedily was, that the
magical oil came fresh from the wells of
Bothwell.
Some Hon. Members—Great laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—The Government, as the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] told us,
received a communication from the “real
chief”34 of the Opposition. And there is no
doubt but that he was the real chief of the
Opposition, and by his apostacy—this
individual from whom the still, small voice
came—is the real chief of the Government
party.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well, he was desirous of making
overtures, and he did, as a matter of fact, make
overtures, with the view, as the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] has told
us, of sinking all previous differences. We are
told he went into the Government for the
purpose of settling this one question of a new
political existence, and we are therefore
justified in inferring that he is either going out
of the Government again at an early day, or
else is going up to a higher position.
Well, gentlemen, what difficulties have been
settled? None as yet, but the scheme now
before the House was to be a panacea for all
the difficulties and dissensions that have
afflicted the country for the past five and
twenty years. From whom does this panacea
emanate? Why, from the very individual who
has been more instrumental than any other
man in creating those difficulties.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—The honorable gentleman at one time
stated that he was a governmental
impossibility, but it does not appear that he
has been so in reality. After the oil was thrown
on the troubled waters, then came the period
34
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for making some little delicate arrangements
between the Government and the gentleman
possessing the still small voice. Well, what
were the little arrangements? Why, the
honorable gentleman insisted on being an
outsider. He would not go into the
Government under any circumstances
whatever.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]— No, no, he would not.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well, the members of the Government
said: “But we must have you among us; we are
too well aware of the power you can bring us,
to consent to your remaining on the outside.”
Well now, it is astonishing the sacrifices public
men will sometimes consent to make.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—It is really surprising, gentlemen, what
sacrifices they do feel called upon to make for
the good of their country.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—And here we have a very notable
example of it. We have an instance of how
much can be sacrificed at the shrine of
patriotism for the salvation of one’s country.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Towards the last of the delicate
arrangements before alluded to, he thought he
would go in—this still, small voice gentleman.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well, this being determined upon, he
thought it would be necessary to go in upon
some principle, but that was a most difficult
operation. What principle could be found
applicable to the case?
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Some inventive genius suggested that
he might go in on the homoeopathic principle.

Dickson is referring to George Brown.
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Well, he finally went in on that principle, and
took with him an infinitesimally small dose of
Grits.
Some Hon. Members—Renewed laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—And the result of his going in on that
principle is that we have now a Government
composed of three Clear Grits and nine
Conservatives. The honorable gentleman, to
whom I have alluded, went to the country and
got returned to his seat in the House and
Government.
My honorable friend from Toronto [John
Ross] says he got returned by acclamation.
Well, when we look at the individual and
consider that he has been for years the leading
spirit and guiding genius of a large political
party, made up of a majority of the
representatives of Upper Canada, and look at
the acknowledged intellect of the man, and
take into account the influence of the pen
which he has the opportunity of wielding so
powerfully—when we take all these things
into consideration, it is not at all surprising
that he should be returned by acclamation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—He came back from the country and
has since taken part in the Government; and
here I wish to make a few observations with
reference to the Government as it stands
today. You must recollect, honorable
gentlemen, that we are enjoying, or at least
have enjoyed, a system of government in this
country which has a great many admirers, and
which some honorable gentlemen admire a
great deal more than the quality of the people.
The system is known by the name of
Responsible Government. If I understand the
subject properly, that system of government is
defined in this way—that the Government of
the country must be carried on according to
the well-understood wishes of the people, as
expressed through their representatives on the
floor of the House of Assembly.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well now, I take exception to the

formation of the present Government, on the
ground that it was not established on that
principle, because they are not a government
emanating from the people. I cannot hold
them in the same respect that I
•
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did before the three Conservative members
from Upper Canada, who retired in favor of
the three Grit members, left it. The
Government then all belonged to one political
party, were all consistent members of that
party, and taken together, were equal in talent
to any Administration that has ever had
charge of the affairs of this or any other
province. All holding the same views on
leading political questions, even those who
opposed them could not but feel a very large
degree of respect for them as sincere, honest,
consistent Conservatives, and as I believe,
entertaining sound political principles. But the
introduction of the three other members
altered the whole face of the Government. And
the first thing this unholy alliance does is to go
to work at the suggestion of the chief with the
still, small voice to upset our Constitution.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—When a great constitutional question
comes before this House, designed as it is to
sweep an entire constitution from our Statute
Book, and replace it with another, I think you
will agree with me, honorable gentlemen, that
this is one of the most important measures that
could come from any government on the face
of the earth.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well, I would ask those people who are
so anxious to see responsible government
carried out in this country in its integrity, is
this a government that you can recognize as
representing the well-understood wishes of
the people? A government claiming to be a
responsible government ought to have for its
basis returns made from the polls, and ought
not to have its origin through the
instrumentality of ministerial convenience.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I would like to ask if, at the last general
election, this subject was mooted to the people
in any section of the province?—whether it
was a subject to which the slightest reference
was ever made by the votes of the people
when they returned their representatives? I do
not think that it could have been, because it is
a measure that has emanated from the
particular individual to whom I have referred,
since the Taché-Macdonald Government 35 got
into that unfortunate political dilemma36. The
people were not aware at the last general
election that any such measure as this was to
come before the Legislature.
Honorable gentlemen, I would not stand up
here and speak in this manner if the subject
brought under our consideration was any
ordinary measure which could be passed this
session and repealed at the next, if found
unsatisfactory. But these resolutions, if
adopted by all the legislatures, will become
embodied in an Imperial Act, and the people
of Canada will find some difficulty in having
any change made in respect to them. The
power that creates Confederation, by passing
the act for that purpose, will be the only power
by which any change can be effected in that
act. Therefore, after passing these resolutions,
it will be out of our power to alter them in the
least degree.
This, honorable gentlemen, is one of the
reasons why I have refrained from addressing
the House until the resolution which has just
been proposed by my honorable friend from
the Niagara Division [James Currie] should be
brought forward. I would take this
opportunity of saying that I do not think the
observation made by an honorable gentleman,
to the effect that it would be in bad taste for
this House to suggest a dissolution of the other
branch of the Legislature, should have any
influence in disposing of the amendment now

35
36
37
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before us. Why, honorable gentlemen, there is
nothing of the kind in the amendment.
We argue for delay, and we are perfectly
willing you should delay the measure until
after the next general election. But, if the
Government think that delay will be so
dangerous to the measure, there is a
constitutional remedy open to them, which, of
course, it would not be proper for me to refer
to in a more pointed manner.
I do not argue for a week or a month’s delay.
I think there ought to be a much longer time
allowed. I think the question ought to be
submitted to the people of this country for
their approval.
I do not want the thing to be gone about in a
peddling kind of style, one honorable
gentleman running here and another there,
and endeavoring in that way to learn the
views of his constituents. If we cannot have the
usual constitutional mode of arriving at the
true views, opinions, and impressions of the
people in relation to the scheme, I do not want
any delay at all. I do not want the opinion of
the people taken, unless it can be done in such
a manner as will give us something upon
which we can depend.
If an honorable gentleman consults the
electors in one portion of his constituency and
they are opposed to the scheme, while those of
another section of the same constituency are in
favor of it, he is no bettor off than when he
began. Nor do I believe in taking a vote of the
constituencies, “yea or nay,” on the measure,
in the manner in which the people have to vote
with reference to stopping the supply of
intoxicating drink under the Temperance
Act37.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I go for the whole British constitutional
mode, or nothing. I have no idea of wishing to
see honorable gentlemen going
•
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round among their constituents, knocking at
every door, and asking: Do you go
Confederation?
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I would as soon see them going around
peddling wooden clocks.
Some Hon. Members—Renewed laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I say, honorable gentlemen, that the
whole scheme has emanated from the fertile
and imaginative brain of one individual. That
individual suggested the scheme to the
Government; the Government took that
individual in amongst them; he proposed this
arbitrary mode of carrying the scheme
through with the assistance of a united
following—and it is going to be done.
The whole thing, I say again, proceeds from
that individual, who has sown to the storm
and reaped the whirlwind long enough, and
does not intend to reap it any longer if he can
help it. But my opinion is that he is, perhaps,
unwittingly sowing a greater storm than ever,
and that a whirlwind will ensue of a most
fearful character. It is just possible, however,
that it will be found the most advantageous
measure for the country that has ever been
introduced to the Legislature, and if so, the
honorable member for South Oxford [George
Brown] is entitled to the whole credit of
suggesting it, and taking the initiatory steps,
without which it could never have been
brought about; while on the other hand, if it
should prove the most disastrous to the
country that has ever been mooted, as I fear
will be the case, unless submitted to the people
in the constitutional way, that honorable
gentleman will be entitled to, and will receive,
the most bitter condemnation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well, I now come to the position which
the measure now occupies before the House,

38

and the relation in which I stand to this House
in dealing with it. When the proposition was
made to change the character of the
constitution of this House, I did everything in
my power to prevent its becoming law; but all
my efforts, with those of a number of
honorable colleagues, were of no avail. And
those gentlemen who, on that occasion, agreed
with me that it was a most unwise step to alter
the Constitution in that respect, when they
and I found we could do no more, we filed a
protest against it, because—
First,—The Act of Union conferred upon the people of
Canada a Constitution as nearly similar to that under
which Great Britain has attained her place among nations,
as their colonial position would admit; and the Legislative
Council, an integral part of that Constitution, was early
established on its present basis as a check equally upon the
hasty action of the popular branch, as upon the undue
influence of the Crown.
Secondly—Because the introduction of the elective
principle into the Constitution of the Upper Chamber
gives an undue preponderance to the popular element;
diminishes the proper influence of the Crown, and
destroys the balance that has acted as a proper check upon
both since representative institutions were given to the
colony.
Thirdly,—Because the measure now proposed tends to the
destruction of executive responsibility; the adoption of a
written Constitution; the election of the highest officer of
the Crown, and the separation of Canada from the parent
state.—Signed, P. B. Deblaquiere. John Hamilton, George
J. Goodhue, Wm. Widmer, Jas. Gordon, J. Ferrier, R.
Mathieson, G. S. Boulton, Walter H. Dickson.38

Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well, honorable gentlemen, the change
took place in spite of all we could do. I
condemned the proposed change on that
occasion from my own personal views
respecting it, for I had no constituency, as
some honorable gentlemen now have, to
consult, and I now take exception in the same
manner to the scheme before the House.
I do not take such strong exception to the
details of the measure as some honorable

“Dissentient,” Montreal Herald (Apr. 30, 1856). Dickson is discussing the proposed changes to make the Legislative Council
elective. For that Act see An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of
Canada, 1856).
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gentlemen do, because when I reflect upon the
number of individuals that took part in the
Conference, and the ability possessed by those
individuals, I would not, as a matter of course,
have the temerity to rise in my place and
proceed to point out an error here and another
error there, even if they seemed to me to be
errors, as some of them do seem, unless I felt
satisfied not only that I possessed sounder
judgment than they, but also that I was better
acquainted with all the circumstances having
a direct as well as indirect bearing upon the
question.
But, honorable gentlemen, let me ask who is
going to be chiefly affected by those changes?
Why, the people of Canada. And therefore it is
that I ask, and all I ask is what appears to me
to be only what is reasonable, as applied to the
every day transactions of life, and that is, that
those who are going to be affected should have
some voice, at least, in these proceedings.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—This appears to me to be a sound mode
of viewing the question; and claiming to
myself the right of exercising my own
personal judgment, with the limited means of
doing so which the Almighty has thought
proper to place me in possession of, I feel it my
duty to stand up in this House and record my
views and my vote in such a manner as that,
while I live, I may look back with some degree
of satisfaction upon the view that I took and
advocated upon the floor of this House.—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I do not think some honorable
gentlemen who have stood up and argued
•
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against continuing the elective principle in this
House, can have done so with as much
satisfaction to themselves as if they had not, on
a previous occasion, pursued a different
course. I well recollect that when I found it was
the determination to introduce the elective
principle in relation to the membership of this
House, I said—Gentlemen, if the principle is
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good in one case, it is good in another; let us
make the Speaker elective. No, no, they said,
that will not do; that is republicanism. They
would not have the Speaker made elective.
You know there was a little patronage at
disposal by keeping the appointment of the
Speaker in the Government. At that time I
could make no progress in getting the House
to go for making the Speaker elective. Since
then, however, they made the Speaker
elective, and therefore the House must admit
that I was right on that occasion. I opposed the
House being made elective, but honorable
gentlemen made it elective, and now they are
going to reinvest the appointments in the
Crown. So it is clear that when the first change
was made I was also right on that occasion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—When the proposal was made to grant
three millions of money to the Grand Trunk, I
saw it was being done for political support,
and I therefore opposed it. I also opposed the
grants to the Arthabaska, and Port Hope and
Peterborough railways, because I considered
them only convenient methods of acquiring
parliamentary support on the pretence of
getting money for the Grand Trunk proper.
Those roads were termed “feeders” for the
Grand Trunk, but I called them Grand Trunk
“suckers.”
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I take to myself some little credit for
having taken this view of those questions. I am
willing to admit that the Grand Trunk is a very
great benefit to the province in a material point
of view, but I do believe that we paid very
dearly for the whistle.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Having paid so dearly for that road,
running, as it does, through the very finest
portion of the country, I am disposed to be
very cautious about entering upon the
construction of this Intercolonial Railway.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
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Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I have often availed myself of a leaf out
of the book of my honorable friend (Hon. Mr.
Ross) and I like to stick pretty close by him,
because if I get off the track he has the happy
faculty of putting me on again. Now, I would
like to ask him whether or not, in the remarks
he made this afternoon, he stated that there
had been no demand on the part of the people
for an elective Legislative Council since the
union.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—What I said was, that there had been no
general demand for the change on the part of
the people of Upper Canada. I am well aware
that there was agitation on the subject in
Lower Canada.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well, I find here in the Journals of the
Legislative Assembly for 1855, that on the 21st of
May, when the second reading of the Bill to
make this House elective was defeated, the
following was entered on the Journals by eight
honorable members, in the shape of reasons
for their dissent from the vote, viz.:—
Dissentient—Because public opinion has long and
repeatedly been expressed on the necessity of rendering
this branch of the Legislature elective; because the almost
unanimous vote of the Legislative Assembly, irrespective
of party, has, in the most unequivocal manner, ratified the
opinion of the people as hereinbefore expressed; because
the opposition of this House to the universal desire of the
inhabitants of Canada, unsustained either by a party in the
other branch of the Legislature or out of it, is
unprecedented, and of a nature to cause the most serious
apprehensions.39

The first name, honorable gentlemen, signed
to that protest is the Honorable John Ross, and
the second is my honorable and gallant friend,
Sir E.P. Taché. Then there are the Honorable
Messrs. Panet, Belleau, Armstrong, Perry,
Legaré, and Cartier. Well, I can now exonerate
all those gentlemen, after observing, as I have
done, how well the elective principal has
worked in its application to this House. But I
39

40

cannot understand how honorable gentlemen
could have entertained the view that great
disaster would be the result of refusing to
grant the elective principle, and then inside of
ten years, when their ideas had been put into
practical effect, and had worked so admirably,
they could again rise in this House and
advocate a return to the system which then
was so bad, and which the people were so
determined to have altered.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I was then a member of the
Government, and spoke their sentiments.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—Well then, honorable gentlemen, it
seems I am to understand that the honorable
gentleman did not then express the sentiments
of Hon. Mr. Ross as an individual, but of Hon.
Mr. Ross as a member of the Government. I
have never been in the Government, and
therefore, perhaps, I am pardonable for not
having understood that the gentleman carried
about with him a double set of sentiments,
either of which could be used as occasion
seemed to demand.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]— But, in furtherance of the argument for
delay,
•
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I desire to say that I am anxious to have the
further consideration of the scheme in this
House postponed for other reasons than those
which I have given expression to. My
honorable friend the gallant Knight [Étienne
Pascal Taché], in his remarks last evening,
made allusion to the burning of the Parliament
buildings40. I agree with him that that was a
thing sincerely to be regretted. But he stated
that, if the conservatives in the Legislative
Council had had the prudence and good sense
to exercise the amount of wisdom that they
might have exercised, they would have put off

This is from 1854. The dissent was signed by Ross, Taché, Panet, Belleau, Armstrong, Perry, Legaré, and Cartier. Journals
of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1854), p. 501.
Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 238.
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the Rebellion Losses Bill41 another year, which
course of proceeding would, in all probability,
have prevented the deplorable occurrence to
which he referred. Now, honorable
gentlemen, I stand here to ask you to take the
advice the honorable and gallant Knight
[Étienne Pascal Taché] has given, and apply it
to the present scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—You do not know what disastrous
consequences may ensue, if this huge scheme
is carried out without an appeal to the people
in a constitutional manner. I do sincerely hope
you will allow that powerful argument for
delay adduced by the honorable and gallant
Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] to bear upon
this question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—This is a revolution, gentlemen, not a
mere payment of a few thousand pounds, that
is proposed. A revolution may be carried out
by the exercise of political power, as well as by
physical force. If the Government of the
country is subverted, it makes no difference
how it is done. It is a revolution all the same,
no matter how it is brought about. The effect is
the same upon the country. The proposal is to
sweep our present Constitution away, and
supply its place with another, which may be
better or a great deal worse. As I see by the
clock I have only five minutes left before six,
and do not desire to speak at a greater length,
I will have to draw my remarks to a close.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “go on,” “go
on.”
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]— Well, as honorable gentlemen seem to
desire it, I will make a few further remarks
after dinner.
A message was here received from the Assembly,

41

309

after which the House took a recess until 8 P.M.
That hour having arrived, and the House having
re-assembled—
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855] said—The great reason for delay I
conceive to be that it is proposed by the
adoption of the resolutions of the Government
to wipe out the present Constitution of the
country without consulting the people
affected thereby. I have not yet heard one
single observation from the Government, or
from any honorable member of this House,
tending to show that there is any necessity for
the unseemly haste with which the matter is
being pressed. I think it ought to be laid over
until after the next general election; and I beg
honorable gentlemen to observe that I make
no suggestion respecting a dissolution of the
other branch of the Legislature. But if there is
really any necessity for haste, then there is a
constitutional mode of hastening an appeal
open to the Government.
My honorable friend opposite argued that
the prerogative of the Crown was taken away,
in reference to the appointment of members of
this House, without an appeal to the people,
and that therefore no harm could result from
taking away the boon then given them without
any demand on their part or any appeal to
them.
Gentlemen,
we
were
then
experimentalists,
and
the
experiment
succeeded well. Then why not stick to it? We
improved on the Constitution on that
occasion. And you may give the people
privileges they do not ask, very safely. But
what is now proposed to be done?
It is proposed to take that power from them
without consulting them, and I hold that such
a thing ought not to be done. Having raised
them to the highest state of political exaltation,
without their even asking for it, it is now
proposed to reduce them, almost without
notice, to the lowest possible position of

An Act to provide for the indemnification of parties in Lower-Canada whose property was destroyed during the Rebellion in the years
one thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven, and one thousand eight hundred and thirty-eight [Rebellion Losses Bill] (Province of
Canada, 1849).

(pp. 269-316 in the primary document)

310

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

political degradation. It is the main principle
of the Government under which we live, that
the people, through their representatives, shall
be consulted as to the composition of their
Government.
As for a mutual understanding between the
electors and the elected, in relation to this
scheme, there is none whatever, and I have
thus urged delay because I do not think there
is any need of hurry. There is a constitutional
mode of ascertaining the views of the people,
and it ought to be made use of. But honorable
gentlemen say, “Oh, don’t throw out any hint
about bringing on a general election before the
proper period; we have had elections enough
during the past five years.”
Why, honorable gentlemen, what is
proposed to be done by the passing of these
resolutions? Will their adoption not bring on a
new election inside of eighteen months? There
is another observation I desire to make with
reference
to
honorable
gentlemen
endeavoring to obtain the views of their
constituents by knocking at their doors, and
asking whether they favor the first resolution
and the second, and so on, through the entire
list. I do not think that even by such a
proceeding you could arrive at a thorough
understanding of the views of your
constituents.
The common way of doing it is for a
•
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member to call his constituents together in a
large room in some hotel or other building,
and lay the whole subject before them,
expressing his opinion on the various clauses
as he proceeds. In so doing he is more than apt
to imbue their minds with the same view that
he himself holds. I have only heard one
member allude to having received the
resolutions, and he merely opened and sealed
them up again in consequence of their being
marked “Private,” without endeavoring to
ascertain the views of his constituents. I do
hope that some course of procedure can be
42

devised by which the spirit of the amendment
proposed by my honorable friend from the
Niagara Division [James Currie] may be
carried into effect. The amendment simply
states—
That upon a matter of such great importance as the
proposed Confederation of this and certain other British
Colonies, this House is unwilling to assume the
responsibility of assenting to a measure involving so
many important considerations, without a further
manifestation of the public will than has yet been
declared.42

Well, honorable gentlemen, is this House
willing to assume the responsibility of
depriving the people of the opportunity of
expressing their wishes on so momentous a
question as an entire change of their
Constitution. Those who are willing to take the
responsibility will vote against this
amendment, while those who are willing to
have the matter referred to the people, will
vote for it. My sentiments are well expressed
in the amendment, and exercising my own
individual judgement, having no constituency
to be governed by, I shall vote for it, and if it is
defeated it will strengthen the hands of the
Government in carrying out their great
principle of Confederation without an appeal
to the people—and, as a matter of course,
according to our present system of responsible
government, they must assume the
responsibility.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands] said—
I would like, honorable gentlemen, to continue
the debate in that excellent and happy spirit in
which my honorable friend who has just sat
down has addressed the House. I envy my
honorable friend very much for the possession
of that happy faculty of amusing and
instructing the House in combination. I am
somewhat grieved to feel obliged to call the
attention of honorable members to that which
is, perhaps, more of a business character and
less interesting than the remarks which fell
from my honorable friend should have

Currie presented the amendment to the Legislative Council at the beginning of the debate, p. 269.
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thought that on this particular amendment
being proposed, it was his duty to come to its
support, because it is evident to my own mind,
and must also be so to every honorable
member present, that my honorable friend,
while giving his support to the amendment,
entertains very different views from those
which were enunciated by the honorable
member for Niagara [James Currie], who
moved it.
My honorable friend says, “If there is to be
delay, let it be a substantial delay; let it be such
a delay as will ensure a dissolution of
parliament; such a delay as will enable the
people to speak in that manner, and in that
manner only, that is known to the British
Constitution.”
I can respect that sentiment. There is
something real in an argument based on that
foundation. I do him the justice to believe that
he takes that view with a sincere desire that the
delay should not militate against the scheme,
but that the people when referred to them
should adopt it. But, honorable gentlemen,
contrast that view with the idea suggested by
the honorable gentleman who moved this
resolution. What view does he take? Not that
there should be such a delay as would enable
the people to express themselves in the
manner in which Great Britain and all her
colonies speak, but in that sort of way which,
as my honorable friend (Hon. Mr. Dickson)
has graphically described, is more nearly
allied to the peddling of clocks than to
anything connected with British constitutional
procedure. What does the honorable
gentleman say? He says, give us twenty days
or a month.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I said
that was the least time I would ask.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—What
could be done with twenty days or a month’s
delay? Is it possible for the people to speak in
any constitutional way in twenty days or a
month? The honorable gentleman knows very
well that it is not possible, and that under no
system of government could such a plan, as his
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mind has suggested, by any possibility be
sanctioned by the Legislature. Would the
people of New York State, or any of the States
of the Union, sanction a proceeding of that
kind? On the contrary, they would adopt the
course at once of having the scheme submitted
to a direct vote of the people.
If you adopt the British constitutional way,
then there will have to be a dissolution of
Parliament; but, if you adopt the American
system, the people will be called upon to vote
“yea or nay” on the scheme as it stands. Let it
be expressed in one way or the other, fairly
and constitutionally, in accordance with our
system of government.
•
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My honorable friend does not contemplate
that. He contemplates a postponement of the
subject, in some way or other, for twenty days
or a month, and I am sorry that my honorable
friend, who spoke last, should have felt
himself called upon to adopt a scheme so
entirely contrary to what I know are his views
as to what is correct and proper, according to
those constitutional and British views which
he entertains. I am sorry that he should have
been led to adopt a scheme which is evidently
not advocated by him from the same motives
as those which actuate my honorable friend
from Niagara [James Currie].
Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I approve of the resolution as it stands,
and I entertain the views that I have expressed.
I have always held that a general election was
the proper constitutional mode of learning the
people’s views, and I distinctly stated that I
did not care to have a short delay.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—All I
suggested was that the Government might at
least give twenty days or a month, if they
would grant no more. Of course, I desire to get
what my honorable friend Mr. Dickson has
asked.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Then
I do hope my honorable friend will withdraw
his support to the amendment, when he sees
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that he does not concur with the mover of it,
who evidently contemplates some other
course than is known to the British
Constitution for ascertaining the views of the
people—for instance, by members going from
door to door, or by holding meetings in
convenient places and making themselves
agreeable to their constituents by indulging in
hospitalities, &c.
I am quite confident that is not the idea
which my honorable friend opposite
entertains; nor, I am satisfied, is it the view
which any honorable gentleman of this House
can entertain who is desirous of promoting
Confederation of the provinces—that these
resolutions, important as they are, and
necessary as it is that we should arrive at some
conclusion in reference to them, should be laid
aside until my honorable friend from Niagara
[James Currie] goes about from door to door
throughout his large and intelligent
constituency, knocking at each and asking the
views of the electors on each separate
resolution.
My honorable friend is charged with the
duty of representing his constituency on the
floor of this House, and it is to be supposed
that he is well capable of representing them in
point of intellect and good judgment, when he
is called upon to say whether or not he
believes the scheme, I as a whole, to be a
desirable one for the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—But
he seems to ignore all that. He does not seem
willing to pronounce his judgment upon this
scheme. He will not say that it is so
objectionable that he will vote against it on the
merits of the case. If he is unable to come to a
decision, he ought to resign his position, and
give place to some one who can come to a
decision. But look at the position of a man who
says in effect, “I have no opinion of my own; if
the people whom I represent are favorable to
the scheme, I have not a word to say; I will vote
for it to please them, though I disapprove of
it.”

Gentlemen, let him give his constituency the
benefit of his best judgment, and consider
whether, reflecting upon the fact that there are
five different provinces to be consulted, and
constituencies upon constituencies to be
canvassed, that which he desires can be
ascertained in any better way than by this
House, considering itself a fair representation
of the sentiment of Canada, coming to an
immediate decision. He says his constituents
have not charged him with the duty of altering
the Constitution.
Well, but he is charged with the duty of
exercising his best judgment upon every
subject brought before this House. We are not
here for the purpose of altering the
Constitution. We have not the power to alter
the Constitution if we desired to do so, but we
have the sacred duty incumbent upon us of
expressing our views in relation to such
alterations
as
may
be
considered
advantageous to the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Do
these resolutions alter the Constitution of the
country? Not at all. They merely state that
such
alterations
are
desirable.
The
Constitution itself can only be changed by the
Imperial authorities. We are not exceeding
what our French Canadian friends called the
mandate with which we are charged. We have
no power to alter the Constitution, but we
have the power of expressing our views in an
address to Her Majesty, which it is proposed
to adopt in all the legislatures, stating that
such and such changes would, in our opinion,
prove advantageous to the country.
We are exercising exactly the duties which
are incumbent upon us. We are giving to our
constituents the benefit of our experience and
honest convictions upon the topics which are
committed to our charge, and which events
force upon our attention. Has not the House,
on previous occasions, adopted resolutions,
the effect of which has been to bring about
changes of the Constitution? And has it ever
before been argued that this House had no
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right to debate such resolutions? Nothing
•

(p. 292)

of the kind. The first alteration asked for, was
for the purpose of allowing the use of the
French language in the House of Parliament 43.
Honorable gentlemen might have said then
that they had not the power to ask for such a
change, but such an idea was never mooted.
An Hon. Member—It was carried
unanimously.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I had
not the honor of having a seat in this House at
the time, but I am happy to hear that it was
unanimously carried. Next, a change was
asked for in the composition of this House.
This House was at one time nominative, and
was, in 1856, made elective44. Was that not a
change of the Constitution? Nobody,
however, urged at that time the idea that this
House had no power to pass such a resolution.
We stand exactly in the same position now,
and it seems to me a most futile and illogical
argument to say that we have not the power to
do what it is proposed to do in passing those
resolutions, that is, to pray the Queen so to
change the Constitution of this province that
we may unite in one Government with the
other provinces of British North America. I am
quite satisfied that, when honorable
gentlemen reflect upon it, they will see that
they are not in any way exceeding the powers
committed to them by their constituencies.
My honorable friend from Niagara [James
Currie] suggests this amendment in a spirit
that is comparatively poor to that in which it is
supported by my honorable friend opposite.
He says he is in favor of the union, but is
opposed to some of the details. It is painful to
me that any honorable gentleman, who
professes a desire to advance the union,
should yet shelter himself, in opposing it,
under an objection to some of the details. Does
43

44
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my honorable friend seriously propose to
submit to the country all those various details?
Can he imagine that he could get an intelligent
expression from any part of the country on
those details? All he could get would be a
general opinion in favor of Confederation, and
we are all satisfied that he would have that. I
believe there are but two or three honorable
members in this House who are really
opposed to Confederation. Take ten thousand
people from the country, and you will find
nine thousand of every ten in favor of
Confederation.
Several Hon. Members—No, no.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Well,
I will submit to the opinion of honorable
gentlemen from Lower Canada, for I do not
pretend to be so well acquainted with the
feelings of their people, but I am in as good a
position to speak for Upper Canada as any
other honorable gentleman, and I have no
hesitation in saying that the people of Upper
Canada are almost unanimously in favor of
Confederation. I am satisfied that, if the
question were put before the people by means
of a general election, there would be an
unanimous vote in Upper Canada in its favor.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
honorable friend from Niagara [James Currie]
says “Hear, hear.” My honorable friend cavils
at every statement which is made, attempts to
throw doubt and distrust upon the figures
which have been produced in advocacy of the
measure, and has not restrained himself from
using every method of opposition which his
imagination could invent or his ability turn to
account. I must say that I can hardly believe an
honorable gentleman to be in favor of the
scheme, who takes every opportunity to attack

An Act to repeal so much of an Act of the Third and Fourth Years and Her present Majesty, to re-unite the Provinces of Upper and
Lower Canada, and for the Government of Canada, as relates to the Use of the English Language in Instruments relating to the
Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (U.K.), 1848.
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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it, and, when accused of hostility, shelters
himself under objections to the details.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It
shows to me that his feelings are not sincere,
but that he desires to upset the very
foundations on which Confederation rests, not
perhaps because he is opposed to
Confederation in the abstract, or a
Confederation such as he would like to see
established, but because be desires to thwart
and defeat the efforts of those who have been
honestly and industriously engaged in
bringing about the scheme which is now
before this House. I say, honorable gentlemen,
if the people could express their opinions as
we may express ours tonight, they would all
concur in the first resolution.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Well,
gentlemen, it being granted that we are all in
favor of union, how are the details to be
settled? Is it possible that the nearly four
millions of people who compose the provinces
to be affected by the union, should meet
together en masse and settle those details? It is
not possible, and those who argue that the
scheme should originate with the people,
know very well that it is not possible. Well,
then, could the parliaments of all these
provinces assemble together and agree upon a
scheme of Confederation?
Look at the difficulties that we have to
encounter on every point of the details in
carrying the scheme through this House, and
judge for yourselves whether the parliaments
of all the provinces could meet together, and

45

originate and decide upon the details of
Confederation. There is no other practicable
way than that delegates should meet together
as they have done, and frame resolutions on
the subject, upon which
•
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the act constituting the union could be
founded. Honorable gentlemen have asked
who authorized those delegates to meet
together for the purpose of framing those
resolutions. Honorable gentlemen know very
well that the present Government of Canada
was formed for the very purpose of
considering and submitting a scheme of this
kind. My honorable friend from Niagara
[James Currie] again takes shelter under the
statement that what the Government
proposed to do was to bring down a scheme
for the Confederation of Canada alone, and
that the bringing of all the provinces into the
Confederation was only a secondary idea.
The honorable gentleman knows very well
that that statement of the case is a mere
pretence. Everybody knew that the
Government would endeavor to overcome the
difficulties which presented themselves in
working the government of Canada, either by
one project or by the other.
The honorable gentleman has quoted from
the Speech from the Throne delivered at the
close of last session, in which an allusion was
made to the formation of a Federal union
between the two sections of this province, and
not to a Federal union of all the provinces 45.
Why does he not refer to and quote from the
Speech from the Throne at the opening of this
session? My honorable friend will find there,
and I suppose he will place the expression on
even terms with the other, the following:—

Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Prorogation of Parliament (Jun. 30, 1864), p. 223. The paragraph referenced is, “The time
has arrived when a constitutional question, which has for many years agitated this Province, is ripe for settlement.
It is my intention, during the approaching recess, to endeavour, in conjunction with my ministers, to devise a plan for the this purpose,
which will be laid before Parliament at its next meeting.
In releasing you from further attendance, I would impress upon you the importance of using the influence which the confidence of your
fellow subjects confers upon you to secure for any scheme which may be proposed with this object, a calm and impartial consideration
both in Parliament and throughout the country.”
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At the close of the last session of Parliament I informed
you that it was my intention, in conjunction with my
ministers, to prepare and submit to you a measure for the
solution of the constitutional problem, the discussion of
which has for some years agitated this province. A careful
consideration of the general position of British North
America induced the conviction that the circumstances of
the times afforded the opportunity, not merely for the
settlement of a question of provincial politics, but also for
the simultaneous creation of a new nationality.46

Now, my honorable friend says in effect that
we were not right, when the opportunity
presented itself of endeavoring to carry out the
idea, in seizing upon it, and endeavoring to
combine these provinces in one nationality,
under the common flag of Great Britain, and
under the rule of a Viceroy of the British
Crown. Every honorable gentleman feels in
his heart that we were not only right and
patriotic in thus assembling, but that we were
doing that which was promised to the
Legislature of this province at the close of last
session of Parliament. Honorable gentlemen, I
am surprised and grieved that my honorable
friend from Niagara [James Currie], whom I
know to be a patriotic and loyal subject of Her
Majesty, does not feel it his duty to unite with
us in bringing about that which is so dear to all
of us—a closer connection with the Mother
Country, and a better means of perpetuating
British institutions on this continent.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
honorable friend says the whole scheme is
characterized by concessions to the Lower
Provinces. Why, honorable gentlemen, place
him in any portion of the Lower Provinces and
let him listen to the opposition that is made
there to the scheme, and he will find that the
whole cry of those who, like him, do not reflect
on the necessity of yielding something for the
common good, is, that everything has been
conceded to Canada. It is said, “We are going
to be united with a province which is infinitely
beyond us in point of population and wealth,
46
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and whose public men are able to command,
by their ability, a much larger influence than
our public men.” They profess to believe that
they are coming under the shadow of Canada,
and that everything which they desire for
themselves will be trampled under foot.
My honorable friend, forgetting those duties
which he owes to the Government, and
forgetting the duty which he owes as a
patriotic citizen to his country, contents
himself with finding fault with the details of a
scheme which he believes will be for the
benefit of the country, and picks holes in every
part of these details which he does not happen
fully to understand. He not only complains
that the people of Canada have not been
consulted, but that in every respect the
interests of Canada have been bartered away.
Does he forget that the members of the
Government all love their country, and have
interests as great and as dear to them as the
rest of the people of Canada?
Is it likely that my honorable friend at the
head of the Government, the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché], would
give up everything that is dear to his race and
to the people of this province? Is it likely that
any of us would ruthlessly throw away any
advantage which we could reasonably retain?
On the contrary, if my honorable friend could
be brought to look upon the measure with that
liberality which ought to characterize a public
man, he would concede that, although we had
to give away some things, we did that which
was best for the interests of our country. Let
him find himself surrounded, as we were, by
diverse
interests—peculiarities
here,
prejudices there, and strong interests in the
other direction, and let him produce, if he can,
a scheme which, on the whole, is more
advantageous to the people of this province, or
which promises better for the country at large
than that which
•
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is now on the table of this House. Let him do

Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
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this, and then I will forgive him for the
liberality which he exhibits towards those who
have honestly endeavored, to the best of their
united ability, to arrange the scheme which is
now under your consideration.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]— I
could forgive my honorable friend altogether,
if, like my honorable friend opposite, he took
the ground that the scheme ought to be
delayed until after a general election. But,
instead of that, he leaves no stone unturned to
prejudice this House against the measure. It
seems to me that if he could prejudice the
House sufficiently against it to insure its
defeat, as a whole, he would leave no stone
unturned to accomplish it. So far from
showing that he is in favor of the scheme, I
cannot for one moment imagine how any one
can believe him to be a sincere friend of
Confederation under any circumstances.
It is all very well to say, “I am in favor of the
scheme, but opposed to some of the details.”
Was not every one of those details tested and
tried in all its bearings, so far as such a thing
was possible, by gentlemen as intelligent and
well informed upon the subjects embraced as
any honorable gentleman in this House? Every
honorable gentleman now listening to me
knows very well that it was not possible to
adopt a scheme that could not be found fault
with. No matter what scheme was put upon
the table of this House, even if my honorable
friend had been able to submit a scheme
infinitely superior to this, does anybody
believe that certain honorable gentlemen in
this House would have supported it?
The resolutions may be objectionable here
and objectionable there, but it is for honorable
gentlemen to consider all the circumstances
out of which they have grown, and consider
whether, under those circumstances, they
ought not to be adopted as a whole by the
House. Honorable gentlemen say, where is the
advantage to be gained by Canada from
Confederation?
Well now, can any honorable gentlemen in

his senses believe that the removal of the
obstacles to intercourse between the
provinces, the doing away with the customs
duties, and the developing the trade of the St.
Lawrence, is no advantage to Canada? Can it
be said that to open up commerce with three
millions of people along the St. Lawrence and
the lakes will be of no advantage to the people
of the Lower Provinces? Can any Briton,
advocating as he does the continuation of our
connection with the Mother Country, say—”I
would rather be alone, be an Upper Canadian
and be left to myself, and that my fellowcolonists be left to take care of themselves.”
Then my honorable friend asks: “Where is
the additional military strength?” Does my
honorable friend pretend to deny that there is
no additional strength in union over isolation?
Does any man pretend to say that eight
hundred or a thousand men belonging to a
regiment are just as strong in units as when
they are combined in a regiment and directed
by the intellect of one man? And just so the
forces of all these provinces are comparatively
weak in their present isolated state. If we could
say to the United States that we had the control
of four millions of people to guard our frontier
and repel attack, would not that form a strong
barrier of defence? Would that be no weapon
in the hands of a government desirous to avert
an appeal to force of arms?
It is the strength of a large number of people
wielded by one mind, affording a power
vastly superior to that which Canada alone
could bring into the field, and giving the
Government,
when
negotiating,
an
opportunity to point to what might possibly
result from that power being called into active
service. How can men be so lost to all that is
true and useful and patriotic as to oppose a
union of the powers of defence, and to oppose
a scheme which is alone likely to afford the
means of maintaining, for any long period of
years, that connection with Great Britain
which we all regard as so valuable? My
honorable friend from Niagara [James Currie]
took occasion, in the course of his remarks, to
throw doubt upon one or two of my
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statements, and particularly in regard to the
value
of
the
mineral
deposits
of
Newfoundland.
I stated that I could satisfy the House that
there were mineral deposits in Newfoundland
of a valuable character. I will not detain the
House by reading it at length, but I hold in my
hand a copy of a report that was made on that
colony in 1840, stating that those deposits
consisted of galena, gypsum, marble, gold,
iron, copper, etc. There are most important
lead mines in operation, and Professor
Shephard states that he saw 3,500 pounds of
pure galena thrown from a vein at a single
blast, fie goes on in this report to describe the
very convenient position of the mines,
showing that they can be approached very
closely by vessels drawing twelve or fifteen
feet of water. This report plainly shows that
my honorable friend was mistaken in
supposing that there were no valuable
minerals in Newfoundland.
But support, for the sake of argument, that
there were no minerals there; suppose we
were simply giving the Province of
Newfoundland $150,000 a
•
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year for the purpose of getting that island into
the Confederation, would it not be better to
have the Confederation complete than to
refuse to agree to that condition? One would
suppose, from the manner in which some
honorable gentlemen treat the question, that
the various sums to be annually paid to the
Lower Provinces were to be paid by Canada
alone; but it is nothing of the kind,—they are
to be paid by the whole Confederation, the
population receiving the benefit contributing
as much per head to the amount as that of the
Province of Canada.
What does my honorable friend suppose the
Province of Newfoundland gives up to the
Confederation in return for the $150,000? It
transfers to us the whole right of property in
its unsold lands, and the whole of its general
revenue. In 1862, it had a gross revenue of
$480,000, only $5,000 of which was from local
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sources, and it is calculated that the colony
will bring a revenue of $430,000 per annum to
the Confederate purse, while the total amount
it will receive will be $369,200 per annum out
of which to defray its local expenses.
Is there anything so marvellously
outrageous in that? In addition to the fact that
Newfoundland will pay the Confederation
$430,000, and receive $369,000, we have a
complete yielding to the Federal Government
of all her territorial sources of revenue. And so
it is with all the provinces. Each of them will
contribute to the general revenue, or to the
Confederate purse, more than they will
receive from it, so that the revenue of the
whole country will show a surplus. The
honorable gentleman from Niagara [James
Currie] evidently contemplates much more by
his amendment than my honorable friend
opposite, who has so ably supported it,
contemplates. My honorable friend who
supported the amendment contemplates a
delay until there shall be an expression of the
people taken through a dissolution of
Parliament. Well now, how can a dissolution
of Parliament be brought about in a
constitutional manner?
Suppose this scheme to receive the support
of an immense majority of the Lower House,
as it plainly does, and also of a large majority
in this House, how, I would ask, under our
system of government, can a dissolution be
brought about? A dissolution is unknown to
the British Constitution, as carried out in this
province, except when a measure, originated
by the Government, does not receive the
support of Parliament. Receiving the support
of more than two-thirds of the representatives
of the people, as the present Government does,
how is it possible that Parliament could he
dissolved to suit the views of a small minority?
That is asking quite too much, even if it were
possible to grant it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
What, therefore, do honorable gentlemen ask,
when they ask that the scheme be submitted to
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the people? They ask us as a Government to
leave that which we consider the safe, sound,
British constitutional mode of procedure, and
resort to the American system of obtaining
assent to constitutional alterations, by taking
the votes, yea and nay, of the individual
members of the whole community. What sort
of a conclusion could be arrived at by that
mode of procedure?
Is it possible that any hon. member of this
House desires that the people should have the
opportunity of saying yea or nay to each
clause of these resolutions? I am satisfied that
that is not what my honorable friend from
Niagara [James Currie] desires, because he
only asks for a delay of a month; and my
honorable friend opposite does not desire it,
because he knows the British Constitution and
loves it too well to contemplate such a course
for a moment. What conclusion, then, can we
arrive at, but that those who oppose the
passage of the scheme through this House, by
moving and supporting amendments to it, are
desirous of defeating it, and make those
amendments for that purpose?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I am
satisfied, from the best information I can
obtain, that the passage of the amendment
would have a very great tendency towards
defeating the measure. It has to be agreed to in
both branches of all the other legislatures, and
then in the Imperial Parliament. All the other
legislatures are now waiting upon the action
of this House. They are waiting to know
whether honorable gentlemen of the
Legislative Council of Canada concur in the
scheme—whether you are satisfied to put on
one side small objections to minor matters of
detail—to put to one side your individual
opinions on this point and on that point, and
give it your support as a whole. Every person
who reflects upon the subject must be satisfied
that that would have to be done under any
47

circumstances.
Do you desire to have a union of all the
British American Provinces, or do you desire
to remain as you are? That is the issue. For
myself, I feel that our connection with the
Mother Country cannot be maintained for any
great length of time without such a union.
What have we found in the utterances of the
public men of England from year to year?
Have we not found them asserting, with more
and more vehemence every year, that we were
not doing our duty on this side
•
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of the water in relation to our defences? If
Great Britain should get into a war with the
United States from circumstances over which
we had no control, still our destinies were
linked in with those of the great empire of
which we form a part, and it is our duty, under
all circumstances, to do something more than
we have yet done, to prepare for events that
may happen from one cause or another.
But suppose that during the past summer
armed forces from the United States had
entered Canada in pursuit of raiders escaping
into this province from the other side of the
border, as they might have done had not
General Dix’s order47 been withdrawn; and
had we found that our integrity as a member
of the great Empire was not respected, and
Great Britain had coincided with the views of
our Government and declared war against the
United States, because that country had
exercised liberties in one of her provinces to
which no foreign power was entitled, where
then would have been the cause of the war? It
would have lain in the assertion of the right of
the people of this province to maintain the
position of an integral portion of the British
Empire.
Well, supposing the cause of a war with that
nation to have been elsewhere, still we must
partake with the Empire in upholding its
integrity, and must stand or fall with that

After the raid, U.S. General Dix issued an order which said, “Put a discreet officer in command, and in case they are not found
on one side of the line pursue them into Canada, if necessary, and destroy them,” which threatened Canada’s neutrality.
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Empire. Shall we say that we will contribute
nothing towards our defence except to keep
up the volunteers, and depend entirely upon
what the Mother Country, for prudential
reasons, may do for us? Is that a feeling that
any honorable member of this House ought to
be actuated by in relation to this or any other
question? I am sure no honorable gentleman
would be willing to sit down and fold his arms
under the protection which the money and
arms of Great Britain give us; and I am sure my
honorable friend from Niagara [James Currie]
himself would not unite in such a view plainly
expressed. Still, my honorable friend thinks
these resolutions ought not to pass this House,
but ought to be postponed indefinitely,
leaving the colonies in the divided condition
in which they now are. I believe, on the
contrary, that the interests and destiny of this
country are bound up in the union now
contemplated taking place.
Suppose, as many believe, the end of that
unfortunate fratricidal strife in the United
States is at hand, and a reconciliation takes
place at any reasonable time between the
Northern and Southern States, I am quite sure
the maintenance of the integrity of these
provinces will depend upon this union having
been consummated. If the scheme is
postponed now, it is postponed indefinitely.
For years past the effort has been making to
get the Lower Provinces to assent to a union
with Canada, and, if the question is now
postponed, there is no knowing whether we
shall ever be able to get their assent to it again
or not.
Action in the parliaments of Nova Scotia,
Newfoundland, and Prince Edward Island, is
now hanging upon the proceedings in this
House. If you pass an amendment, it will
indicate to them that the people of Canada are
not warmly in favor of the scheme. Honorable
gentlemen, are you ready to take the
responsibility of declaring that the people of
Canada are opposed to Confederation? There
is no knowing when circumstances will allow
of its being brought to this forward stage
again.
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Those of you who know what difficulties
and objections were met with—the selfish
interests of the various sections of this and of
the other provinces, which we had to
overcome—must feel that a very great
advance was made when the measure was
brought to the present forward stage. When
again will it be likely to happen that the
representatives of the various provinces will
be brought together to consider the question?
When will it again happen that the
governments of the several provinces
concerned will be able to lay upon the table of
their respective legislatures a scheme so
complete in all its details as this is? It is
impossible to say when that happy
coincidence of circumstances will again occur.
Then my honorable friend from Niagara
[James Currie] says, “You have not given us
the scheme in detail. You have not given the
whole of it. The House has not before it the
proposed Constitution under which Upper
and Lower Canada are hereafter to meet. You
have not told us what are to be the rights and
the powers of the local legislatures.”
Well, honorable gentlemen, all I can say is,
that it would be impossible, and not only
impossible, it would be useless for the
Government to have brought down this
scheme at the same time that they submitted
the scheme now before the House. Until this
scheme passes, until it shall be adopted in the
other provinces, until we know whether or not
we are to form portions of a Confederate
Government, there is no occasion for
introducing the scheme relating to the local
legislatures. But, honorable gentlemen, is it
likely or can it be possible for such a scheme to
be adopted without the sanction of both
branches of the Legislature? The plan,
whatever it may be, for the constitution of
Upper and Lower Canada, is it a matter
•
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which the ministers of the Crown can carry in
their pockets and put in force without the
sanction of Parliament? No, it is a measure
which must hereafter be laid on the table of
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this House, which must be debated, and upon
which we shall all have an opportunity of
pronouncing an opinion before it comes in
force.
At the proper time, a full opportunity will be
afforded to those who dissent from the views
of the Government, in regard to the
constitutions of these provinces, of expressing
their opinions, and of seeking to give effect to
them. The same may be said in regard to the
objections taken to the Intercolonial Railway.
It is asserted that the Intercolonial Railway is
something that we ought never to have agreed
to.
But
honorable
gentlemen
will
acknowledge, as a general proposition, that
union is impossible without the railway, and
such as believe that union is important and
necessary, must be content to take the railway
as a condition which is indispensable. But,
honorable gentlemen, the Government cannot
of itself build the Intercolonial Railway.
There is no power either in this Government
or the Governments of the other provinces to
build it. We must come down to Parliament for
the sanction—not to this Parliament, but to the
Confederate Parliament, and the Confederate
Parliament will have an opportunity of saying
upon what terms we shall build the
Intercolonial Railway. The fullest opportunity
will be afforded for discussion before either
the Intercolonial Railway is built, or the
constitutions are adopted for Upper and
Lower Canada. The former will be submitted
to the Confederate Parliament; the latter,
should the resolutions now before the House
pass, to the present Parliament of Canada; for
that must necessarily be a matter for the
disposal of the Legislature of Canada.
I am not one of those who would, as
suggested, desire to take shelter behind the
resolutions before the House for any
unworthy purpose; but this I will say, that the
amendment now before the House ought not
to receive its sanction.
I am quite satisfied that no honorable
48

member of this House, who is really and truly
an advocate of this scheme, and who believes
that Confederation of all the provinces is
important and desirable, will be found voting
for this amendment, which would place a
barrier in the way of Confederation, such as,
perhaps, we could not overcome. Fancy the
number of years during which this matter has
been contemplated. As my honorable friend
who sits near me pointed out, it is a measure
which has long been agitated. He showed you
that for years and years it has engaged the
attention of almost every person who took any
kind of interest in the public affairs of this
country.
I have only one thing to add to my honorable
friend’s elaborate statement on this point, and
that is, to quote an extract from the resolutions
proposed in this House many years ago by an
honorable friend of mine, whom I am glad,
and whom every one of his fellow members is
glad to find still occupying his accustomed
place in this House—I refer to my honorable
friend Hon. Mr. Matheson. In 1855, my
honorable friend proposed a series of
resolutions in this House against the elective
principle, the last of which is in language
prophetic of the result which now we are
testing by actual experience.
The resolution is in these words:—
8. Resolved,—That as the subject of a union of the whole of
the British North American Provinces has for years
occupied the public attention, it would manifestly be
unwise to complicate future arrangements by a change in
the Constitution of one of those provinces, which has not
been sought for, and which this House believes, would not
be acceptable to the others. It is, therefore, the opinion of
this Council, that any proceedings on the subject at the
present juncture would be premature, unwise, and
inexpedient. 48

My honorable friend at that time looked
forward to that which we now see about to
take place—a union of these provinces—and
he anticipated also that the elective system, if
introduced into this branch of the Legislature,

Matheson’s proposed resolutions to the Legislative Council against elective principle (1855). Unconfirmed reference. For
Act see.

(pp. 269-316 in the primary document)

February 17 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

would be fraught with difficulty. It has been
fraught with difficulty, and it is a difficulty
which we must surmount—a barrier which we
must strive to overcome. The personal
objections which my honorable friend from
Niagara [James Currie] division has started,
are the poorest kind of objections. It is not
what my honorable friend near me, or my
honorable friend opposite, possibly thought or
said at some remote period, that we have now
to consider.
We are all more or less exposed to this sort
of attack; but fortunately the time during
which I have had the honor of being in public
life has been so short, and the position I have
since occupied has been so obscure, that I am
not so much exposed as many others to these
accusations; but I am well aware that this is
owing to my comparative insignificance. I
must say that for my part I am disposed to put
aside all these things. I am disposed to put
aside all reference to what an honorable
member may have done under other
circumstances and in other times, and I would
merely
•
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ask myself this: “Is this Confederation
desirable? Do I wish for it as a lover of
monarchical institutions? Do I desire it as a
subject of the British Empire? Do I wish for the
perpetuation of the connection between this
country and Great Britain?” If I do I shall
waive my objections on this point and the
other, in my desire for the success of the
principle.
This Confederation has been sought after for
years, but never until now has it approached
so near a consummation—never was it a
possibility as it is now a possibility. After years
of anxiety, after years of difficulty, after
troubles here and divisions there, the scheme
is found possible, and I will not put it away
49
50

51
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from me because I object to this point or to
that. If this harness of the Confederation of the
country is to be put on, we cannot but expect
that it will chafe here and chafe there; but time
will give relief and provide the remedy, as it
has done in other circumstances before. It was
so in regard to the union of 1840 49.
The Lower Canadians had a grievance in the
French language being excluded from the
Provincial Parliament. That chafed, as was to
be expected, and provoked remonstrance.
And what was the result? The injustice
complained of was done away with, and both
languages were thereafter permitted to be
used50. Then it was the desire of the people that
the elective system should be introduced into
this House. I believe myself that it was a
mistake, but a change was desired, and a
change was brought about 51.
And so it will be in this case. If change is
seriously desired, it will be had. It would be
unwise and unstatesmanlike, in my opinion,
to declare that because we cannot have our
way on this point or on that point—that
because the scheme in all its features is not
exactly what we would like it to be—we will
not have it at all. Where, honorable gentlemen,
is the union effected between any two
countries, or any two individuals even, which
has lasted for any length of time without
mutual forbearance and mutual concessions?
Let those honorable gentlemen who have had
the good fortune of forming unions, and who
can therefore speak from experience, say
whether any union can be formed either
happy or lasting without forbearance on both
sides.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—You
must give up all thoughts of union unless you
are willing to give and take, and cease

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
An Act to repeal so much of an Act of the Third and Fourth Years and Her present Majesty, to re-unite the Provinces of Upper and
Lower Canada, and for the Government of Canada, as relates to the Use of the English Language in Instruments relating to the
Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (U.K.), 1848.
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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persisting for everything you think best.
Nobody ever did effect a union upon such
terms, and nobody ever will. You must forbear
here and give way there. I trust and believe
that in the present instance this will be the
opinion of the Legislature of this country. I
trust and believe we are satisfied that
Federation is desirable in itself, and that,
without insisting on this point or on that point,
we will be looking confidently forward to the
future, when we shall witness, in this country,
a population of four millions, with a valuable
commerce, and, in point of naval power and
supremacy, ranking fourth in the world.
Some Hon. Members—Applause.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
Particularly am I surprised that any honorable
gentleman from Lower Canada should oppose
himself to this union, for by union the people
of Lower Canada will regain possession of
those countries which were once belonging to
their race, and in which their language
continues to be spoken. I believe that for them,
as well as for us, there is a future in store of
great promise, to which we can all look
forward with the most confident expectations.
And shall we set aside all these promising
prospects because we cannot obtain this little
point or that little point?
I hope honorable gentlemen who favor the
scheme see as I see that there is imminent
danger in postponing the measure, and I ask
them not to pass this amendment, which is
brought forward in the poorest of all spirits,
which is based on the assumption that
honorable gentlemen are not ready to give the
country the benefit of their minds and their
judgments, but which asks us to wait and go
knocking about from door to door, asking
what is thought about the scheme upon which
we are now called to legislate. Federation is
the future safety and salvation of the country.
Let us then waive our small objections and

52

vote for Federation.
Some Hon. Members—Applause.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—The Hon. Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell] is right in
supposing that I am opposed to Federation. I
am opposed to it, and particularly on the basis
agreed upon at the Quebec Convention. I do
not say that I would be opposed to a legislative
union on fair and equal terms; but I am
decidedly opposed to Federation on the terms
now before the House. My hon. friend has said
that in all unions there must be forbearance;
but in this Federation scheme it appears to me
the forbearance has been all on one side. The
forbearance has not been mutual. When
parties enter into a partnership, there ought to
be forbearance on the part of each, and mutual
concessions. But in this case the concessions as
well as the forbearance have been all on the
side of Canada.
My hon. friend, with all his eloquence and
ability, has not answered a single
•
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objection raised by my hon. friend from
Niagara (Hon. Mr. Currie). He has found it
convenient to pass them all over for the simple
reason that he found them unanswerable. My
hon. friend says:—”Was not the French
language restored to Lower Canada, and was
not this a change in the Constitution?” Hon.
gentlemen, it was certainly restored, and by
the Conservative administration of that day,
and, as my hon. friend opposite (Hon. Mr.
Boulton) has said, unanimously. There was no
opposition, for it was considered a right to
which our French Canadian fellow subjects
were fully entitled. But is the restoration of the
French language52 to be compared with the
resolutions now proposed—with the great
constitutional change which is intended to
affect, not only ourselves, but our children and
our children’s children for all time to come?
Is a change like this to be compared with the

An Act to repeal so much of an Act of the Third and Fourth Years and Her present Majesty, to re-unite the Provinces of Upper and
Lower Canada, and for the Government of Canada, as relates to the Use of the English Language in Instruments relating to the
Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (U.K.), 1848.
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restoration of the French language? Certainly
not. It seems to me to be the most
extraordinary comparison I ever heard of.
Then my hon. friend has referred to the change
in the constitution of the Legislative Council 53.
But was not that question over and ever again
before the people? Did not the people at the
hosting’s frequently pronounce an opinion
upon that change? Undoubtedly they did, and
it being understood that the people were in
favor of it, the change was brought about. My
hon. friend says that in the Conference they
were surrounded with difficulties. No doubt
they were.
And why? Because they allowed for Prince
Edward Island and Newfoundland as many
delegates as they did for Canada. No doubt
they were surrounded with difficulties. No
doubt they were overwhelmed by the
demands of these gentlemen. The hon.
gentleman says that Confederation is
necessary to strengthen the defences of the
country. In what way? Can any hon.
gentleman tell me in what way? I have not
heard one word to prove, to my satisfaction,
how the defences of the country are to be
strengthened by Federation, unless indeed it
be by placing the whole of the provinces under
one head.
Why, hon. gentlemen, did I not show here
the other day what was the feeling of the
Lower Provinces in regard to the defences of
the country? At a time when our Parliament
were proposing to pass an act which would
entail the expenditure of millions on the
defences of the country, what was being done
in the Lower Provinces? Why the Financial
Secretary of one of the provinces came down
with a proposed grant of $20,000, and he was
obliged to apologize to the House that the sum
was so large!
And the present Premier of Nova Scotia—
53
54
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the province second in importance in British
North America—proposed to strike off
$12,000, and leave the appropriation at $8,000.
This was proposed by a province next in
importance to our own, and at the time of the
Trent affair54, when there was an appearance
of danger much greater than at present. And
what did New Brunswick do? Appropriate
$15,000. The people that did all this are the
people to whom we are to ally ourselves that
we may be strengthened in our efforts for the
defence of the country!
Do hon. gentlemen believe that an alliance
with provinces whose leading men hold such
views as these would add to our strength?
Certainly not. My hon. friend the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] has also said that 95 out of every
100 of the people of Upper Canada are in favor
of Federation. My hon. friend is mistaken. I
once had the honor of representing a portion
of his constituents, and I would inform my
hon. friend that I know as much of the feeling,
not simply of the people of Upper Canada,
speaking of them generally, but of his
constituents, as he does; and this I would say
that were my hon. friend to go before his
constituents and tell them that, in order to get
Federation, Upper Canada is to pay two-thirds
of the cost of the Intercolonial Railway, and
two thirds of the cost of maintenance of the
road for all time to come, and that the roads of
the Lower Provinces are to be made
Government roads, and to be kept up in future
at the expense of the Federal Government, and
that Upper Canada will have two-thirds of the
burden to bear, I will venture to say that my
hon. friend would find himself wrong in his
estimate of being able to satisfy 95 out of every
100 of his constituents.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Tell

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
The ‘Trent Affair’ refers to the U.S. seizure of the British mail steamer RMS Trent and the arrest of two confederate
diplomats James M. Mason and John Slidell, and two under-secretaries, in November 1861. Prince Albert demanded
reparations, an apology, and the immediate release of the four Southerners. As tense diplomatic notes were exchanged
through the autumn of 1861, British North American feared and prepared for possible war. Imperial reinforcements were
provided to the colony in December. War was suddenly averted with the release of the southern diplomats and secretaries.
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them of all the circumstances, and I would be
able to satisfy them.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My hon. friend is greatly
mistaken. If my hon. friend is to be one of the
life members under the Federation, he would
not require so much to satisfy them.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
hon. friend is altogether too fast. I do not look
forward to any such thing.
Benjamin
Seymour
[Canada
West,
appointed 1854]—My hon. friend has the
power in his hands; but if he does
•
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not desire the honor, of course he can avoid its
being thrust upon him. But my hon. friend
could not for a moment go before his
constituents—and
he
represents
a
constituency which for intelligence is second
to none in Upper Canada—and tell them that
they are to contribute to the revenue of the
Confederation in proportion to their import
duties—that they are to contribute according
to their wealth—and that they are only to
receive back in proportion to their
population—that largely as they contribute,
the return will only be the same as to the
fishermen and lumberers who form the
floating population of the Lower Provinces,
and carry so large a majority as he has named
with him.
A doctrine such as this is any thing but
conservative. I would submit to any thing
rather than vote for such a scheme. Were I to
support it in its present shape I should
consider myself as betraying the interests of
my country. Hon. gentleman are of course
entitled to their own opinions in this matter;
but these are mine, and I shall continue to
maintain and uphold them. I assert that the
amendment of my hon. friend for delay is a
just and reasonable one, and I cannot see how
it can possibly be objected to in a matter of this
importance, where the dearest interests of the
whole country are at stake, and where we are
legislating not for ourselves alone but for

future generations. Such being the importance
of the measure, I cannot conceive how hon.
gentlemen can vote against so reasonable a
proposition.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
I seek for information from the Hon.
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell], as to the scheme respecting the
local legislatures. Did I understand my hon.
friend to say that it would be submitted to the
present Parliament?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It is
so intended.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
I also understood my hon. friend to say that
before the House pronounced upon the
general scheme of Federation, it would not be
proper to submit the scheme for the local
legislatures. I cannot see the force of that. But
still I will not raise that as an objection to
proceeding with the present scheme.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
Perhaps my hon. friend from Brock [A.J.
Fergusson Blair] is right in the view he takes.
But it was through by the Government that it
would be premature to bring in the scheme for
the local governments until it was seen hither
Parliament was in favor of these resolutions.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
But many members of this House, before
making up their minds as to how they ought
to vote on the resolutions, would like to be
informed as to the nature of the local scheme,
which is to have such an important bearing on
the question at issue.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
Parliament of the country will have the fullest
opportunity of pronouncing upon it.
John Simpson [Queen's, elected 1856]—
When?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—After
these resolutions have been passed. We
thought it was unnecessary for us to give our
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attention to the local constitutions for Upper
and Lower Canada until we had ascertained
whether Parliament was in favor of
Federation. That ascertained, we shall feel it
our duty to give our minds to the preparation
of the scheme for the constitutions of the two
provinces; and these constitutions will be laid
before Parliament.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I do not know what the views of the
Government may be upon this point, but it
seems to me that it would have been an
extraordinary proceeding had they brought
down at this juncture the proposed
constitutions for Upper and Lower Canada.
There may a great difference of opinion arise
as to the constitutions proper to be proposed
for these provinces; and it is quite possible that
these differences may occasion the withdrawal
of some members of the Government.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “hear, hear.”
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—Hon. gentlemen cry “hear, hear.” But I
say that such may possibly be the case. And it
would be absurd and impolitic for the
Government to throw the country in a state of
confusion as regards the scheme for the local
legislatures if they failed in carrying the
resolutions here submitted hon. gentlemen
will see that they would be unworthy of the
position they hold were they to do so.
I am not sure whether I understood my hon
friend to say that the scheme for the local
legislatures would be brought down on the
passing of these resolutions. I hope that I
misunderstood him, because I think we
should wait the result of the action of the
Lower Provinces. We should see if Federation
succeeds there, inasmuch as in case of its
failure in the Lower Provinces, even if we
adopt the resolutions
•
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here, the arrangement would not go into
effect, and we would be placing the country in
a state of turmoil and confusion in discussing
55
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measures which would be altogether
unnecessary.
We ought, it seems to me, first to carry out
this arrangement as far as it is possible to carry
it, and if we can secure the assent to it of the
two larger provinces below, there will be a
reasonable certainty of the scheme being
effected. And then, and not till then will the
proper time arrive for the discussion of the
proposed constitutions of Upper and Lower
Canada. I am perfectly amazed at the
proposition of my hon. friend (Hon. Mr.
Fergusson Blair), because he is friendly to
these resolutions, and gave us the expression
of his views thereon in an admirable manner
at the opening of the debate. And how the hon.
gentleman should desire to have the scheme
for the local legislatures quoad55 this project is
beyond my comprehension.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
I think it is only reasonable that, as hon.
gentlemen argue, they should see before
voting for or against Federation what are the
proposed constitutions for the local
legislatures.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
hon. friend should add this to the reflection—
that at all events hon. members will have a full
opportunity of pronouncing upon it.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected
1863] said—Honorable gentlemen, you may
probably regard it as presumptuous in one so
inexperienced as I am in parliamentary
debate, to enter the lists against the Hon.
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell], and to venture to dispute the
validity of the arguments adduced by him in
his eloquent speech against the amendment
now under consideration; yet, great as is the
existing disparity in point of ability and
influence, I do not shrink from the contest, for
I believe that I have truth and justice on my
side, and have confidence that in its own
inherent power, the truth will ultimately

i.e. “with respect to.”
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prevail. I have listened with delight to the hon.
gentleman’s address, and cordially concur
with his views on many points, but there are
some in which I differ, in none more so than
that which regards all who support the
amendment of the hon. member from the
Niagara Division (Hon. Mr. Currie) as
insincere, nay, even as wanting in loyalty to
the Crown and to the country.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—What
I said was this, that I was slow to believe in the
sincerity of those who advocated a measure
and sheltered themselves behind details.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
It was more pointedly put than that. It was
said that the terms of the motion were such as
clearly showed that it was made simply for the
object of defeating the measure.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—And
I repeat that it is so. But that is very different
from what you charged me with saying.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
The hon. gentleman made the remark that we
were not altering the Constitution, but that the
question before us was one simply for an
address to the Crown. Now, strictly speaking,
and taking the words of the motion in their
mere literal sense, this statement is correct; but
I ask hon. gentlemen if it is fair or candid to
endeavor to lead the House to believe that this
motion, which is undoubtedly for an address,
is not in effect for a change in the Constitution?
Are we not plainly told that no Imperial
legislation will take place on this subject,
unless such an Address as this receives the
assent of the Canadian Legislature? I hold,
therefore, that the motion before us, though it
be for an Address to Her Majesty, is in effect a
measure, which has for its object a change of
the Constitution. Such being the case, the
subject is one which demands our most careful
consideration, and for which we ought to be
allowed all the time requisite to the fullest and
freest discussion. The changes which have
been referred to, and with which it has been
sought to compare this change, cannot with

propriety be regarded as similar.
I contend, in the language of the honorable
gentleman (Hon. Mr. Seymour) who has just
preceded me, that this is in fact a revolution:
the word is not too strong. So far from its being
as has been stated, a simple change, like the
mere introducing or reintroducing the use of
the French language into the Legislature, or
even the more important step of altering the
constitution of this House, it is an entire
alteration of our political condition and
relations, and affects most deeply the whole
country in all its varied interests.
Whatever may be the correctness or
incorrectness of the opinion of my hon. friend
as to hon. members covering their hostility to
the scheme of Confederation by objecting only
to its details, it will not apply to me; I shall take
no shelter under details. My course in voting
for the amendment of the hon. member for
Niagara [James Currie] is based on broad and
constitutional grounds. I differ from that hon.
gentleman in regard to some of
•
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these details, and on the whole, I am not sure
if my views do not more nearly coincide with
those of my hon. friend the Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell].
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I am
very glad to hear my hon. friend say so. I
would like him also to state if he goes with the
hon. member for Niagara [James Currie] in
desiring the delay of a month or delay for a
longer period.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
That question will be fully answered when I
come to touch upon that point. But I may state,
that instead of offering a factious opposition
by the course I intend taking, it is my loyalty
to our Sovereign and country which induces
me to support the amendment now before the
House, not with the object of defeating this
measure, but for securing its adoption on a
broader and more permanent basis. How
singular are the different views which are
taken of our position and powers according to
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the manner in which we may vote upon this
question! In one breath we are told that we are
the representatives of the people, and we have
a perfect right to vote upon it as we may see
fit; and in a few minutes afterwards, we are
informed that if we do not vote upon it in a
certain manner, we do not represent the
people. I cannot possibly reconcile the two
statements.
It is also said—and it is the only argument I
have heard on the point—if indeed it can be
called an argument at all—that if the present
opportunity of securing the union of the
provinces is allowed to pass unimproved, it
will be a long time before we may look for
another. I admit that the opportunity is one
which has been long desired, and one which it
will be wise policy to improve; and it will be
my humble endeavor to seek to do so to the
best advantage. But if the measure is in reality
fraught with the benefits which have been
claimed for it, I cannot see how it will be
jeopardized by a little delay; because the more
its benefits are looked into, the better, it is
reasonable to suppose, the people will be
satisfied with them. I cannot see how the
measure will be endangered by giving both
the people and their representatives a little
longer time to become acquainted with its
principles and its details. Since the
commencement of the debate in this House,
much light has been thrown on the scheme,
and we have had the advantage of the
explanations in the other Chamber, and I am
sure that the minds of hon. gentlemen must
now be much better informed on particular
points of the scheme than they were before we
came here.
For my own part, after having had my mind
frequently directed to it, and after having
listened attentively to the arguments of all the
speakers, I am more and more impressed with
the magnitude and importance of the various
interests on which our action is invited in this
matter, and I think we should proceed
cautiously and slowly in taking the step before
us—a change so great as that contemplated by
the framers of these resolutions—a change
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amounting to nothing less than, as I before
observed, a revolution in the whole system of
governing the country. This is a step which, in
order to be permanently successful, must rest
on the principles of truth and justice, and these
principles must be intelligently apprehended
by the people to be governed.
Notwithstanding all that has been advanced
in this chamber—all the assertions which have
been made—in reference to the information
said to be possessed by the people of this
country relative to this measure, I must say
that I do not coincide in that opinion. I believe
that the people of the country, as a whole, are
not acquainted with the details. What new
light has there been thrown on the resolutions
since we assembled here? Have we not had
our attention directed to the fact that even
some who assisted in framing the resolutions,
did not themselves know precisely what some
of them meant?
Moreover, is it not the fact that the attention
of the country has not to any great extent been
called to any arguments against the scheme?
Now, in order to a right appreciation of the
value and importance of the proposed
Confederation, it is right that the people
should know and understand both sides of the
question. They should not be carried away
with the pleasing prospect held out to them of
the advantages to be derived from forming
part of a great Confederation, without being
told at the same time of the cost at which these
advantages are to be purchased.
And this is all the more necessary because
the movement did not originate with the
people. All great constitutional changes ought
to and usually do originate with the people.
But this is an anomaly. Here we have a
proposed Constitution framed by a selfelected body—I do not use the term
reproachfully, because I hold that these hon.
gentlemen did perfectly right in so meeting
together—this, I say, is a Constitution which
was not framed by a body appointed for the
•
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purpose; and it is sent down to us as a perfect
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document, which must be regarded as
resembling a treaty which we have no power
to alter even in the smallest detail.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
hon. friend cavils at the question of authority.
But he must know that the Parliament of this
country had sanctioned the formation of a
Government with the avowed intention of
bringing about Federation; and therefore there
was authority for what was done from the
people of this country. But my hon. friend is a
monarchist, and recognizes other sources of
authority than those vested in the people.
There is the authority of the Crown; and on
this point I would beg to refer him to the
despatch which was received on this subject
from the Secretary of State for the Colonies
[Edward Cardwell].
It says: “With the sanction of the Crown, and
upon the invitation of the Governor-General,
men of every province, chosen by the
respective Lieutenant-Governors, without
distinction of party, assembled to consider
questions of the utmost interest to every
subject of the Queen, of whatever race or faith,
resident in those provinces, and have arrived
at a conclusion destined to exercise a most
important influence upon the future welfare of
the whole community.” 56 So here was the
sanction of the Crown so far as the action of
the other provinces was concerned; whilst our
own Parliament directly sanctioned the
formation of a Government having this object
in view.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
have stated clearly and emphatically that I was
satisfied with the formation of the Conference
and what it did, so why my hon. friend the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] should have thought it necessary to
make the explanations he has just now done, I
really do not know. I admitted—I never in the
least disputed—that the Conference was
properly, legally, and formally constituted. I
56

gave the members composing it all praise for
the intelligence and fidelity to the interests of
the country with which they carried on their
laborious negotiations. But I must still
reiterate my former statement, that on account
of this movement not having emanated from
the people—and the fact of there being no
petitions before either branch of the
Legislature asking for it establishes this—we
ought before us adoption to have some
expression of the views of the people, and
consequently that the motion in amendment
made by my hon. friend the member from
Niagara [James Currie] is one which I ought to
support.
I believe, after this debate has been
concluded in both Chambers, and the full
report of it which is being prepared has gone
forth to the country, the people will be in a
position to form a correct judgment on the
merits of the case. They will then have before
them perhaps all that could be said on one side
or the other, and if they cannot then form a
reliable judgment, it will be their own fault.
There is no reason why this House should be
at the very great expense—some $2,000 I
believe—of printing so large a number of the
debates as is being done, if the people are not
to be consulted; for unless they are to be asked
for a decision—if the scheme is to be carried
into effect without consulting them—where is
the necessity for placing be fore them speeches
and arguments which will only have the effect
of disturbing their minds?
In addition to saying that the plan has not
emanated from the people, I contend that it
has not even emanated from the
representatives of the people. Had these
resolutions been framed by our own
Government, brought down like other
Government measures into our Legislature,
and there discussed, voted upon, and adopted
by the majority, I should not think it necessary
that there should be any reference to the
people, though perhaps I might still think such

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864). Correspondence presented to the
Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
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reference desirable. But the fact is that the
representatives of the people have not been
consulted in the matter; there has been no way
left open whereby they can effect the
amendment of any objectionable feature in the
resolutions, or influence the Imperial
Legislature on the proposed union. I presume
honorable gentlemen will concur with me that
if, after all that has been stated, the country
should not desire the change—if the people at
large should think they are really paying too
much and making too considerable a sacrifice
to secure the anticipated benefits of this
measure—it ought not to be passed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
Where, I would ask, is the danger to be
apprehended in submitting the measure to the
country? Danger is to be apprehended from
forcing upon the people a measure of which
they may not approve.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
But nothing can be endangered by submitted
this project to the people, if, as has been so
strongly asserted and as I believe, the majority
are in favor of it. If I thought an immediate
reference to the people would jeopardise the
scheme, perhaps I might hesitate in urging it
as I now do—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and laughter.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
—but I believe its object is really one desired
by the country generally,
•
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and there would be no risk in submitting it.
Where is then the danger of delay?—and delay
is all we ask for. What struck me very much in
the eloquent and able address of the
Honorable Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] was, that he never
touched upon the real question of the
amendment. It is true he said delays were
dangerous, delay would lose the measure, but
not a shadow of argument did he advance in
proof of this view. I think delay is safety, in
that it will enable the country and the
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Legislature to look into the scheme, to weigh
all its advantages and disadvantages, if it has
any, and so more certainly secure the passing
of it if good, and the rejection of it if the
reverse. Of course, honorable gentlemen,
divers views may exist as to the way in which
the opinion of the people on this question is to
be obtained. I am not to be deterred from
expressing my views by the taunt of
republicanism; a sneer never disturbs me
when I have good ground for what I do or say.
I have had to bear with many a sneer on
account of my adhesion to the temperance
cause, but they never moved me from my
course.
My belief is theft the views of the people
may be ascertained without any such delay as
will endanger the scheme. It is to be presumed
that the debate will not extend beyond a week
or two, in both Houses. A very short time after
it is concluded, and the pamphlets containing
the speeches printed, a direct vote of the
people might be taken with propriety and
safety. The proposition to submit the plan to
the vote of the people seems at the first glance
not to be British—our prejudices rise against it.
We are, however, not to be guided by
prejudices, but by reason and reflection; and if
we can find the best means of clearly and
satisfactorily ascertaining what the people
wish, that means ought to be adopted, call it
by what name you may. I think that to put the
matter to a direct vote in this way is the best
plan. The people should be told: “Here is the
measure; will you take it or will you not?” We
should not ask them to discuss amendments;
we could not bring the people of all the
provinces together for such a purpose, and if
we allowed amendments to be discussed, we
should have inextricable confusion. The plain
question should be proposed: Do you wish for
this Confederation or not—yes or no?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—No power to alter its details?
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
No. That is the way the question is proposed
to this House, and if it be wrong to submit it
thus to the people, it is also wrong to submit
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it, in such a manner to the Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
An additional motive for suggesting this mode
of proceeding is, that I should be extremely
unwilling to subject myself to the censorious
remarks of hon. gentlemen in the other
Chamber who might reasonably say, if we
propose to have a dissolution and a new
election on the subject, ‘It is all very well, but
you keep your seats, while you send us
home.” I do not indeed see why we might not
with great propriety wait until the next
general election, when, after two years of
reflection and discussion, the people would be
still better able to give an intelligent vote.
I can see no objection to the wish of the
people being thus ascertained in this par
excellence constitutional way; but as ministers
tell us we cannot wait, then I say, let us rather
have a direct vote of the people on the scheme
than precipitate a general election. I should
prefer a direct vote to a general election,
because during an election other influences
are at work besides purely political ones. In
many places the personal popularity of a
candidate outweighs the political leaning of
the electors; in others, a well-filled purse
carries the day, or some local question
prejudices a constituency and influences the
minds of the voters.
But upon a scheme such as this, if submitted
directly to the country, none of these
considerations would have any effect, and the
electors would be guided by patriotism alone.
So that while constitutionally the House
represents the will of the people, and no fault
could be found if the House, after a new
election, were to pass upon the matter, still the
object desired, viz., to know the desire of the
people, would be more expeditiously and less
expensively attained by a direct vote. It is of no
use to call this method “Yankee” or
“Republican.” It is well known that it
prevailed as far back as the days of ancient
Rome.
Luc Letellier de Saint Just [Grandville,
elected 1860]—You may call it French, too.

Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
Yes, or, if you please, you may call it imperial;
it has been resorted to in France and in Mexico.
It would certainly in this case be fair—no one
could have any object for tampering with the
votes of the people, or obtaining a decision
which was not a
•
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truthful expression of their wish. We could
obtain the views of the whole country in a
short time—perhaps not within one month,
but still in time enough to enable the measure
to be adopted within the current year. The
Legislature of New Brunswick is not to meet
for some time yet; the question therefore
cannot be soon settled there; and if it were, it
has still to go home to England, there to be
embodied in an Imperial enactment before
being acted upon. The Imperial Parliament has
assembled and will probably continue in
session, as it generally does, some five or six
months. Surely then there will be time to take
the vote here.
I should like to have some reason adduced
to convince me that there is danger in delay. I
have heard an indistinct allusion to such
danger as being great in case war should
suddenly come upon us. Now, hon.
gentlemen, I hold this to be an objection which
has no weight whatever. How long will it be,
if we adopt the resolutions, before this scheme
can be got into operation? I presume it will be
twelve months, and if we can wait a
twelvemonth, can we not wait two years
without risk? For, what immediate strength is
the measure to bring to us? The mere uniting
together of these provinces will not give us
one additional soldier; it will give us no more
money; neither will it lessen the extent of
frontier to be defended, nor give us any
increase of military power. As for its placing
all the provinces under the direction of one
mind—the only argument which I have heard
applying to this part of the question—if we
were in a state of war to-day, the forces of the
whole would be under the direction of one
mind.
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Do we think for one moment, that if a hostile
force set foot on the shores of Canada, New
Brunswick or Nova Scotia, the heart of the
Empire would not thrill with indignation, and
the whole force of the Empire not be brought
to bear against the foe who thus insulted and
defied the British Crown, just as readily in our
isolated as it would be in our united
condition? I think the danger from war is one
on which no argument against submitting this
measure to the people can possibly be based.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
An hon. gentleman has stated that the
defences of the country must remain at a
standstill until Confederation is accomplished.
I do not know the source from which that
opinion came, or whether it was spoken by
authority. If it were, it is certainly a startling
announcement.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—We have certainly been given to
understand so, in this House.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
do not, and cannot think the British
Government is going to leave us unprotected
and undefended, even if Confederation
should not take place.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—We
may assume that the preparations the Imperial
Government may make for the defence of
these colonies may be materially affected by
the result of our deliberations on this
Confederation
scheme—they
may
be
influenced by our capacity for defence, and the
willingness shown to exert ourselves.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
They may be eventually, but I am speaking of
to-day, and I am sure Her Majesty’s
Government will readily send us to-day every
assistance we might need.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—No progress is being made with our
defences—the whole question of defence
seems waiting for Confederation—nothing is
being done. That fact must be patent to every
honorable member of the House.
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Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
They may seem to be waiting, but why I
cannot conceive, for every argument that can
be brought to bear to show that our defences
will progress under Confederation, can be
equally available for that purpose now.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
It has been said by the Hon. the Commissioner
of Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], in
reply to the member from Niagara [James
Currie], that the country has not been taken by
surprise by these resolutions. In this I differ
from him. It is quite true that as far as the
question of union is concerned, it is not new—
the thought of union has long occupied many
minds—but I do contend, that with reference
to many points comprised in the scheme, the
country has been taken by surprise. No
thought, no knowledge whatever of the
character of many of the changes proposed to
be introduced ever entered the minds of the
people at large.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It is a
satisfactory surprise.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
It may be a satisfactory surprise; I have no
doubt it is to many. It was a satisfactory
surprise to find that gentlemen from all the
provinces, of different political parties, could
meet together in such an amicable way, and
make such mutual concessions as to enable
this scheme to be presented at all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
This is just what ought to have been done. To
represent me as opposed to Confederation
•
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is a great mistake. It is just because I appreciate
its advantages, and wish to see them secured
without any chance of danger resulting from
the scheme having been too hastily adopted,
that I speak as I do.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
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It is said the people were not appealed to when
the unions between England and Scotland 57,
and Great Britain and Ireland58, were brought
about. That is quite true, but it is equally true
that these unions were brought about by the
Parliaments
of
those
countries—the
representatives of the people. The measures
were arranged with them, and the people were
represented as to those unions by their
Parliaments.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—That is just what is the case here too.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
beg the honorable gentleman’s pardon. If he
can find anything in this scheme which has
emanated from the Parliament, it is few to me.
Are we not told that, if even one amendment
is passed by Parliament, it will destroy the
scheme?
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The course taken here is exactly that
which was adopted in England. Negotiations
first, then the submission to Parliament of
their result.
A.J. Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860]—
The unions between England and Ireland, and
England and Scotland, were not negotiations
merely; they were treaties; they were called
treaties—
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—They were negotiated first, and
submitted to Parliament afterwards.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
As it is not my intention to occupy the time of
hon. gentlemen on any other occasion during
the debate, I shall venture to touch on another
point, not directly connected with the
amendment before us, on which I said a few
words when I last addressed the House on this
subject. We have heard much about the
proposed new constitution of the Legislative
Council. We have been told it was political
necessity that first forced the elective system of
minds that were by no means enamoured of it,
and this, I think, has been fully established.
57
58

Now, it would ill become me, as an elected
member, to dwell on any merits or excellences
the elective system may have possessed as
applied to this branch of the Legislature—it is
a subject we can none of us touch upon with
the same freedom which we might if we were
not ourselves elected—but I may call the
attention of the House to this, that none of the
evils that were dreaded, as likely to flow from
the elective system, have yet shown
themselves, and I do not think it at all
reasonable, much less necessary, that they
should be anticipated in time to come.
My own views were in perfect accord with
those of hon. gentlemen who protested against
the system when it was first introduced. I did
not then consider it an improvement, and my
views have not changed since; I have,
consequently, no personal predilections for an
Elective Council, but far prefer a Chamber
nominated by the Crown. But I am not here to
carry out only my personal views or
predilections, but to guard the rights and
privileges of my constituents; and I would
remind hon. members that it is one thing to
concede a privilege, but a very different thing
to take it away.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
A privilege may be conceded unasked, but it is
a dangerous thing to take it away unasked or
unaccented to.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
cannot find either that the Canadian
Government made any endeavor to maintain
the elective principle; I cannot see that the
nomination system was forced on them by the
wishes of the Lower Provinces. It may have
been the desire of some of the Maritime
Provinces to maintain their nomination
system, but the change in ours was one which
obviously met the wishes of the members of
this Government, and no effort appears to
have been made by them to preserve to the

Union with Scotland Act 1706 (England) & Union with England Act, 1707 (Scotland).
Union with Ireland Act 1800 (U.K.) & Act of Union (Ireland) 1800 (Ireland).
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people of this country the privilege they now
enjoy of electing members of this House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
think, also, that there are objectionable
features in certain provisions of the scheme for
which the Canadian Government are
responsible. I speak notes an opponent, but as
one of their truest and best friends—one who
is desirous to keep them from doing a wrong.
It is not as an opponent to them or to
Confederation that I support the amendment
of the hon. member from Niagara [James
Currie].
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—I think that amendment is a vote of
want of confidence.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
So it has been said; but the assertion is not
warranted by the facts of the case; it is merely
an arbitrary declaration. I cannot consent to be
put in such a position as I should occupy if I
thought it were not. It is true, my hon. friends
in the Government may say, “You will not do
for us if you vote that way;” but I cannot
sacrifice my views and vote contrary to my
convictions, in order to be counted as a friend.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—My
hon. friend
•
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must see that if all our friends entertained the
same views, we could never get our measure
through.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
In compelling the first selection of legislative
councillors from the members of the Chamber,
the Conference have put a restraint on the
prerogative of the Crown which they had no
right to impose. I am unwilling for a moment
to suppose that any low or unworthy motive
59
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actuated the Canadian delegates, who alone
are responsible for this detail, or that they did
this in hopes of securing the votes of any
members of this House in favor of their
scheme, which they could not otherwise have
been sure of; still that part of the scheme has
an awkward appearance, and some honorable
members may feel with the member from
Wellington (Hon. Mr. Sanborn), that if it be not
a bribe, it looks something very like it. I,
however, do not see it in that light. I do not
think there has been anything worse than a
desire to make the system of appointment
palatable to the people, by taking a certain
number of their representatives, whom they
then sent to this House, to be members of the
new one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
As to the boasted impartiality apparent in the
14th resolution59, I do not attach any
importance to its provisions. If it were not the
understanding that the selection would be
made in the manner there laid down, there
would be a strong party opposition to the
measure, which was a thing to be avoided.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
One more subject connected with this part of
the scheme remains for me to speak on, and I
think it is an important one. Twenty-one
members of this Honorable House are to be
dismissed. It is quite true we do not know who
they may be.
A Voice—Ballot for them.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
am not speaking of the mode of selection.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
—Twenty-one members of this Legislative
Council are to be told that they are no longer
wanted. Are they to be those called by Her

Quebec Resolution 14, which reads in full, “The first selection of the Members of the Legislative Council shall be made, except as
regards Prince Edward Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by the Crown at the recommendation of the General Executive Government,
upon the nomination of the respective Local Governments, and in such nomination due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members
of the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province, so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be fairly represented.”
The resolutions were presented to Legislative Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.
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Majesty in former times to sit here, or those
representing the people? It seems to me only
fair that those who hold appointments from
the Crown for life are entitled to retain their
seats, to go first into the new House, and the
rejection will then be of the elected members.
It will involve nearly half of these, and it is
quite obvious that it places all honorable
members of this Chamber in a very anomalous
position to be called upon to vote on such a
question as this. I may remark that it would
have been much the wiser plan, and certainly
much more congenial to the feelings of the
members of this House, had the Government
thought fit to have passed these resolutions in
the Legislative Assembly first, and then, if
those who are more especially representatives
of the people had chosen to pass this clause,
we should have felt less hesitation. As it is, I
feel it to be my duty to the constituency I
represent to lift my voice against it.
I have no right, without their consent, to vote
away from them a right they may cherish, a
franchise they may value, even though I
should thereby vote myself in for life, which
would be a betrayal of my trust. Even my hon.
friend from Saugeen [David Macpherson]—so
recently sent here as the representative of that
division—must admit that a great many of his
constituents would vote “nay,” if they thought
the scheme of Confederation was to be
purchased at the sacrifice of their
representative.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and a laugh.
David Macpherson [Saugeen, elected
1864]—I believe a large majority of them
would vote “yea.”
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
There is a difference of opinion between my
honorable friend and myself on this point.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
Honorable gentlemen, I have said I am

60
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favorable to the scheme of union—I say it
sincerely and honestly—and notwithstanding
the Honorable Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] may say “It cannot be
so; by supporting the amendment you are
destroying the scheme,” I cannot see it so. My
course, I think, is that which is most conducive
to the success of the scheme. I consider myself
one of its best and most faithful friends in
seeking to have it more firmly based upon the
approval of the people, at the cost of a trifling
delay.
A great deal has been said, as an
introduction to this measure, that was
unworthy of it. We have had long accounts of
political and party difficulties, which have
been spoken of as appertaining to it. These
were too small matters to have led to this great
constitutional change. It was clearly seen by
the people, as well as by Her Majesty’s
representative, that these difficulties were not
based upon what they were said to be by some
of our politicians.
What does His Excellency [Viscount Monck]
say in a memorandum to the Executive
Council, communicated to this House on the
30th of June last?—”During this period, (of the
late successive governments since the election
of 1861,) no question involving any
•
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great principal or calculated to prevent
politicians, on public grounds, from acting in
concert, has been raised in Parliament. The
time had arrived when an appeal might, with
propriety, be made to the patriotism of
gentlemen on both sides of the House to throw
aside”60—What? Their party measures? their
political interests? No—”their personal
differences! And to unite in one endeavor to
advance the great interests of the country.” 61 A
little further on he again mentions “the
absence of public grounds for antagonism
between them,” and intimates plainly that
“such a state of things was very prejudicial to

Memorandum from Viscount Monck to the Executive Council, presented to Legislative Council (Jun. 30, 1864). [Quebec]
Morning Chronicle (Jul. 9, 1864).
ibid.
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the best interests of the province.”62
As I have already stated, the people were
rapidly coming to the same conclusion, and
this evil would soon have been removed by
their action at the elections, without resorting
to any change in the Constitution.—Such were
His
Excellency’s
[Viscount]
views,
communicated to his Council in a
memorandum, and I rejoiced to hear them
enunciated by him. They are views which, if
held also by the people, would have led to a
thorough cure for the evils under which we
labored,
even
without
resorting
to
Confederation, for the people themselves were
beginning to see that their political leaders
were too much under the influence of bitter
personal feelings; prominence was no longer
given to the constitutional difficulty of
unequal representation; it was dropped both
by its friends and its opponents. Yet
representation by population was a question
of such political importance, that its
satisfactory solution would justify the
bringing about such a change as this. That was
a sufficient motive to induce statesmen to join
together and seek some way of escape from it.
I think the scheme now submitted is perhaps
the best that could have been found attainable,
and I give its framers all credit for it. I am
satisfied with nine-tenths or perhaps more
than nine-tenths of the whole, and I am willing
to take the other tenth, if really necessary, for
the sake of the rest. I think the very name, and
the prestige of our larger union will have a
desirable influence upon our future
prosperity. It will infuse into us that feeling of
national pride—those patriotic sentiments
connected with our country, which it is worth
much to possess.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
think, also, that our credit in money matters
will be improved by the union, and it is worth
some sacrifice to accomplish such results. I
believe, further, that when this scheme is
completed it will have the effect of attracting
62
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emigration, and thus adding largely to our
population. As we are, in our presented
isolated condition, we either fail to attract
emigrants or do not manage to retain them;
but if we were known as one great country, we
should find homes for many of those ablebodied, enterprising and industrious men
who constitute the great strength and wealth
of a State. It would also, undoubtedly,
promote our commerce and developed our
trade and resources. It is well to weigh all
these considerations; they may not promise
advantages so great as some of the sanguine
advocates of the measure predict, but they are
well entitled to fair and honest consideration.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—
As to Confederation cheapening our
government, that idea, I think, is a fallacy; and
here is one of the causes which may lead to
future dissatisfaction, if the eyes of the people
are not opened to it until too late. The proper
and the true way to act is to let the fact be
known, that so far from Confederation being
likely to lessen the expenses of government, it
will be directly the reverse, and that to these
must be added the cost of those defences
which are to be constructed—of this
Intercolonial road which is to be a necessary
part of the scheme—of these other works on
the canals, &c, we hear so much about.
Confederation will, doubtless, be expensive;
then why not say so—why not say to the
people, “Here are great advantages, but they
will inevitably cost a large sum.”
I for one am willing to take these advantages
at that cost. I have not analyzed the numerous
figures set before us by my hon. friend nom
Niagara [James Currie], for profusion and
confusion in matters of figures in a speech are
very much the same to me. I will not pretend
to follow him. But I have such confidence in
the financial ability of those who watched over
our interests, that I am unwilling to receive,
except with great caution, those objections
brought in figures against the measure.

Memorandum from Viscount Monck to the Executive Council, presented to Legislative Council (Jun. 30, 1864).

(pp. 269-316 in the primary document)

336

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

One honorable gentleman remarked that the
hand of an overruling Providence might be
observed as bringing about this scheme and
reconciling so many conflicting influences.
That is very true. I delight to recognize an
overruling Providence influencing the lives of
individuals and nations. I rejoice that the
blessing of an over-ruling Providence on the
deliberations of this House is daily asked, and
I have faith to believe it will be granted to us.
But I should have
•
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the same comfortable feeling if the question
were referred to the people; so that as an
argument in favor of our making an
immediate decision does not amount to much,
and it certainly does not impose on us the duty
of hastily taking the whole scheme as it is.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected 1863]—I
have endeavoured, hon. gentlemen, to show
that I am guided by an honest, earnest desire
to advance the interests of the country by the
course I now propose to take in reference to
this amendment, and I have endeavored to
disabuse the minds of those who think that in
supporting it I am acting in hostility to a
scheme which I believe will be advantageous
to the country, but the advantages of which I
think cannot be secured without referring it to
the people. I presume it is altogether likely—
perhaps I may consider it a certainty—that this
is to be the last time I shall appear as a
representative in the Council of my country.
I am anxious, short as my parliamentary
career has been and is probably destined to be,
that it should be unsullied by anything that
can even have the appearance of selfishness. I
am, therefore, unwilling to record a vote
which might either have the effect of making
me a member for life, or of helping to take
away the privilege which my constituents at
present enjoy, of having a representative in the
Legislative Council.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Jacques-Olivier Bureau [De Lormier,
elected 1862]—It is not my intention to take

part in the debate on the amendment which is
now engaging the attention of this Honorable
House; but I really do not feel justified in
passing over in silence the declaration which
has just been made by the hon. member for
Toronto (Hon. Mr. Ross.) That gentleman said,
with perfect naiveté, that if the Ministry
submitted a bill respecting the organization of
the local governments, the course would be a
bad one; for, said he, difficulties would
probably arise in relation to the matter, which
might result in the resignation of several
members of the present Cabinet.
In those few words the hon. member for
Toronto [John Ross] has furnished the best
argument in favor of the delay for which we
ask; but such was not his intention. In a similar
sense, some other hon. members have, in my
opinion, exhibited a degree of force and logic
which is truly remarkable. But can it be
possible to make a request more essentially
legitimate in its character than that of the hon.
member for Niagara [James Currie]? For my
part, I do not think so.
And indeed, what can be more reasonable
than the wish to know, and to be in a position
to form a sound, complete and satisfactory
opinion, both for ourselves and for our
constituents, respecting the scheme which is
proposed to us? Has not this House a right to
require the present Government, within a
reasonable period, to lay before it, not only in
a general way, but also and more especially in
detail, the various aspects of the Constitution
which it is wished to have voted with such
strange and imprudent precipitation? Let us
remember that sometimes no difficulty
whatever is raised to devoting an entire
session to the consideration of a measure of
secondary importance.
Last year no attempt was made to pass a new
Militia Bill at railroad speed, as it is now
proposed to do with the measure for
Confederation; on the contrary, all the time
necessary to complete it and to examine it in
all its aspects was devoted to its consideration.
And yet, how immense the difference between
these two measures, in regard to their
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importance and the solemn consequences
which might result from them!
And further, it cannot be denied, the plan
which it is sought to make us adopt is as yet
but imperfectly known to the Canadian
Legislature, and the people hardly know its
outlines, not having yet had time to examine
into it, so closely have our ministers invested
it with mystery and secrecy. I consider that the
hon. member for Toronto [John Ross] showed
rather too much zeal in the cause of his friends
when he proceeded to make that declaration,
which was heard by the House with well
marked surprise. I am prepared to
acknowledge that in so doing he has done us a
very great service. I have no doubt whatever,
in fact, that as we have been told by the hon.
gentleman, the disclosing of the organization
of the local governments during this phase of
the discussion would, for the Administration
of the day, be an act of imprudence, and one
which, it is highly probable, would subject it
to serious difficulties.
I am also of opinion that one of the
difficulties, of by no means the least
importance, which is feared is that respecting
the distribution or division of the part of the
public debt which will have to be borne by the
different provinces. Indeed it may, with very
great reason, be asked whether it will be
possible to come to an understanding on this
point. With a degree of courage worthy of a
better cause, the Ministry now comes to us and
says: “First vote the Address, and afterwards
we will lay before you the scheme for the
organisation
•
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of the local governments.”
But let us note the contradiction in this on
the part of the Government, and how illogical
its conduct is. Let us for a moment suppose
that this measure gives rise to difficulties in
the Cabinet, during the discussion on the
details of the scheme, of sufficient importance
to entail the resignation of the Administration.
What happens? The Address having been
voted by our Legislature, is sent to England,
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and whilst the Imperial Government is
engaged in ratifying it and incorporating it in
a bill, which is to become our Constitution, the
present Ministry succumbs under the details
of the scheme respecting the local
governments.
A new ministry succeeds them, an appeal to
the people probably takes place in the interval,
find when the new Constitution comes to us
from Great Britain, we have a Government
and a Legislature ready to reject it before its
promulgation. In view of such a prospect as
this, ought we to be in a hurry to accede to the
request of the Government and refuse the
legitimate delay asked for by the motion now
before this Honorable House?
I have, then, considered that I ought not to
pass over in silence the declaration of the hon.
member for Toronto, for I am of opinion that it
is of a nature to convince us that precipitation
in so highly solemn a matter is most
dangerous. The Constitution of a country
should not be changed from base to summit
until those who are appointed to watch over
the public interests, and the very Constitution
in question, have had time to see and to
ascertain, in a positive manner, that such a
change is necessary and called for by the
people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—Honorable gentlemen, in again rising
to address the House, I beg to assure you that
I do not propose to repeat the observations I
have already made on a previous occasion; but
being pressed for time, I was obliged to omit
to refer to certain aspects of the scheme on
which I proposed to offer a few remarks when
the present motion should be before the
House. I was aware that this motion would
come up for discussion, as it appeared upon
our Minutes of Proceedings.
With these few preliminary observations I
shall proceed, honorable gentlemen, to offer a
few remarks on some few points in the scheme
which I was compelled to pass over in silence
on the occasion of my first address on the plan
of Confederation now submitted for our
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consideration. I must refer here, honorable
gentlemen, to wonderful incident of this
afternoon’s sitting. A declaration, novel in
every respect to each one of us, fell from the
lips of the Honorable the Minister of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell], who has only
had this one sole reason to offer us in
explanation of, and excuse for, the precipitate
haste with which his Government is
endeavoring to obtain the adoption of the new
Constitution:—”We are anxious to obtain the
vote of this House, to transmit it to New
Brunswick and to the other Maritime
Provinces which are to enter into the
Confederation.”
This, then, is the real reason of this
incomprehensible and indecent haste, for I
cannot believe that the reason given by the hon
member who sits immediately opposite to me
(Sir N.F. Belleau), in explanation of this haste,
can be a serious one. It is difficult, indeed, not
to considers somewhat absurd the reason
alleged by the Hon. Sir N.F. Belleau:—”The
Ministry are anxious that this scheme should
be adopted forthwith, because Lord
Palmerston is already an old man, and might
die at any moment.”63
I would rather accept the reason given by the
Hon. Minister of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] than that of my honorable friend,
because I cannot believe he was authorized to
give it. Thus this House and the country now
know the secret of this precipitate haste on the
part of the Government, and I have no doubt
they will bear it, in mind. But I will venture to
enquire of the Honorable the Minister of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], who has
given us this very absurd reason, whether he
hopes to deceive the people of the Lower
Provinces by the vote which he desires to
precipitate.
I will ask him whether it is to be desired that
this House should forthwith give a vote on this
question, a vote which will undoubtedly have
the effect of leading them into error as regards
the feelings and opinions of the people of this
63

country in relation to the project of
Confederation. Well, honorable gentlemen, I
do not for our moment hesitate to declare to
this House, that the fact alone of the anxiety of
the Government to obtain forthwith a vote of
this House on this important measure, is that
which ought most of all to put us on our
guard, and ought to cause us to determine not
to give it lightly, and in a manner unworthy of
prudent and wise legislators. Indeed,
honorable gentlemen, our vote will have a
significance which it will be vain to seek to
diminish.
•
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We constitute the highest branch of the
Parliament of this country, and when the
Lower Provinces hear that we have voted for
this measure in the shape in which it has been
laid before us, they will naturally and with
reason believe that our vote has been given
with a thorough knowledge of the matter, and
that we fully indicate the popular feeling on
this important question. They will never for a
moment imagine that we have set at naught
and ignored the opinions of those whom we
represent in this House; they will never
believe that the country has been so little
consulted in the matter as it in fact has been.
I assert, therefore, honorable gentlemen, that
the vote which it is sought to make us give today is calculated to deceive the people of the
Lower Provinces, both as to the views of this
Honorable House and as to the opinions of the
vast majority of the people of this province,
and that we cannot give it with satisfaction
either to ourselves or to those whom we
represent.
I have already taken occasion to state before
to-day, that the scheme of Confederation had
not been submitted to us complete. I am
prepared to prove this statement; I maintain
that only one part of the scheme has been laid
before us, and under these circumstances, I
would ask this Honorable House, if it is
prudent to accept and sanction that with

Narcisse Belleau, Legislative Council (Feb. 14, 1865), p. 186. Quote is a summary.
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which we are but imperfectly acquainted?
When I accepted from my constituents their
nomination to the Legislative Council, I did so
with the firm determination never to accept
blindly the various measures which might be
submitted for my approval in this House.
This resolution I have adhered to hitherto,
and I hope that I shall never forget it in the
course of my public career. A few minutes ago
I remarked, honorable gentlemen, that the
plan of Confederation had not been submitted
to us complete; I now propose to prove this
assertion. By art. 6 of the 43rd resolution 64, we
perceive that the local legislatures will have
the power of making laws in relation to
education, saving, however, the rights and
privileges enjoyed by the Catholic and
Protestant minorities in relation to their
separate schools at the time of the union; so
that by this resolution we are to affirm that the
minorities shall be bound by the school laws
which will be in force at the moment when
Confederation will take effect. On the other
hand, we are told that a measure will be
brought down for the better protection of the
rights of the Protestant minority in Lower
Canada, whilst at the same time we are not
informed whether the same advantages will
be accorded to the Catholic minority in Upper
Canada.
Thus these school laws form a portion of the
scheme upon which we are called to vote, and
if unfortunately, after we have adopted these
resolutions we are unable to obtain justice for
the Upper Canadian minority, shall we not be
guilty of having voted for the scheme without
having known all about it? We ought then to
be on our guard. If, as it is pretended, the
measure will not endanger the rights of the
Catholic minority in Upper Canada, why are
we refused the details and the information
which we ask to have afforded to us before
pronouncing on the merits of the plan?
I maintain that any one who desires that

64
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justice should be extended to the minorities in
question, would not know how to vote as we
are called upon to do. In the absence of the
information which we are entitled to demand
from the Government as to the nature opt the
guarantees to be offered by the new
Constitution to the minorities of the two
provinces of Canada, I do not for one instant
hesitate to declare that this Honorable House
is justified, and indeed fulfils a sacred duty in
demanding the delay sought for by the motion
of the hon. member for Niagara [James
Currie]. If it should so happen that the people
are called upon to pronounce on the merits of
the measure, it becomes of the utmost
necessity that we, their representatives, should
be able to explain and point out to them the
details of the scheme. We have then every
reason to insist that this information should be
supplied to us.
The Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché] will now
permit me to put to him a question. May it not
happen, after the adoption of these
resolutions, that the Protestant majority of
Upper Canada may ally itself with the
Protestant minority of Lower Canada in the
present Parliament, and deprive the Catholic
majority of Upper Canada of the rights which
they are entitled to enjoy in relation to the
education of their children? Should such an
event occur, I would ask the hon. Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché] what means the
aggrieved minority might be able to adopt in
order to obtain justice?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I will inform you
when the proper time comes.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]: The Hon. the Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché] ought to give us the details of the
measure on this subject. I do not mean to assert
that I am opposed to every possible
•
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form of Confederation; but what I can never
consent to is to vote for a Confederation of
which I know neither the exact nature nor the
details. The article which I have already
quoted is one of those to which I desired more
particularly to draw attention. I will now
quote the 67th resolution. I find by this
resolution “that the General Government will
fulfil all engagements entered into, previous to
the union, with the Imperial Government, for
the defence of the country.” 65
Now strange to say, the authors of this
document do not even take the trouble to state
by whom such engagements must be made.
No, they simply assert the obligation in the
terms of the resolution I have just quoted.
Suppose our Government had entered into an
engagement to the extent of fifty millions of
dollars, shall we—can we—affirm that the
engagement was a necessary one, by voting
for the measure without knowing the nature of
the engagement?
Coming now to the 68th resolution, I find:
“The General Government will cause to be
completed, without delay, the Intercolonial
Railway, from Rivière du Loup, through New
Brunswick, to Truro, in Nova Scotia.”66 Now,
hon. gentlemen, I maintain that this is another
portion of the plan with which we are not
acquainted. We do not know what is to be the
cost of this railway thus described in the
resolution I have just read. Here, again, the
present Government keeps us in the most
complete ignorance. An honorable member of
this House has declared, that though the
Intercolonial Railway were to cost fifty
millions of dollars, we should not hesitate to
support a measure for carrying it out; for, even
at that price—that exorbitant price—it would
be for the interests of the country.
Well, I ask you, would this House be acting
65

66

in accordance with that spirit of wisdom and
prudence which ought to characterize it, by
voting blindly for such an enormous
expenditure as that? I do not believe it, and for
my part, I do not hesitate an instant to say that
I would refuse, I am well aware, it is true, that
the construction of this gigantic railway
cannot cost so large a sure; but it is generally
admitted, both in this House and out of it, that
the work cannot be done for less than twenty
millions.
Moreover, does it not often happen that
public works estimated to cost, say one million
of dollars, are found to have cost, when
finished, double and more than double that
amount? This may happen with the
Intercolonial Railway, which, it is perfectly
clear, will cost more than is supposed; and I
repeat it, this House ought to hesitate before
sanctioning such an enormous expenditure
out of a public treasury already heavily
charged, and which will scarcely be in a more
flourishing position when the various British
provinces of this continent are united under
the Confederation.
I am justified, then, in demanding that the
details of the plan should be made known to
us before we are called upon to sanction it. I
have already stated that I do not pretend to be
opposed to Federation of the provinces in
every possible shape—that I might support a
Confederation not of too onerous a character
for this country—but it is obviously quite
impossible for me to support a project of this
kind, with which I am unacquainted, in its
details and as a whole.
It appears to me that the Ministry cannot
complain if, under these circumstances, we
vote against a project which we desired to
know fully in order to form our opinions
concerning it, and to ascertain that of the

Quebec Resolution 67. Olivier is quoting the French version, which reads, “Le gouvernement général devra remplir tous les
engagements qui pourront avoir été pris. avant l’Union. avec le gouvernement impérial, pour la défense des provinces.” For the French
resolutions, see Débats parlementaires sur la question de la confédération des provinces de l’Amérique du Nord (Quebec: 1865), pp.
1-5. The English version reads, “All engagements that may before the Union be entered into with the Imperial Government
for the defence of the Country, shall be assumed by the General Government. Supra footnote 59.
Resolution 68, which reads in full, “The General Government shall secure, without delay, the completion of the Intercolonial
Railway from Rivière du Loup, through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova Scotia.” Supra footnote 59.
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people we represent. I do not think it can be
pretended that this House is not entitled to
make so just and reasonable a request.
As I have shown, hon. gentlemen, if we
accept the resolutions presented to us, we
endanger the rights of the minorities in both
sections of the province; we expose ourselves
to the payment of enormous sums for the
construction of a railway which may prove to
be utterly useless for the defence of the
country. It seems to me that, before
undertaking such onerous charges, we ought
to reflect deeply and to weigh well all possible
chances of such serious eventualities. I am
quite aware that certain hon. members of this
House will never yield to the reasons I have
advanced, nor shall I undertake to bring them
round to my views, for I feel that all my efforts
must be useless. The fact that we refuse to
accept the measure proposed to us before we
are acquainted with it, certainly does not
imply, as it is stated and supposed, that we are
opposed to every idea of Confederation.
Another provision of the project which we
cannot approve is that by which the
constitution of the Legislative Council is based
on the nominative principle, instead of the
elective principle which now prevails, as
regards that branch of the Legislature, under
our own Government. I have already had
occasion to express my opinion as to the
constitutional
•
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changes undergone by our own Legislative
Council67, so that I need not recur to that
subject. The Hon. Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell] has asserted that
we are justified in voting on the proposed
reversal of the Constitution without an appeal
to the people. I beg to differ from that opinion.
I know the nature of a trust, whether civil or
political; they both entail very much the same
duties. Well, what is the charge entrusted to us
by our constituents?
That of working out the present Constitution
67
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to the best of our understanding and of our
judgment. Such is the power entrusted to us;
but never have our electors authorized us, as
it is now proposed to do, to destroy the
Constitution itself and to enter into apolitical
alliance with the other British provinces of this
continent. An instance of a similar
constitutional subversion, without the
authorization of the people, is not to be found
in the pages of history. It has been stated in
this House that a portion of the people knew
the project of Confederation, and that there
was nothing to prevent its adoption being
pressed.
Here again, I beg to differ with the hon.
members who express that opinion. I think
that even though the project were, as stated,
known by a portion of the people, that would
not be a reason for precipitating its adoption,
for the plan interests the whole country
generally, and it is not sufficient that it should
be acceptable to a certain portion of the
inhabitants, but to the great mass of the
people.
Moreover, if the public meetings already
held in Lower Canada serve to indicate the
popular opinion relative to this question, in
this section of the country at all events, it may
fearlessly be said that the project has been
condemned in fifteen counties. Will any one
venture to pretend that Lower Canada is to be
of no account in the Confederation, and that
Upper Canada alone has a right to make its
voice heard; that only its approval or
disapproval of the scheme can entail the
adoption or rejection of that scheme? Most
assuredly, I do not believe that any one would
ever venture to enunciate such a pretension.
I know of but one single county in Lower
Canada which authorized its representative to
vote on the scheme in question as he should
think fit. I therefore consider that I am justified
in saying, that the reason which induces the
Government to cause this measure to be
adopted without submitting all its details, is
that it fears to have those details known by the

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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people, who no doubt would have no course
left save to reject them. After having displayed
Confederation clothed in the most brilliant
colors, the Administration fears to allow the
people to examine it in its true light, and as it
is intended to thrust it upon them.
I have already stated that throughout the
whole of Lower Canada, but one county has
been found which granted to its representative
the privilege of voting on this question
according to his own judgment. In all the
remaining counties in which the people have
been called together to pronounce upon it, the
scheme of Confederation has been formally
condemned.
Jean-Baptiste Guévremont [Saurel, elected
1858]—Several
counties
pronounced
themselves in favor of the scheme; among
others, the county of Vaudreuil.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I am not aware that the county of
Vaudreuil voted in favor of Confederation.
The honorable member for Richelieu [Joseph
Perrault] had also mentioned the county of
Richelieu as one of those which had not
rejected the scheme of Confederation.
Jean-Baptiste Guévremont [Saurel, elected
1858]—The meeting in question did not
condemn Confederation. It merely declared
itself in favor of certain resolutions which
were submitted to it, which demanded that the
people should be consulted as to the proposed
constitutional changes.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—It is perfectly true that the county of
Richelieu never condemned the details of the
measure, and for a very simple reason: the
Government had never allowed thing to be
known, and still persists at this present time in
keeping the country in ignorance of them. But
the honorable gentleman admits that the
county of Richelieu directed its representative
to demand an appeal to the people. To say that
Lower Canada is favorable to the scheme of
Confederation, is to make an assertion to
which the public meetings which have been
held within the last month or two give the lie
in the most formal manner.

I know what to think of the expression of
public opinion in the district of Montreal; as to
the district of Quebec, perhaps the honorable
gentlemen who represent the several divisions
comprised in it will be good enough to tell me
whether or not there have been any meetings
in favor of Confederation? Until I am shown
that, the project has been approved there, I
shall venture to believe that in the district of
Quebec, us in the district of Montreal, public
opinion has not approved
•
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of the proposed Confederation.
I do not wish to assert that the country at
large is averse to any idea of Confederation,
but I maintain that it cannot be in favor of a
scheme with the details of which it is
unacquainted, and of the entirety of which it is
ignorant. The most effectual means of
providing for the defence of a country is to
make the people attached to the Constitution
of the country; to attempt to force a
constitution upon them is, in plain language,
to impel them towards anarchy. Ah! We are
already surrounded by dangers enough to
abstain from aggravating our position. Let us
conduct ourselves so that the people may be
attached to their constitution, and then we
may rest assured that they will be ready to
defend it when it is threatened.
Undoubtedly, it is not by eating as we are
now doing that we shall attain that result. The
reason
assigned
by
the
Honorable
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] for urging on this measure does not
appear to me to be sufficient. We are not here
to please the Maritime Provinces or to legislate
in their interests, but we are here to preserve
the rights of our fellow-citizens. We did not
come here with a predetermined resolution to
throw impediments in the way of any plan of
union. We are all interested in the prosperity
and greatness of our country.
The last time I had the honor to address this
Honorable House, I stated that with respect to
the questions which possessed the highest
interest for Lower Canada, the proposed
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Confederation would be a legislative union,
that is to say, that we should be at the mercy
of Upper Canada and the Maritime Provinces.
I expressed that opinion in good faith, and if I
was incorrect in my conjectures, I hope that the
members of the Government will be good
enough to enlighten me on the subject, and
point out my error.
Such was not done at the time, for I cannot
accept as a satisfactory reply the few
explanations given on the subject by the
honorable member who sits opposite to me. I
say that the Federal Government will have
power to declare that religious corporations,
for instance, shall not be allowed to hold real
estate of more than a certain value—more than
is required for the immediate necessities of
their establishments. It will also have power to
enact that there shall be no connection
between Church and State. I say that the
powers of the Federal Government will be so
great that Lower Canada will be a cypher in
the affairs which most concern her.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Yes! yes! Of course.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I am glad that the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché]
confesses so much.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The hon. member
must surely understand my meaning in saying
“yes.” He must be aware that I mean it in
irony.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—If the honorable and gallant Knight
[Étienne Pascal Taché] says it in irony, I for my
part can only tell him that I regret to see, when
I ask questions in sober earnest concerning the
affairs of the country, when I ask for
information on so important a matter, I can get
no answer but an ironical one. I ask for
information, because I confess, for my part,
that I may be mistaken in my opinions on this
matter. My opinions are not infallible any
more than those of the members of the Quebec
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Conference—any more than those of the
Lower Canadian members of the Ministry;
and it is for that very reason that I seek
information which may serve to enlighten me
and enable me to form a correct judgment on
the question. Have those who devised this
scheme the presumption to think that they are
not liable to mistake? When I ask for the details
of the scheme in the name of my constituents,
I am answered ironically. But I know what
such answers are worth.
I know that some persons have recourse to
irony when they have no serious answer to
make, when they have no solid reasons to
give. I know what discussion is; and, if I have
not often mixed in the debates of this
Honorable House, I have argued at the bar,
and I am perfectly aware that those who have
no valid reasons to oppose to the pleas of their
adversaries, endeavor to shift their ground
and blink the issue, by calling attention to
some minor point and calling in the aid of
irony. If I am denied the explanations which I
claim in this place, how can I answer the
questions which my constituents have a right
to ask me? But I must now address myself to
the consideration of the appointment of
members by mandamus which is to be
introduced into the new Constitution of the
Federal Legislative Council.
When I heard the honorable and gallant
Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] tell the history
of the last moments of the Legislative Council
sitting under that authority, I took it as the
strongest sentence of condemnation of the
present scheme. He told us, in effect, that those
members who had been appointed for life
were honorable men, who by their position
•
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and their integrity were rightly entitled to
carry their heads erect; whereas, when they
passed along the streets, it was with heads
drooping. Why is this?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I did not say that
they hung their heads as they walked the
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streets. I said they were honorable men who
had a right to carry their heads high wherever
they went, but that they were averse to coming
here to sit in the Council on account of the
prejudices of public opinion which had been
misguided.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—The unanimous opinion of a country is
not so misguided, and the opinion of the
country was unanimous in condemning the
system of nomination to the Council by the
Crown. In order to produce as great unanimity
of public opinion as prevailed in regard to that
system, the cause which leads to it must be
slow and deep-seated—the grounds of
dissatisfaction must be real. Both Lower and
Upper Canada must have suffered long under
that system, to condemn it as they both did;
and I regret deeply to hear from the honorable
and gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] that
he is willing to return to it.
It may be that as men advance in years they
may change their views and opinions; but it
seems to me that they ought not to change
them in so short a space of time as the
honorable and gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal
Taché] has changed his in regard to the
Constitution of the Legislative Council. It is
not so very long since the document which has
been read this evening was signed. I say, then,
that the history told us by the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] is the
condemnation of the system now sought to be
introduced. After what the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] has said
about the councillors appointed by the Crown,
with what grace can the new councillors come
here to take their seats? Will not the prejudice
against them be stronger than ever? Inasmuch
as it will be said that those who have voted for
the scheme now before us have done it to keep
their seats as long as they live. What respect
can the people feel for such a House?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
68

and Receiver General]—We know that you
will not barter the rights of the people for a
mess of pottage.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—Nor for a dish of gold either. I ask
whether the Government of the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] have
ever found me among those who ask their
favors?
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I did not accuse you
of it.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—No, but you insinuate as much.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—It is you who say that
the seats for life are a bait for councillors.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I see the meaning of the honorable and
gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché], and
when I am told ironically that I would not
barter the rights of the people for a mess of
pottage, I have a right to say that I would not
sell them even for a dish of gold; for so far,
thank God! No government have ever
reckoned me among those who ask their
favors. I live by my labor, and want nothing
from the Government.
I took notice of an expression made use of by
the honorable and gallant Knight [Étienne
Pascal Taché] in speaking of the last moments
of the Legislative Council appointed by the
Crown. He told us that to restore the credit of
the Legislative Council it had been found
necessary to make it elective68; but this was not
the sole inducement for the change; there was
another motive quite as reasonable for making
the Council elective, and this motive was that
in causing the Councillors to be elected, they
would be taken from among all parties in the
country, and would, therefore, represent the
public opinion of the different parties in it.
There was a time, under the old order of

Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 16, 1865), pp. 239-40. For the act see An Act to change the Constitution of the
Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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things, when the opinions of two or three men
residing in the cities of Quebec and Montreal
formed the public opinion of all Lower
Canada. This had a bad effect, for the public
opinions of the different parties in the country
ought to be represented in this House as well
as in the other. It was for the purpose of
attaining this end that the country was broken
up into divisions, that it was required that the
councillors elected should be residents in the
divisions, or should be the owners of real
estate within their limits of the value of £2,000;
but under the system of Crown nominations to
seats in this House, the choice might fall, as it
formerly did, on persons residing in the large
cities; it would not be difficult for them to
acquire £1,000 worth of real estate in the
divisions, and the country would not be
equally represented in this House.
Another reason why the elective system is
preferable to that of nominations by the
Crown, is that on every fresh election the
newly elected member represents the opinions
of the people then prevailing, whereas
councillors appointed for life may sometimes
represent public opinion as it existed twenty
•
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years before. The progress of the country
requires that from time to time men should
enter this House as representatives of the
opinions of the day.
David Armstrong [Canada East, appointed
1855] moved
That the House do now adjourn.

that the motion is inconsistent with the
position taken by the honorable member who
seconded the motion, because he declared
himself as favorable to Confederation. For my
part, I can see no inconsistency in the
proceeding of the honorable member, who
merely asks that time be allowed that the
people may give their opinions on the
question. He does not care in what manner it
is allowed. If the Government do allow time
for the purpose, it will rest with them to say
whether the question shall be submitted to the
people by means of a general election, or some
other way.
The amendment of the honorable member
for Niagara [James Currie] does not suggest
any particular way of submitting the question
to the country. He only asks that it be so
submitted, leaving to the Government to
choose the most convenient method of doing
it. And this is exactly the position which I have
myself taken. I have told honorable members
who seemed to believe me altogether opposed
to Confederation, that it is not the case, that I
only want time to ascertain whether the
people are in favor of the scheme or not. Only
if the project is submitted to the people, it is
desirable that it be presented to them in all its
details, and not in the skeleton shape in which
it is now laid before us. I have no intention to
weary the attention of the House, but I thought
it right to express my views and say why I
intend to vote in favor of the motion of the
honorable member for Niagara [James Currie].
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The amendment moved by the James Currie
[Niagara, elected 1862]—

Contents, 21; Non-Contents, 29.
Louis Olivier [De Lanaudière, elected
1863]—I shall now endeavor to answer an
objection made by the Hon. the Commissioner
of Crown Lands (Hon. Mr. Campbell) to the
motion of the honorable member for Niagara
(Hon. Mr. Currie). He would make it appear

69
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That upon a matter of such great importance as the
purposed Confederation of this and certain other British
colonies, this House is unwilling to assume the
responsibility of assenting to a measure involving so
many important considerations, without further
manifestation of the public will than has yet been
declared.69

Currie presented the amendment to the Legislative Council at the beginning of the debate, p. 269. Reinserted for clarity.
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Skead
Taché
and Wilson—31.

—was then put to the vote, and lost on the
following division:—
Contents
The Honorable Messieurs

On motion of the James Aikins [Home, elected
1862], the debate was then adjourned.

Aikins
Archambeault
Armstrong
Chaffers
Currie
Dickson
Duchesnay (La Salle)
Duchesnay (Lauzon)
Flint
Leonard
Malhiot
Olivier
Perry
Proulx
Read
Reesor
Seymour
Simpson
and Vidal—19.
Non-Contents
The Honorable Messieurs
Alexander
Armand
Belleau
Bennett
Blake
Boulton
Bull
Burnham
Campbell
Christie
Crawford
De Beaujeu
Dumouchel
Foster
Gingras
Guévremont
Hamilton (Inkerman)
Hamilton (Canada West)
Lacoste
McCrea
McDonald
McMaster
Macpherson
Matheson
Mills
Panet
Ross
Shaw

(pp. 269-316 in the primary document)

February 20 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

347

Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th of October, 1864.1

Aikins [Home, elected 1862] said—
James
Hon. gentlemen, when I last had the honor

Debates of
The
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Pursuant to the Order of the Day, the House
resumed the adjourned Debate on the motion of
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General], to Resolve—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
1

of addressing the House, it will be
remembered by those hon. gentlemen who
were present that I spoke very strongly in
relation to the changes contemplated by these
resolutions in reference to this Chamber. Since
then, although I have listened very attentively
to the speeches of honorable gentlemen, I have
heard no good reason to convince me that the
elective principle as regards this honorable
House should be abolished. It has been
asserted by those who are strong advocates of
Confederation, that if any amendment is
passed affecting the general principles of the
resolutions, it will be considered a defeat; that
the scheme will have to be considered again,
and that negotiations with the Maritime
Provinces will have to be resumed in order to
meet the altered view of the case Had the
amendment of the hon. member for
Wellington (Hon. Mr. Sanborn) been carried,
this might have been the case; but as the
motion which I am about to move applies only
to the Canadas, that would not be so.
It will be remembered that that amendment
affirmed not only the elective principle for all
the provinces, but that the life members who
are now sitting in this House should continue
to hold their seats. It went further and
declared that a number to correspond with the
life members should be admitted to the
Chamber from the Maritime Provinces. In
referring to the vote which was taken on this
amendment, I find that in the 41 votes cast
against it, 11 of the life members of the House
voted against, while only three voted for it;
thus they, by a large majority vote, negative
the principles therein affirmed.
I refer to this particularly, for this reason,
that the ground may be taken by the life

Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 128. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version
begins with Aikins’ speech.
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members in this Chamber that my amendment
is specially directed against, and if carried,
would be applicable to these hon. gentlemen.
•

(p. 317)

The vote they have already given on the
resolution referred to is my vindication, and
they, in affirming the general principles of the
Confederation resolutions, will vote for that
which may deprive them of their seats.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Hear,
hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—The
hon. Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] cries “Hear, hear!” But,
after the life members of the House have
affirmed by their votes that they do not desire
that the elective principle should obtain, I do
not think they can find fault with me, an
elective member, for affirming that it should
prevail. And it does appear to me, hon.
gentlemen, that this House, if constituted as
foreshadowed by these resolutions, would be
one of the most independent and irresponsible
bodies that could possibly be created, the
Crown possessing no power whatever over it.
There is no power of dissolution; the Crown
has no power to add to the number; and
whatever difficulties might possibly occur
under the elective system, when the
opportunity is afforded to the people of
correcting those difficulties, it will be found
that these difficulties will be largely increased
under the proposed system.
It has been stated by some hon. members
that a deadlock might occur. That was the
impression which prevailed when the elective
principle was introduced; but few have
thought proper to use such an argument
during the present debate, because it has not
been proved by the result. But if it were
possible for a dead-lock to occur under the
elective system, it is far more probable under
the system proposed in the resolutions. If this
Chamber had manifested a feeling since the
elective principle was introduced—if we had
attempted in any one respect to usurp the

exclusive privileges of the Legislative
Assembly—it might then with truth be
affirmed that the introduction of the elective
principle in this Chamber was a dangerous
one. But such has not been the case. I think that
the elective principle has worked well, and
that so far as the danger of a conflict is
concerned, it is as far removed under the
present system as under the nominative
system. Holding these views, I have thought it
proper to place my amendment before the
House, and I trust that the question will be
discussed fairly on its merits.
I beg now to move, seconded by Hon. Mr.
Bureau,—
To resolve, in amendment to the resolutions of the Hon.
Sir E.P. Taché,—
That the Legislative Councillors representing Upper and
Lower Canada in the Legislative Council of the General
Legislature, shall he elected as at present, to represent the
forty-eight electoral divisions mentioned in schedule A of
chapter first of the Consolidated Statutes of Canada, and
each such Councillor shall reside or possess the
qualification in the division he is elected to represent.

Many hon. gentlemen who are strongly in
favor of this scheme, that there is much more
symmetry in the scheme presented by the
resolutions, and which this motion, if carried,
would mar, may take the ground. But really
there is very little harmony in them. Under
them the appointed councillors will, in Lower
Canada, be required to reside in certain
divisions or to hold their property there. In
Upper Canada the same property qualification
applies, but as to residence there is no
restriction; whilst in one of the Maritime
Provinces (Prince Edward) qualification is
based on personal property only. Hence there
is in reality very little symmetry about the
scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Narcisse F. Belleau [Canada East,
appointed 1852] raised the point of order that
the amendment had in substance been already
disposed of by the vote on the amendment of
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Hon. Mr. Sanborn2.
The Hon. The Speaker—The question of
order raised by the hon. gentleman is whether
the amendment now proposed is not
substantially the same as the one voted on by
the House and brought forward by the Hon.
Mr. Sanborn, and if it is, whether it is in order?
Before giving my decision, I wish that the
mover of the amendment should himself
explain the difference between his motion and
that already decided by the House, if he thinks
proper to do so.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I
contend that it is not the same, in effect, as the
motion brought forward by the hon. member
for Wellington [John Sanborn]. It is true that
the elective principle is affirmed in both; but
then the motion of the Hon. Mr. Sanborn went
further and applied the elective principle to
the Maritime Provinces, and was favorable to
the retention of the life members, and it also
extended the life principle to the Maritime
Provinces, and contemplated the addition of
ten life members to this Chamber from those
provinces. My motion simply affirms the
elective principle so far as Canada is
concerned, and between the two I think there
is a material difference.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—There is no doubt that the motion of
the honorable member for
•

this contains, and a great deal more. So that if
in the motion that was disposed of the other
day, there was embraced what this motion
contains, the present motion is out of order,
containing as it does a principle which has
already been pronounced upon by this House.
The Hon. The Speaker—There may be some
difficulty in deciding on a matter of this kind,
because the two motions, although not exactly
identical, are very nearly so in one particular.
The argument that the motion of Hon. Mr.
Sanborn contained more than is embraced in
this motion does not apply.
The question is, does this affirm what was
contained in the motion already voted upon?
That in deciding on this particular matter, we
have decided on other things connected with
it, does not affect the position. Rules on
questions of this kind have been made to
prevent Parliament deciding one day contrary
to another, and to avoid also surprises, by
questions being introduced a second time in
the absence of members who may have
previously voted on them. Were this motion to
carry, it would affirm a principle which was
negative when the motion opt the Hon. Mr.
Sanborn was before the House. It is not
necessary that the two motions should be
exactly the same; it is sufficient if they are
substantially alike. I will quote a few words on
this point from May:—

(p. 318)

Wellington [John Sanborn] embraced all that
2
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It is a rule in both Houses not to permit any question or
bill to be offered which is substantially the same as one on

John Sanborn’s amendment was defeated 42-14 on Feb. 15, 1865, p. 245. It read as follows, “That the following words be added
to the resolution now under consideration, as an amendment, by submitting for the eighth resolution the following:—
Upper Canada to be represented in the Legislative Council by twenty-four elective members, and Lower Canada by twenty-four elective
members, and the Maritime Provinces by twenty-four members, corresponding with the twenty-four elective members in each section
of Canada, of which Nova Scotia shall have ten, New Brunswick ten, and Prince Edward Island shall have four, and the present
members of the Legislative Council of Canada, as well life members as elective members, shall be members of the first Legislative Council
of the Federal Parliament—the appointed members to remain for life, and the elective members for eight years from the date of their
election, unless removed by death or other cause; their successors to be elected by the same divisions and electors as have elected them;
and it shall be permitted to the Maritime Provinces to appoint ten additional members for life, four for New Brunswick, four for Nova
Scotia, and two for Prince Edward Island, to correspond with the present life members from Canada, and that after the first appointment
of members in the Maritime Provinces, no new appointment shall be made, except to supply the vacancies by death or otherwise in the
twenty-four members appointed to correspond with the elective members from the two sections of Canada.
And that in the eleventh section, after the word “Council,” in the first line, the following words be added: “in the Maritime Provinces.”
And that section fourteen be struck out.”
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which their judgment has already been pronounced
during the same session. This is necessary to avoid
different decisions being given, and to prevent surprises
by a question being resolved first in the affirmative and
next in the negative. 3

Should we pass this motion now before the
House, we should be doing what May says the
rule of Parliament has been framed to avoid,
for it would be affirming a principle on one
day, and in another day the contrary. I am
bound to say that in my opinion the resolution
is substantially contained in the resolution
already decided upon, and that therefore it is
out of order4.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
James Aikins [Home, elected 1862]—I must
confess that I would like to have had the
opinion of the House on the motion; but I am
quite willing to abide by the decision of the
Speaker.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The Hon. The Speaker—That the decision I
have given may be well understood—to
remove all apprehension on the score of a
motion once negative not being supposed to
be finally disposed of, I may say that we find
this in the rules of the Imperial Parliament: “A
question once carried or negatived cannot be
brought forward again.” 5
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863] said—
Honorable gentlemen, I deeply regret that the
amendment of my honorable friend could not
have been placed before the House, in order to
a more direct vote being elicited on the
principle therein contained, that of the
application of the elective principle to this
House. It is true that the honorable member for
Wellington [John Sanborn] embodied the
same principle in the resolution which he
brought before the House, and which was
negatived. I confess I hardly expected, when I
3
4

5

saw this amendment on the notice paper, that
it would be allowed to be proceeded with.
Still I was in hopes that the House would
have borne with the honorable gentleman, and
would have allowed his motion to be placed
on the Journals of the House. Having been sent
here by a constituency which embraces about
75,000 souls, upon the elective principle, I feel
that I should but ill discharge my duty to that
constituency, without having received from
them their direct and positive instructions to
the contrary, were I to stand up on the floor of
this House and advocate the taking away from
them of the privilege of the elective franchise
which has been conceded to them by
Parliament.
If this principle had not been granted, the
position would be altogether changed; but
having once granted to a people the right of
saying whom they will have to represent them
in this Chamber, they ought also to be asked,
before we are called upon to vote, whether
they desire to give back the privilege into the
hands of the Government. I would not for a
moment think of placing them in so false a
position. I cannot, therefore, look with favor
upon that portion of the resolutions which
goes to take away from the people the right to
nominate and select members to this
Honorable House.
So much has been said on this subject that it
would be hardly worth while for me to
consume the time of the House in going over
the ground which so many others have gone
over already. I have not heard, however, in all
the speeches which have been made in
advocacy of this measure, anything to cause
me to swerve for a moment from the views I
have always entertained after reading this
portion of the resolutions. I may say that when
I was

Thomas Erskine May, A Treatise Upon the Law, Privileges, Proceedings and Usage of Parliament (1844), p. 186.
The motion ruled out of order by the Speaker was from James Aikins on the previous page (p. 317), and was as follows:
“To resolve, in amendment to the resolutions of the Hon. Sir E.P. Taché,—That the Legislative Councillors representing Upper and
Lower Canada in the Legislative Council of the General Legislature, shall he elected as at present, to represent the forty-eight electoral
divisions mentioned in schedule A of chapter first of the Consolidated Statutes of Canada, and each such Councillor shall reside or
possess the qualification in the division he is elected to represent.”
Rules of the British Parliament. Unconfirmed reference.

(pp. 316-346 in the primary document)

February 20 1865, Legislative COUNCIL
•

(p. 319)

elected, it is true that Federation was before
the country, but it was before the country in a
very different shape from what it is at the
present time. After the Government of the day
was defeated last session, and after
arrangements had been entered into, it was
understood by these arrangements that we
were to have Federation of the two Canadas.
That was all that was placed before us. In
issuing my short address, I stated I was in
favor of Federation. I am so still—
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—but while
in favor of Confederation of all the provinces,
I desire it should be carried out in such a way
that it will conduce to the best interests of all
concerned. I wish that no advantage may be
taken by any one of the provinces over the
others. When I came before my constituents
for election, as hon. gentlemen may be aware,
I had no opposition—I was elected by
acclamation.
All I could say to the people on the measure
was simply this, that I approved of the scheme
marked out by the Government when the new
administration was formed, but I knew
nothing as to what had subsequently taken
place. I told them that I was in favor of
change—that I was in favor of a Federation of
the two provinces of Upper and Lower
Canada, in order that we might live together
in peace, as I was satisfied, from what we had
witnessed as transpiring for many years, that
it was impossible to live longer together—that
it was better to separate, and in separating we
would probably be better friends. I also stated
that the time must come when the
Confederation of all the provinces would take
place, and that if Confederation was formed
upon a just basis, it would no doubt be the
means of a vast amount of good to our
common country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—The first
knowledge I had of Confederation was, as a
6

351

matter of course, when the delegates met and
passed the resolutions which are now before
us with a slight alteration or two of no
moment. When these resolutions were printed
by the Government I received one from the
Honorable the Provincial Secretary [William
McDougall], marked “Private,” and I also at
the same time received a note from that
honorable gentleman, stating that these
resolutions were not then intended for the eye
of the public.
The consequence was, I felt that I could not
read these resolutions, and meet my
constituents and tell them that I knew nothing
in reference to Confederation. Thus feeling my
hands tied, I placed the resolutions in my desk,
and left them there; and never did I examine
them to ascertain what honorable gentlemen
had done until I took my seat on the floor of
the House. I could not feel free to place myself
in a position before my constituents, and on
being asked from time to time what were the
prospects of Confederation and what were its
details, give a truthful reply with the
restrictions placed upon me, were I to have
read the resolutions; and therefore I did not
read the resolutions, so that I might honestly
say I knew nothing about them.
I feel, honorable gentlemen, that it would be
impossible
for
me,
under
existing
circumstances, to vote away that right which
has been granted by the Constitution of our
country to those who now have the privilege
conferred upon them of exercising the elective
franchise so far as regards this Chamber 6. I feel
that I should do a great wrong and perpetrate
a great injury to the electors who sent me here,
were I to vote for that portion of the scheme
which contemplates the taking away of their
franchise altogether. I have no objection, as a
matter of course, to the life members, if they so
desire it, voting away their rights, or of placing
their seats in the hands of the Government to
be dealt with as they please; and so far as I am
individually concerned, I would have no
objection to sacrifice my seat in the House for

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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the good of the country and of my
constituents.
They have sent me here, not because I was
anxious to be placed in this position, however
honorable it may be, but because I was their
choice. And I must say that it was one of the
proudest and happiest days of my life when I
found, after having battled politically for so
many years on the side of reform, that I could
go into a constituency embracing 75,000 souls,
of all descriptions and shades of politics, and
that I had so far given satisfaction that not a
man was to be found who raised his voice
against my re-election.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—I have
gained, I may say, all that I desire in the way
of earthly honor; but I feel, like many other
honorable gentlemen, that in being placed in
this high and honorable position, it is my duty
to act faithfully towards those who sent me
here; and I feel I should do wrong if, on an
occasion like this, I should give my vote for
placing that portion of Upper Canada which I
am sent to represent in a worse position than
they occupied before. Having made these few
remarks
•

(p. 320)

with reference to the elective principle, I desire
now to speak about one or two other things in
connection with these resolutions. And any
member on the floor of this House in
particular, I find, has not spoken of one thing.
I refer now to the sixth clause, with reference
to education7. Now, hon, gentlemen, it strikes
me it was decidedly wrong on the part of the
delegates to place anything in reference to the
education of the people of Upper and Lower
Canada in this scheme. I will give my reasons
for it, and I think those reasons are good.
I think it should be left fully and entirely to
the people of Upper and Lower Canada to
decide what is best with reference to this
7

matter. We see already that both in Upper and
Lower Canada both parties are actively
engaged endeavoring to press upon the
attention of both Houses of Parliament the
necessity of granting them greater privileges
than they already enjoy. They seem to be
determined to have nothing less for their
Catholic education than a full staff of officers,
together with model and normal schools, and
all the paraphernalia which attach to the
present common school system. That which in
Upper Canada was regarded as a finality in
school matters is now scouted at, and the
advocates of separate schools go so far as to
insist upon having a college; and the object is
no doubt to place themselves in a position to
be wholly independent of the proposed local
government of Upper Canada.
So far as I am individually concerned in
reference to schools, I would far rather that the
school system was worked out in both
provinces on the principle of the common
schools. I see no reason why in any
neighbourhood a portion of the children
should be sent to one description of school,
and a portion of the children sent to another
description of school. I believe it is wrong in
principle, and that the children of our common
country should grow up together and am
educated together, in our public schools there
should be nothing taught which would have
the effect of preventing any person from
sending their children to them. These are my
views in reference to schools. I believe that the
effect of giving exclusive rights and privileges
to certain parties has had a tendency to
weaken the good feeling which should subsist
between all classes of the community, and
which is now seen in the demand from both
sections for different systems of education.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—The next
thing to which I desire to call the attention of
the House is that of the Intercolonial Railway.

Quebec Resolution 43(6), which reads in full “The Local Legislatures shall have power to make laws respecting the following
subjects: … 6. Education; saving the rights and privileges which the Protestant or Catholic minority in both Canadas may possess as
to their Denominational Schools at the time when the Union goes into operation.” Resolutions were presented to Legislative
Council on Feb. 3, 1865, pp. 1-6.
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I am opposed, in toot to that great road. I am
opposed to it for the best of all reasons. In the
first place, I am not satisfied with it, because I
do not know what it is going to cost. There is
nothing in these resolutions to indicate what is
to be the expense; nor have I been able to
discover from what has taken place on the
floor of the House, any data on the subject.
Consequently, I do not feel that it would be
my duty to vote for a measure which is going
to entail upon Upper Canada a large amount
of debt, without first knowing what that debt
is to be. So far from this being regarded as a
commercial undertaking, I cannot for the life
of me see how it is possible that it can be
worked commercially. The hon. member from
Montreal (Hon. Mr. Ferrier), who spoke in his
place the other evening, never touched upon
this subject. All he told us in reference to this
great scheme was simply this: that there were
100 odd cars lying at Montreal laden with
produce, and that they could not go forward
because on the other side of the lines they had
so much to do that they could not send the cars
through. But this was no argument at all in
favor of the Intercolonial Railway. But
supposing the road were built, do hon.
gentlemen believe for a moment that it would
pay running expenses? There is no doubt in
my mind that to keep it open a subsidy would
be required, like that which is paid to the
ocean steamers. The hon. member from
Montreal [James Ferrier] that two cents per ton
per mile was a very small rate for railway
carriage stated it the other day.
But taking it at that figure, what do we find?
From Toronto to the seaboard, over the
Intercolonial Railway, the distance may be
estimated at 939 miles, and to send a barrel of
flour that distance by railway, at a cost of two
cents per mile per ton, the charges on the flour
would be not less than $2.08. But supposing
one-half this tariff were charged—one cent per
ton per mile—and we are told that at such a
rate the road would be run at a loss, the cost
would be $1.04; and by the time the barrel of
flour was laid down in Liverpool, there would
be charges on it for carriage of eight or ten
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cents per each bushel of wheat over what was
formerly paid.
These figures are based on the authority of
hon. gentlemen opposite. “Oh! but,” say they,
“the farmer gets the benefit of his money
during the winter.” I do not see that this is any
argument at all in a commercial point of
•

(p. 321)

view. We have the advantage of getting the
money in the winter, it is true, but how do we
get it? By losing a large amount. For my part, I
do not believe in getting only 3s. 9d. for a
dollar’s worth of produce.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]— And I am
satisfied that when our farmers get to
understand the question, they never will
consent to be taxed for the construction of any
such road. Taking the cost of transportation at
two cents per ton per mile, and the distance
from Halifax to Belleville at 831 miles, we find
it would cost $16.62 to transport ton of goods
between the two places. And at such figure s,
does any honorable gentleman who has the
slightest
knowledge
of
commercial
transactions believe for a moment that
merchandise could be sent over the road at
any such rates?
Supposing you reduce the rate one cent, it
would still cost $8.31, which would pre clued
the possibility of carrying freight over the
road; so that, in a commercial point of view,
the road would be perfectly useless. It is true
that under our present system of banking, our
bankers endeavor to enforce on the purchasers
of produce the necessity of immediate
shipments and immediate sales, and with that
view cause them to draw for their
accommodation at short dates; but it is also
true that by such a practice the rainier is in
every instance the loser. The reason oil this
custom is that the banks want quicker returns.
But I contend that the banks should be
prepared to advance money at such dates as
will enable the producer to so sell his produce
as to get from it a remunerative return for his
labor. But this is not done. It seems that the
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tendency of everything is to force freight
down the railways during the winter season,
and to this end money is advanced at short
dates, the farmer being the chief loser by the
transaction. Then the Intercolonial Railway is
advocated as a military necessity. It is said that
it is essential for the defence of the country, to
enable the transportation of troops and
military stores. I think, hon. gentlemen, we
have only to look across the lines and see what
has taken place during the war in the State of
Virginia and in other states, to convince us at
once that for the purpose of moving troops
and heavy supplies, such as artillery and
ammunition, these roads are of very little use.
You will find that they have been cut in
almost every direction, and the facilities they
were supposed to possets for transportation
have been proved to be well nigh worthless for
any practical purpose,—and that, too, in a
country where they are able in a short time to
rebuild any portions of the roads which may
be destroyed. But how would it be on the
Intercolonial Railway? That road is intended
to run through a country near the boundary of
the State of Maine, over which troops could be
distributed at given points so as, if case of
necessity, to break up the Intercolonial
Railway in every direction and to prevent the
transportation of troops and munitions of war
during the winter.
An Hon. Member—They would be unable
to reach it so as to cut it.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—That is a
very curious idea: “They cannot reach it!” I
look upon the Americans as a class of persons
who can cut their way wherever they wish to
go. Nothing would be easier than for them to
cut the Intercolonial Railway. But if it were
really the case that the country to be traversed
by the Intercolonial Railway is of such a nature
that no one could get through to it, the sooner
we cease saying anything further about it the
better.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—For if the
country is in such a state that it is impossible
for men to travel through it, I see no benefit in

having such a railway.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—These are
my views in reference to the railway. In the
first place I do not feel inclined to pay the large
sum of money it is going to cost, without
knowing how much will be required. There is
no knowing how much it will cost Upper
Canada for her proportion—whether it is to be
$12,000.000, $15,000,000, or $20,000,000. But
taking into consideration the amount of debt
we will have to assume, together with our
apportionment of the $62,500,000 assigned to
Upper and Lower Canada, as also that portion
yet unarmed for by the resolutions; I think that
by the time the Intercolonial Railway is built,
Upper Canada will be saddled with at least
$50,000,000 as her share of debt.
I do not see how it is possible for the people
to bear up under such a weight; nor do I
believe that, if they understood this matter as
they ought to understand it, they would give
their consent to us to vote or it. It may be
thought, perhaps, that I am not in favor of
Confederation. But such is not the case I would
much desire the Federation of all the
provinces; but while I would desire the
Federation of all the provinces, I do desire that
that Federation should be based on true and
proper principles—that every portion of these
provinces of Her Majesty’s dominion should
share and
•
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share alike.
I do not believe in one portion of the
provinces being placed in a position of
inferiority to the others. I believe Upper
Canada should have its just rights—I believe
Lower Canada should have its just rights—
and I believe that the other provinces should
have their just rights. We should come
together not with a feeling of distrust, but with
a feeling of mutual good will, ready to take
each other by the hand and to press forward to
what I would hope might prove an honorable
destiny.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
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Billa Flint [Trent, elected 1863]—I am well
satisfied that the more this question is
discussed—notwithstanding the remarks of
some hon. gentlemen to the contrary—the
more the question is discussed and ventilated,
the greater will be the dissatisfaction of the
people with it. I have received but one letter
from my constituents the point, and the simple
reference of that writer is this: “Do not you
vote for the Intercolonial Railway.” He says, “I
should like Federation; but do not vote for the
Intercolonial Railway.”8
But, hon. gentlemen, whether I had received
such an admonition or not, I could not see my
way clear to vote for the resolutions as they
now stand. I have paid all possible attention to
the speeches which have been delivered in this
chamber. I have listened with every degree of
respectful attention to the hon. and gallant
Knight [Étienne Pascal Taché] who leads the
Government, and also to his hon. colleague the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell], and I should be happy if it were in
my power to go with them in the vote which is
about to be cast; but I do not see how that is
possible, it I am at the same time to discharge
my duty to my constituents, to myself, and to
my country.
I can never consent to vote away the rights
which belong to the people, without first
asking the people for their consent. If the time
is given them necessary to make up their
minds on this subject, and they then say to this
House: “We are willing to try this scheme—we
are willing to take it with all its defects, in the
hope that it will be found to work well,” I will
give my vote for it as it now stands. But, in the
absence of this opportunity being afforded, I
must say that if I am in the House when the
vote is called on this measure, I shall have to
record my name against it, and in so doing I
shall be acting conscientiously.
I shall do so because I think it a duty incur
bent on me, however painful it may be for me
to vote contrary to the views of the
Government in this respect, and contrary to a
8
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large majority of this House. And while I
would concede to every hon. gentleman who
may differ from me the same freedom of
judgment that I claim for myself—while I
would look with all charity on the course
thought proper to be taken by my fellow
members, I feel persuaded that they will not
begrudge me the right of discharging my duty
in accordance with the dictates of my
conscience, and what I believe to be for the
good of my constituents. And if my
constituents do not agree with me in what I am
about to do, they have only to say, “Mr. Flint,
your conduct does not accord with our views;
we desire that you should retire from public
life;” and I shall be most happy to conform to
their wishes.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George de Beaujeu [Canada East,
appointed 1848] said—Honorable gentlemen,
I think it an act of patriotism to support the
resolutions submitted to us, having for their
object the Confederation of several provinces,
so as to bring them into a group, with the view
of forming a nationality. This project will not
surprise any one, when he recollects that this
immense territory is occupied by the
descendants of the two first powers of the
world, and that the greatest portion of them
are of Norman and Breton blood.
They will also remember that the Normans
were the most adventurous pioneers, fit for all
hazardous
colonization’s,
and
daring
navigators. After having established their
dominion over the British Islands, and over a
part of France, Naples, Sicily, even in
Jerusalem, Antioch, and near Constantinople,
they crossed the ocean and established
themselves on the Canary Islands, and
afterwards came close on the borders of the
Saint Lawrence and the Mississippi—a voyage
that their ancestors had commenced in the
environs of Novgorod, and where a nucleus of
their race is yet to be found.
The French Canadian countrymen of this
Honorable House ought more than others to

Letter from constituent to Billa Trent. Unconfirmed reference.
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be proud of the scheme, and it ought to bring
to their memory that France had once this
object in view, but even on a larger scale
(having then a territory of 1,800 leagues), and
of making on this continent a second to herself
by calling it La Nouvelle France.
Her best military and civil administrators
then seconded her in this great undertaking.
Among the foremost were the Count De
Frontenac, and the Marquis of Denonville, and
La Galissonnière, and also the celebrated
Intendant Talon. The French Government was
then labouring under the same difficulty of
seeking for an open seaport in winter, so as to
avoid being shut up by the ice during five
months
•

(p. 323)

of the year, having their powerful neighbors,
as we have now, to contend with. The
Chevalier D’Iberville, one of the brave sons of
Montreal, the equal, as it is admitted by the
best navy historians, of the celebrated Jean
Bart, after having made, in 1695, two glorious
expeditions
to
the
Hudson
Bay,
Newfoundland, and to some of the other
present Maritime Provinces, wrote a Mémoire,
in 1701, on the situation of Boston and New
York and other coasts of the then British
colonies, pointing out the necessity of
possessing a seaport during winter.
Well, honorable gentlemen, this now may be
effected without shedding of blood or money,
only by securing the Confederation as agreed
at the Convention by the most distinguished
parties contractantes9 of
these
British
Provinces, in extending the present railroad
from Rivière du Loup to the Maritime
Provinces, so as to connect in winter the most
remote parts of Western Canada to the sea.
The advantages to be derived from the
annexation of these Maritime Provinces have
been most ably developed at the beginning of
this debate by the brilliant speech and sound
logic of the gallant Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché], and also by other able speeches in
9

support of those resolutions.
I will, nevertheless, add that the Province of
Canada will also derive the immense
advantage of beginning the nucleus of our
future military being, particularly if you get
the great assistance of the Imperial
Government that we are entitled to. Let us all
recollect that France commenced her
Canadian being by sending divers companies
of troops by rotation to the present Maritime
Provinces, and also to Louisiana. Officers who
held the rank of captaines des detachments de la
marine, equal in rank to a lieutenant colonel in
the army, commanded those companies.
Those companies were in the habit of being
trained for navy purposes. I entertain no doubt
that the frequent intercourse with those
Maritime Provinces, coupled with the navy
ship school that the Imperial Government, as I
understand, has the intention of establishing
at Quebec, similar to those in England and
France, will promote this object; and especially
if England open the door of her academies of
Woolwich and Sandhurst to our youths, as
France was in the habit of doing when
possessed of these colonies—in admitting,
as cadets de marine, at Brest and Rocheport, the
sons of those colonists who, as military and
civilian administrators, had deserved such a
reward—and, by so doing, they formed a good
colonial navy, and it was from it sprang up
those able and bravo officers—the glory of the
past history of the French Canadians; and the
honor that they had so acquired reflected also
over Old France.
Amongst the great number whose memory
ought not to be forgotten, not only by the
people of this Province, but also by the
Maritime Provinces, at the birth and
development of a new nation, and to the
defence of which those men have contributed
by their intelligence and courage, I will name,
amongst others, Bonaventure, Sévigny,
Chateauguay, D’Alligny, Tilly, Granville,
Soulanges,
Vaudreuil,
Beauharnois,
Longueuil, Repentigny, Boishébert, St. Ours,

i.e. “contracting.”
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&c, &c.; and many of those distinguished navy
officers became governors not only in the
French colonies of America and India, but
commanded also seaports in France. Benoit,
Chaussegros de Lery, the two Vaudreuils, and
Pierre Bedout rose to the rank of Rear
Admiral, and one of them, Rouer de la
Cordonnière, was even complimented by Fox
in the English Parliament, for his generous and
gallant conduct towards his enemies.
Now, honorable gentlemen, besides the
establishment of the colonial navy, we should
also promote the military organization and
martial spirit, the natural accompaniment and
the best safeguard of freedom, by assuming
part of the military defences of this colony,
proportioned to our population and revenues,
of course with the effective assistance of the
Imperial Government. And I hope that
England will call out, to exercise the highest
functions of statesmanship, such of her
subjects in those colonies as will render
themselves fit to fill such situations in future.
Why should she not even employ them in
the diplomatic service, or as governors of her
other colonies, as France did formerly, in
granting those favors for eminent services?
And in spite of the intrigues of those near
the soleil levant at Versailles, the daring exploits
of those brave colonists, in that glorious
struggle from 1698 to 1759, forced the French
monarch to do them ample justice, and by so
doing the most of the military commands and
governorships of the French colonies fell into
the hands of Canadian born subjects. I have
said so much to show that the policy of
England ought to have been directed to
promote, in these colonies, the appointments
in the civil as well as in the military career to
her colonial subjects, as well as those living in
the British Isles.—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George de Beaujeu [Canada East,
appointed 1848]—Referring again to the
Maritime Provinces, I will say to my French
Canadian countrymen that they have too
many glorious pages in the past history of
America,

•
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and particularly in relation to these provinces,
not to feel a sympathy towards them, as there
still exist a large number of the old Acadians
who will feel proud to renew old
acquaintance, and to live with them as
brothers, happy under the protection of the
English Government. Let me call to their
memory some of the places which were the
theatre of the exploits of the brave officers I
have already mentioned, such as Port Royal,
or Louisbourg, now Annapolis; Chebucto,
now Halifax; Port Lajoie, now Charlottetown;
L’Isle Royale, now Cape Breton; Isle St. Jean,
now Prince Edward Island, &c, &c. I hope,
also, that the construction of a good route to
Rivière Rouge, the Rocky Mountains and
British Columbia, will bring those places to an
easy access for commerce, trading and
agriculture, to our growing population, and
will prevent them emigrating to the United
States, as they will find glorious souvenirs in
the former places, where their Canadian
brothers have already formed flourishing
agricultural settlements, and opened up
valuable mines.
I trust that my French Canadian countrymen
in this House will see the advantage of
adopting the resolutions now laid before
them, trusting as they should do to the good
disposition of the Home Government, as this
new Constitution is well calculated to
develope the resources of this fine and
immense country. And the best proof that we
are taking the right steps to secure our
happiness, is found amongst other articles
hostile to British interests, in an article of the
Courrier des Etats-Unis, when the question of
Confederation was agitated in 1853, and
which runs as follows:—
Notwithstanding all that maybe said, written or spouted
about English tyranny and rapacity, we must
acknowledge that Great Britain has always known how to
keep up with the spirit of the age, and to deal out
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privileges to her colonies by judicious instalments.10

Should this great project be adopted, our
importance would rise on the continent of
Europe, and we would be on the same footing
at least as our American neighbors, belonging
to a large and important Confederation, and
our credit will rise in consequence. The Lower
Canadians will recollect that in 1840, after the
temporary suspension of the Act of 1791 11,
England granted us a new Constitution12. They
will recollect also the anguish, the pangs felt
by them at that period; but notwithstanding
that we had no voice then in the measure as we
have now, still the rights and advantages
granted us by the capitulation of Quebec and
Montreal13 and the treaty of Paris in 1763 14,
have not been abrogated, and I am of opinion
that by adopting those resolutions, our future
rights are as safe as they were formerly.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George de Beaujeu [Canada East,
appointed 1848]—Before I close I will answer
the remarks made by the honorable member
for Lanaudière division [Louis Olivier], in a
speech a few days ago, respecting the Monroe
doctrine15, alleging that we ought not to
legislate upon this delicate subject, or words to
that effect. I will quote two letters lately
discovered and published by Monsieur Pierre
Mergoz16, Guardian of Archives of the
Ministry of the Foreign Affairs in France, and
his remarks on these two great honored
navigators who discovered the Mississippi
and other parts of America, and which
remarks are as follow:—

the present times and those of former days, and which
recommend the memory of Lasalle and D’Iberville. In
1699 D’Iberville wrote on the subject of Louisiana:
“If France does not take possession of this part of America,
which is the finest, to have a colony strong enough to resist
those that England possesses in the east from Pescadoue
to the Caroline, these colonies, which are becoming very
extensive, will increase to such an extent that in less than
a century they will be strong enough to seize upon the
whole continent of America, and to expel all other
nations” D’Iberville wrote again in November, 1702:
“What may be said against the establishment that the king
has made at Mobile? It is the only one that could sustain
America against the undertakings of the English on this
continent.
In a few years they will be able to forward in fifteen days,
by means of their large navy, more than 20,000 or 30,000
men upon such of the French islands as they would be
inclined to attack, the distance not being, at the utmost,
more than 500 to 600 leagues, the wind being generally
favorable to carry them on those shores, and by land they
may reach Mexico.” “These views (says Mr. Mergoz),
together with D’Iberville’s remarks, will account for the
natural uneasiness felt by the European powers at what is
now taking place in South America.”17

What I have just quoted is, I believe,
sufficient to convince the honorable member
for the Lanaudière Division [Louis Olivier]
that the European Powers were not disposed,
even at those remote times, to favor the
doctrine now called the Monroe; the British
colonists of those times being now replaced by
our republican neighbors. Having said so
much, I will conclude by stating that I shall
vote for those resolutions as they are laid
before us.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John Hamilton [Inkerman, elected 1860]—
Honorable gentlemen, so much has been said

We cannot shut our eyes to the affinity of the interests of
10
11
12
13

14

15
16

17

Extract from Courrier des Etats-Unis republished in Journal de Québec (Oct. 25, 1853).
The Constitutional Act, 1791 (U.K.).
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
Articles of Capitulation, Quebec (Sep. 18, 1759) & Articles of Capitulation, Montreal (Sep. 8, 1760). “Documents Relating
to the Constitutional History of Canada 1759-1791” in Sessional Papers (1907), pp. 3-28.
The Treaty of Paris (1763) ended the Seven Years’ War, giving Britain control of most of France’s colonial possessions in
North America.
U.S. foreign policy doctrine that saw any imperial incursion into the Western Hemisphere as a hostile act.
His name is actually Pierre Margry. His named is correctly spelled in the French version of the debates. Débats
parlementaires sur la question de la confédération des provinces de l’Amérique du Nord (1865), p. 329.
Letters published in Pierre Margry, Découverte par mer des bouches du Mississipi et établissements de Lemoyne d'Iberville sur le
golfe du Méxique (1694-1703) (1881), pp. 322 & 581.
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during the course of the present debate with
reference to the elected members of this
House,
•
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and the rights of the electors who sent us here,
that I desire to make a very few remarks to
explain why I, representing a Lower Canadian
division, a majority of whom will be amongst
the minority of the Lower Canada of the
future, have decided that it is my duty to vote
for the resolutions of the Quebec Conference
as they have been laid before us by the
Government, and consequently against all the
amendments.
I am free to confess, honorable gentlemen,
that there are among the resolutions some that
I would have gladly seen, as I conceive,
amended; but considering, from the nature of
the thing itself, and therefore fully concurring
in what many of us heard from an eminent and
distinguished statesman in another place, that
the whole scheme of Confederation partook of
the nature of a treaty, into which, as a matter
of course, the spirit of compromise must
largely enter; and the Government having, as
I also consider they were bound to do,
informed us we must accept the scheme as a
whole, or reject it as a whole, I conceived it was
my duty not to be a bar in the way, however
humble, of the passage of the resolutions, and
I came to this conclusion the more willingly
because I have been for a long time an
advocate for a union of the provinces, and I
have been so because it is indisputable that a
much greater share of our self-defence must
rest upon ourselves than heretofore; and
though at the best our means of defence may
not be as great as we could wish, yet it must be
manifest they must be greater by being
consolidated under one head.
Some hon. gentlemen, especially my
neighbor from St. Clair [Alexander Vidal],
have ridiculed the idea of Confederation
increasing our powers of defence, inasmuch as
under the best of circumstances it must take a
18
19
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long time to perfect our arrangements; but I
would ask hon. gentlemen to consider what
will be the effect in England, as to our
defences, if we reject or even postpone this
scheme of Confederation, coming as it would
on the heels of a rejected Militia Bill18. During
the discussion, we have had, if the term is
parliamentary and may be used, many fancy
finance statements.
Now, without disputing the correctness of
any of them, I would ask the honorable
gentlemen who have made them, have they
made any calculation as to the costs we would
be at after we had been gobbled up by our
neighbors south of 45°, or, to use the words of
the honorable and gallant Knight the Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché], after we had slid down
the inclined plane, and become merged in the
neighboring republic? I for one would say that
such a position was altogether too
contemptible to occupy.
With reference to the change doing away
with our elective Legislative Council, of which
we have heard so much, I for one can say that
I consider the delegates came to the only
correct conclusion, and this is no new
conclusion, and involves no change of opinion
on my part, for I can appeal to an honorable
member of this House as to whether, within
half an hour of taking my seat in it, I did not
express the opinion that though it was not
right to speak ill of the bridge over which one
had crossed safely, yet that I was opposed to
the elective system as applied to this House 19.
I also dissent from the sentiments I have heard
expressed by many honorable members of this
House as to our position here, for I never
understood that I came here as the mere
delegate of the men of Inkerman, to vote just
as the most active village politicians happened
to pull the wires for me.
No, gentlemen, I came here, as I thought, as
the representative of my division, to do my
best according to my humble ability in
legislating for the benefit of the whole country,

Bill: An Act Respecting the Militia (Province of Canada, 1862).
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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and under no other circumstances would I
have accepted the position. I shall not occupy
your time, honorable gentlemen, in saying that
which has been better said by others; but
thanking you for the few moments’ hearing
you have so kindly given me, conclude by
reducing my explanations as follows: I vote for
Confederation because I consider it essential
to the maintenance of British connection, and
to preserve that, I for one am prepared to make
many sacrifices.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Oliver Blake [Thames, elected 1862]—I feel
it to be my duty, honorable gentlemen, to
make a few remarks upon the general question
of Federation before the vote is taken. A great
deal has been said about the manner in which
the scheme has originated. It has been said that
the honorable gentlemen composing the
Conference were self-elected. Now I hold that
it is most unfair to charge honorable
gentlemen who have, as members of a
government, entered into this matter at the
request of His Excellency the GovernorGeneral [Viscount Monck], with a sincere
desire to do the best that could be done for the
interests of Canada, with being too precipitate,
especially when the subject was surrounded
with so much difficulty.
Although I have been an advocate of a union
of the provinces for very many years, yet I am
fully prepared to admit that there are some
matters of detail in those resolutions that are
very distasteful to me. I refer particularly to
the abandonment of the elective principle in
the constitution of this branch of the
Legislature.
•
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I was always in favor of the elective principle
as applied to the Legislative Council, and a
very large proportion of my constituency is
also in favor of it, I am opposed to the building
of the Intercolonial Railway, on account of the
immense expenditure which it will entail
upon the country, not only now, but for all
20

time to come. I think that that expenditure will
be so great that it will fall very heavily on our
finances, which are now go very poorly able to
bear the burden, and that the road will be of
very little use to the country.
Much has been said about this scheme not
being understood by the people. With regard
to that, I can only speak of my own locality.
Before coming here, I went through my own
constituency, and conversed with a great
many leading men of all political parties, and
all urged me to go for Confederation, without
a single exception.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Oliver Blake [Thames, elected 1862]—I
pointed out the objections which I had to the
scheme. I told them that I disapproved of the
elective principle being ignored—of the
building of the Intercolonial Railway—and of
the increased expense of maintaining two sets
of government. I pointed out all these and
other objections, but notwithstanding, they
said that it would be far better to take
Federation, even as proposed by the
resolutions, than to remain as we are. They
said: “The government of the country has
come to a dead-lock; we have seen one strong
party pitted against another strong party; we
have seen two or three governments formed
that were unable to pass a single important
measure, and some change is therefore
absolutely necessary.” The question then
arises, what are we to do? Now, I would ask
the opponents of this scheme, if they have any
other plan to propose that will relieve the
country of the difficulties under which it has
been laboring?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Oliver Blake [Thames, elected 1862]—On
the other hand, we have been told by high
authority that we were on the brink of ruin.
We were told by the honorable and gallant
Knight at the head of the Government [Étienne
Pascal Taché], that we were on an “inclined
plane,”20 on which we were fast sliding into
the republic of the United States of America. I

Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 6.
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think it is therefore my duty to vote for the
resolutions as they stand, and to vote for no
amendments of any kind.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Oliver Blake [Thames, elected 1862]—We
are told that if we adopt any amendments to
the resolutions, the whole scheme must fall to
the ground. Are we to go back to the position
we formerly occupied, or will it not be better
to accept these resolutions, on which a new
Constitution may be formed? If it is not
formed to suit us, we can alter it hereafter. It is
not, I apprehend, to be like the laws of the
Medes and Persians, totally unalterable. The
Constitutions of Great Britain, of the United
States, and of the different civilized nations
now in existence have been altered, and why
are we to expect that these resolutions are a
finality? Gentlemen, the Constitution of the
Confederation can be altered in future as
easily as our present Constitution has been
altered. I hope this scheme will go into effect
at an early period, and I trust it will be
productive of a vast amount of good to our
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Oliver Blake [Thames, elected 1862]—
Honorable gentlemen say it is a revolution. It
may be a revolution, but certainly it is not so
violent a one as was proposed in 1837 and
183821.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Oliver Blake [Thames, elected 1862]—
There has been a great deal of heavy artillery
brought into play since this debate began, but
I hope that the revolution will be carried out
without the shedding of blood.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear and
laughter.
Oliver Blake [Thames, elected 1862]—I am
prepared to give my vote for the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862] next
21
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addressed the House. He said—Honorable
gentlemen, I have voted for delay in the
passage of these resolutions, believing that to
be my duty; and if I have been wrong in doing
so, it has been through want of judgment. I
have had no other intention in so doing than
to promote the best interests of the country.
As, however, I observe that a large majority of
this House entertains a different opinion, I
shall no longer attempt to mar the scheme, but
shall give it my support when the time for
voting upon it arrives.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862]—I
never intended to mar it, but I wished to be
sure that the country was satisfied with it, and
would appreciate it when they got it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862]—I think
human nature is the same now as it always
was and always will be. As the hon. Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché] and the hon.
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] have used some comparisons with
reference to the proposed union, I have also a
comparison to make. They said that a union
could not be effected without some
sacrifices—a little giving and taking all round.
I think so too, but I think there is a different
way in which this proposed union must be
viewed. I compare Canada to a young man
who has had guardians appointed to take care
of his estate; but having arrived at that age that
his guardians think it is time he should be
married, they arrange a matrimonial alliance
for him. He is all the time looking on, and
expecting to be asked how the arrangement
suits him. But in this case it appears he is not
to be
•
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asked at all.

Violent insurrections broke out in 1837-1838 in both Lower Canada and Upper Canada that later led to Lord Durham’s
proposed substantive constitutional reforms in 1839 and the development of the constitutional convention full responsible
government in 1848. The conflicts in Lower Canada killed more than 300 people, and in Upper Canada, over 500 armed
rebels claimed parts of Toronto. While their goals weren’t fully aligned, they both were symptomatic expressions of deeper
failures of the constitution.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862]—When
they have all things in readiness, he says to
himself: “You may have power to marry me,
but you cannot make me live happily.” Now,
had he been consulted, he would probably
have made the same choice and have been
fully satisfied with the alliance. As human
nature is always the same, I have thought
these were sufficiently strong reasons for
wishing to have some delay, in order that the
people, after the matter was fully before them,
might cordially enter into the proposed union.
I am favorably impressed with a great many of
the resolutions composing this measure.
I cannot, however, agree with my hon.
friend from Toronto (Hon. Mr. Ross), that
Upper Canada would build the Intercolonial
Railway herself rather than be without it.
Upper Canada does not produce anything that
can be profitably taken over the road. There is
no alternative, however, but to build it, if
Confederation is to be carried out. In 1862, we
had a good bargain thrown open to us, but as
we refused to accept it at the time, we cannot
now get it without paying a higher price.
Along with the matrimonial alliance into
which we are about to enter, there will be fresh
responsibilities, and I really do not think the
country is quite prepared for them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862]—It
seems we are pretty certain to form the
alliance, and it is equally certain that those
little responsibilities will immediately spring
up.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862]—I
think, however, that we must call them great
responsibilities, and I repeat, much greater
than we are prepared for. I would make a great
sacrifice for the defence of the country, but if
England tells us we must do more than the
country is able to do, I do not think we will be
willing to submit to it. We are prepared to do
22

all. we can, but I am not prepared to go to such
an enormous expense as to involve our
country in such debt as will render it an
undesirable place to live in. With
Confederation we will have to go to great
expense, not only for our defences and our
militia, but also for a navy; because I believe
that, as soon as the Americans put an
increased number of gun-boats on the lakes,
we will have to put on an equal number, and
it is very doubtful to me if we can afford it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862]—Where
is the money to come from?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Yes—where is the money to come from?
Robert Read [Quinté, elected 1862]—We
are now very heavily taxed, and have a heavy
bill to pay for interest on our large debt. I
would like to see the Government adopt some
method by which this interest should not go
out of the country. I do not like to see so much
borrowed from abroad. Interest is a thing that
accumulates very rapidly, and it has to be paid
regularly. If some system could be devised by
which this borrowing from abroad could be
stopped, the Federation scheme would suit me
much better, especially when we consider that
the taxes of the people of this country, per
head, have been running up at an alarming
rate—from one dollar to three—since the
union, in 184122.
It seems that the Confederation is to increase
our taxes; that fact is generally admitted,
independent of the expense of building the
Intercolonial Railway. I do not see where all
the money is to come from, but I dare say the
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt] will find
out some means of raising it by increased
taxation. When the final vote comes on, I shall
be prepared to support the motion rather than
have it rejected altogether, and shall press my
opposition no further.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—
Honorable gentlemen, I rise to move—
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That the following words be added to the main motion:
“Provided always, that His Excellency the Governor
General be prayed to withhold the transmission of the said
Address until the said resolutions shall have been
approved of by the electors of this province, qualified to
vote under the Act 22 Vic, cap. 6, to be signified by a direct
vote on the said resolution, to be taken in the various
municipalities throughout Upper and Lower Canada.”

Walter Dickson [Canada West, appointed
1855]—I am desirous of calling to the notice of
the House the fact that this amendment
appears on the face of it to embody the same
principle as the amendment proposed by the
honorable member opposite (Hon. Mr.
Currie), and seconded by myself, and which,
after a long and somewhat tedious discussion,
was decided in the negative. I would like to
know, therefore, whether the amendment is in
order. I do not oppose it, but if it is not in
order, disposing of it at once will save time,
and I rise to obtain the Speaker’s decision
upon the point.
John Ross [Canada West, appointed
1848]—The objection of the honorable member
is, I think, conclusive with regard to the
amendment. It appears to be the same in
principle as that moved by the honorable
member for Niagara [James Currie], and
seems to me to be out of order.
Jacques-Olivier Bureau [De Lormier,
elected 1862]—I think the motion is in order.
It declares that before the scheme is finally
adopted, it shall be referred to the people, for
them to vote yea or nay upon it.
•
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No such amendment has before been offered
in this House.
The Hon. The Speaker—The motion
proposed in amendment to the main motion
by Hon. Mr. Currie was in the following
words:—
”That in a matter of such great importance as the proposed
23

24
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Confederation of this and certain other British Colonies,
this House is unwilling to assume the responsibility of
assenting to a measure involving so many important
considerations, without a further manifestation of the
public will than has yet been declared.”23

Now, the present motion is—
”That His Excellency the Governor General be prayed to
withhold the transmission of the said Address until the
said resolutions shall have been approved of by the
electors of this province, qualified to vote under the Act 22
Vic, cap. 6, to be signified by a direct vote on the said
resolution, to be taken in the various municipalities
throughout Upper and Lower Canada.”24

Although there may be some similarity, still
it is not substantially the same motion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The Hon. The Speaker—The “further
manifestation of the public will” may be quite
a different thing from the manifestation of that
will by a direct vote, as provided for by this
amendment. I believe, therefore, that the
motion is in order; and, as in a case of this kind
it is my opinion that a liberal interpretation of
the rules and practice of the House should be
made, I cannot declare that the amendment is
included in the motion decided by the House
yesterday.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—It will
have been observed that the course of this
debate has taken a most extraordinary turn. At
first, honorable members addressed the House
in favor of the resolutions—members of the
Government more especially, and then some
honorable gentlemen supporting them; but
latterly we have heard several honorable
gentlemen expressing their views very
strongly and emphatically against many of the
resolutions embraced in the scheme of
Confederation,
but
while
expressing
themselves so strongly, they seemed to feel it
to be their duty to support it as a whole.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—Now,

James Currie, amendment to the Legislative Council on Feb. 17, 1865, p. 269. The motion was defeated 31-19 on the same
day, p. 316.
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it strikes me, and I trust it will strike some
other honorable members, also, that we have
been elected to this Legislature with a view to
perfect as far as possible every scheme or
proposition that may properly come before it.
If we have views on a particular measure
which would lead us to propose amendments
for the purpose of making it different in shape
or scope from what it is when first introduced,
I maintain that it is our duty to express our
views in that direction—not taking the
measure without looking fairly and
impartially into it, or accepting it in the belief
that we have no right to dispute or alter any
portion of it.
For my part, I look upon the scheme now
before the House as upon the whole very
different from what we had a right to expect
from the members of the present Government.
They have been strongly supported in both
Houses of Parliament and in the country, and
I do not desire to see any difficulty thrown in
their way, or anything done calculated to
lessen their support in the Legislature; but at
the same time I do say that, with the support
and confidence they have received, they ought
to have brought forward a better scheme than
that which they have presented to the House
and country. Why, take the question of the
Intercolonial Railroad involved in these
resolutions, and what do we find? More than
two years ago the governments of the
provinces of New Brunswick and Nova Scotia
made a proposition to the Canadian
Government to build this road and pay seventwelfths of the cost, Canada to pay the
remaining five twelfths.
Well, what arrangement have we now—
what has time brought about—what
advantages have these two years gained for
us? This, that the Government of Canada come
down to the Legislature with a scheme
according to which Canada will have to pay
towards the construction of this road nine
twelfths of the entire amount, and the other
provinces the balance—thus involving
additional expense on the part of Canada to
the amount of several millions of dollars—

certainly not less than six millions to build the
Intercolonial Railway alone—more than was
demanded of us two years ago—and a total
additional expenditure that will add to the
annual taxation of Canada more than a million
and a half of dollars for all time to come.
This heavy expenditure over the proposition
made two years ago has, therefore, been
needlessly undertaken. It is admitted, even by
the promoters of this scheme, that the eastern
provinces will benefit far more largely than
Canada by the construction of the
Intercolonial Railway. It is admitted by the
best commercial men who have spoken upon
the subject, that as a commercial undertaking
it will not pay. It is admitted that it will be of
little or no value whatever as a defensive
work. This being the case, why then rush into
this large expenditure with such precipitancy;
why not, at least, postpone its passage in order
to get a measure of a more perfect character,
and one more in harmony with the
•
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wishes of the people chiefly interested?
Honorable gentlemen who betray such
anxiety to press this scheme at once should
remember that we are not voting away our
own but the people’s money, and that this
should not be done to the extent that is now
proposed, without consulting their wishes in
the matter. This the law requires before a
municipal council can make any special grant
of money. In such cases a vote of the people
has to be taken, which is conclusive as to
whether the proposed expenditure shall be
incurred or not; and yet we are here passing a
measure of vastly greater importance to them,
a measure involving a revolution in our
political affairs—a measure involving an
immense outlay of money without asking
whether the people are favorable to it or not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I
maintain, honorable gentlemen, that before it
is finally passed upon, the whole question
should be submitted to the people, and that
the law which requires a reference to them in
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minor matters, should be extended in a matter
which so nearly concerns their future
condition and prosperity. The people of the
eastern provinces have very little to complain
of in the plan of Confederation proposed. The
fact is, they will be largely the gainers by it, if
it is carried out. In Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick, the members of the governments
of those provinces, and other public men, see
the great advantage they have gained over
Canada, and are not slow to set them before
the people.
They are naturally anxious that the scheme
shall be carried as speedily as possible, and are
making every effort in this direction, for under
it unprofitable local works in those provinces
are assumed and paid for by the General
Government; such, for instance, as the
railways of New Brunswick, which, before five
years go round, will, I have no doubt, be run
at very considerable cost beyond the returns
they will yield to the General Government.
The Hon. Mr. Tilley, in a speech to the electors
of St. John, sets forth the advantages to be
gained by New Brunswick by the union, as
follows:—
New Brunswick is allowed to enter the Confederation
with a debt of seven millions, and Nova Scotia with a debt
of eight millions. Now, what was the nature of the
arrangement by which we came in? It was found that the
debt of Canada was not much larger per head than that of
New Brunswick. We came in on better terms than that
province.25

Mr. Tilley then proceeds to show how New
Brunswick gained a clear advantage of
$610,000 a year for all time to come on the
Intercolonial Railway alone. So much better
are the terms to that province under the
Intercolonial scheme than those upon which
they offered themselves to join us in building
that road, two years ago, Hon. Mr. Tilley
says:—
25

26
27
28
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Of the cost of that road (the Intercolonial Railway) New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia had guaranteed the provincial
credit for seven-twelfths, and Canada for five-twelfths.
Now, if the Confederation would build the road, New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia would be relieved of the
interest on the seven millions, amounting to $420,000, as
well as upon the interest of the three and a half-twelfths of
the three millions sterling, amounting to $190,000, making
in all $610,000 provided for by the General Government.26

This liberal bribe to bring New Brunswick
into the union, one would think, was quite
enough to satisfy the little province; but Hon.
Mr. Tilley adds:—
Over and above all these advantages, we get for ten years
a subsidy of $63,000 per annum. Our local expenditures
summed up amount to $320,630, and we get from the
General Government, without increased taxation, $90,000,
in lieu of our import duty and casual territorial revenue,
80 cents per head on the population, making $201,637, and
a special subsidy of $63,000 a year for tea years, making in
all $354,637, being $34,000 over and above our present
necessities. 27

These (says Hon. Mr. Tilley) are the
principal points looked to. Hon. Mr. Tilley is
very candid, and acknowledges these
advantages in the name of “subsidies.” He
further assures his audience in the following
words:—
But we are asked, what guarantee has you that you will
continue to receive these subsidies promised by the
General Government? Most unquestionable security—we
are not at the mercy of the Canadians.…
So close is the contest between parties in the Canadian
Legislature, that even the five Prince Edward Island
members by their votes, could turn victory on whatever
side they choose, and have the game entirely in their own
hands.28

This is the success with which Hon. Mr.
Tilley has acted on behalf of the people of New
Brunswick, and I think the Commissioner of
Crown Lands [Alexander Campbell], when he
reflects upon the advantages that the eastern

Tilley’s speech in St. John, New Brunswick (Nov. 17, 1864). The speeches were found in the “Scrapbook Debates” reel at
Library and Archives Canada for the year 1865. The original source of the article is unconfirmed.
ibid.
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(pp. 316-346 in the primary document)

366

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

provinces have received over those obtained
by Canada, will admit that I was not far astray
the other day when I said that our public men
had acted with a great deal of recklessness. It
appears to me that they went to work with the
determination to get Confederation—to get it
on fair terms if they could, but to get it on any
terms that might be found necessary to
concede
•
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to the Lower Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—
Another of the delegates to the Quebec
Conference, Hon. Mr. Whelan, of Prince
Edward Island, enumerates all the advantages
that will be secured to that province by
Confederation, and winds up by saying, that
that little island will have $40,000 a year more
than necessary to carry on its local affairs.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—
Taking all these circumstances into
consideration, I do think the Government
ought to have given more time to deliberate
upon and perfect this measure; and, at any
rate, to leave it over till another session of
Parliament before demanding a final decision
upon the question. Failing to do that, and
failing to consent to any alteration in any one
of the resolutions, however objectionable, I
think it is our duty to refer it to the people for
their decision upon it. I know I will be met
with the objection that this is contrary to
British practice—that a reference to the people
in the manner I propose is unknown to the
British Constitution.
We may say the same thing in regard to
every branch of legislation and public
business in this country, that it differs in some
respects from the mode of conducting it which
prevails in England; but we must remember
that we are differently situated in this country
from the people of England, and that our
feelings and habits of thought upon public
affairs are altogether different. And since we
have adopted the principle in the conduct of

our municipal affairs, to refer all matters
involving the expenditure of money for
special purposes to the people, it will do no
possible harm to apply it to this measure; and
if the people adopt it, and it should afterwards
prove that they had entered into a bad bargain,
they would have no one to blame but
themselves, and I have no doubt would, under
such circumstances, bear it more patiently. But
if we take the opposite course, if we close this
arrangement on terms disadvantageous to us,
it will be many years before a change can be
effected.
Would Prince Edward Island, at the demand
of Canada, give up the lien, the constitutional
right she will have obtained under this
scheme, to the money she receives over and
above what is necessary to meet her local
requirements?
Not
at
all.
Would
Newfoundland give up her bonus of $160,000
a year for all time, should the looked for coal
not be found to pay? Not a bit of it.
Would Nova Scotia give up her right to
impose an export duty on coals and other
minerals, because Canada found that this right
gave her undue advantages? Certainly not.
Would New Brunswick surrender her right to
levy an export duty on timber, or, at the call of
Canada, give any extra assistance towards the
construction of the Intercolonial Railway,
which will benefit her far more largely than
any of the other provinces, inasmuch as it will
open up a large tract of country within her
borders, and render the land and timber it
contains far more valuable? Undoubtedly she
would not; we would have to abide by our
agreement, no matter how invidious might be
the advantages it conferred, no matter how
unfavourably it might affect western interests.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—The
complaint that has been made against the
working of the present union is that in Lower
Canada the people do not pay as much in taxes
to the general revenue, man for man, as the
people of Upper-Canada. It was contended, I
believe, by the present Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier], at a speech
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delivered some years since to his constituents
at Verchères29, that the expenditure for the
redemption of seigniorial rights did not affect
Lower Canada very much, because Upper
Canada paid two-thirds of the revenue of the
country; and all the advocates of the western
section, who have urged its rights before the
people, have taken the ground that it
contributed in that proportion to the public
exchequer.
Now, if there be any truth in this statement,
it must follow that under this arrangement
Canada, at all events, will have to pay more,
man for man, than the eastern provinces to the
general revenue, because it cannot be
contended, I apprehend, that Prince Edward
Island, Newfoundland, or either of the other
Maritime Provinces, however prosperous
their condition may be, have a population as
wealthy as that of Upper Canada, or one that
will contribute as much in taxes to the General
Government.
If then, during the past, Lower Canada has
paid less than Upper Canada to the revenue,
while enjoying the benefit of as large or
perhaps a larger expenditure than that section,
what is proposed to be done now? Why, to
remove that difficulty which led almost to a
dead-lock in our legislation, to get rid of the
embarrassments that have beset the
Government of this country for many years
past, we are asked to adopt a scheme that will
perpetuate them on a larger scale than before,
and involve, in the construction of the
Intercolonial Railway alone, the expenditure
of a million or a million and a half annually for
over.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—How
absurd then to urge on this scheme without at
least sharing the responsibility of it with the
•
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people? Why not take time and maturely
consider it? Why not submit it to the verdict of
those who have to pay its cost, and if they
29
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accept it, let them bear the consequences.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—With
regard to the constitution of the Upper House
of the proposed General Legislature, a good
deal has been said, but I think the main point
has too often been lost sight of. The course of
the debate upon these resolutions has seemed
to run in some instances as though we
regarded a membership of this branch of the
Legislature a position which we ought to
occupy by right, as though we had some sort
of a constitutional right to remain here, and as
though governments and parliamentary
bodies were instituted by the people, not for
the benefit of the community, but for the
advancement of those who compose them. We
would seem to have overlooked a
fundamental principle of all free governments,
that governments should be carried on for the
good of the governed; and the principle of
responsible government, according to which
government must be carried on according to
the well-understood wishes of the people.
Walter McCrea [Western, elected 1862]—As
expressed by their representatives.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—As
expressed, my honorable friend says, by their
representatives. Very well; we must remember
that those who constitute the Government of
this country have brought down here a very
curious scheme, and have held out to you the
inducement that if you support it you have a
chance of being appointed for life to the seat
you occupy; and there is thus a probability of
your being blinded to what you owe to the
people, of your ignoring the constituencies
that sent you here, and of your forgetting the
duty you owe to the country.
Now, I hold with regard to the elective
principle in this House, that the oftener a man
is brought in contact with the people in a
legitimate way, to learn their wishes as
constitutionally and properly expressed, the
more likely he is to use his influence and talent
in conducting the government in such a

George-Étienne Cartier, Speech at Verchères (n.d.). Unconfirmed reference.
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manner as to secure the happiness and
prosperity of the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—It is
said that, as you have a responsible
government, the Government of the day will
be held responsible to the people, through
their representatives in the lower branch of the
Legislature for the appointments, it may make
to this House. Admitting this to be the case, we
know what the tendency is in England, and
what it was in this country when the
Government had the appointment of the
members of the Legislative Council; the effect
will be to find a place in this House for men
distinguished for the aid they have given at
elections to certain men or parties, and not as
a reward of true merit or legislative ability.
Furthermore, if this House is to be of any value
at all, it is as affording a wholesome check over
hasty and unwise legislation.
But if you place the whole legislation of the
country in the hands of a single man or body,
I care not whether it is democratic or
aristocratic in its tendencies, a power like that
in the hands of the Executive to create the
Legislative Council is a dangerous one.
Unrestrained or unchecked action by a single
elected body of the most democratic character
is apt to go astray if they feel they have only
themselves to consult. This is what is
proposed to be done under this scheme; but let
this House be elected, as before, by the people;
let them be returned for a period of eight years
as at present, or even longer if desired, and
then, if there is a demand for legislation of a
selfish or ill-considered character—a demand
which, founded on ignorance or passion, is
likely to right itself after the lapse of a few
years—the members of this House would take
the responsibility upon themselves of rejecting
it, and public opinion would eventually
sustain them and acknowledge that they have
done some service to the country. But
inasmuch as you appoint these members for
30
31

life, you have no check over them, nor are they
so likely to check legislation of an immature
and ill-considered character.
While the Ministry of the day which
appoints them remains in power, it will expect
and receive a cordial support from them; but
let it be defeated, and a ministry, formed out
of the opposite party, obtain office, there will
certainly be difficulty—there will be a
tendency to dead-locks between the two
branches of the legislature, and a repetition of
those scenes which were witnessed in this
country some years ago, and which formed
one of the principal causes that brought about
the rebellion of 183730.
Honorable gentlemen say that we will have
the power to remedy those defects in the
scheme if they are found to be injurious in
their action, but it is well known from the
experience of the past that no power can be
brought to bear to bring about any change that
may be required, without a great deal of
agitation and labor. What has been the
agitation to secure a change in the
representation of the two sections of Canada
in Parliament? It has been going on for ten or
twelve years,
•
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and yet, on the eve of accomplishment, those
who have advocated it have not effected a
change of the nature that was desired, but
have jumped into a new and totally different
scheme, that really seems to me to have been
brought about for the sole purpose of
advancing their own personal aims, rather
than satisfying any demand on the part of the
people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—The
honorable and gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal
Taché] at the head of the Government stated
that we were on an inclined plane31, and in
danger of sliding into the republicanism of the
United States. Honorable members who have
spoken have referred to this phrase so often,

Supra footnote 21.
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and so many deductions have been drawn
from it, that I may perhaps be permitted to say
a few words upon it. I think all must see that
the tendency of the scheme now before the
House will be in a few years to impose direct
taxation upon the people for the support of the
local governments. Let us then have direct
taxation, and what will be the result? If there
is a large expenditure on the part of the
General Government, in addition to this
taxation, political agitators will arise, who will
cry out that the public burdens are unequally
borne—
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—that
two-thirds of the revenue is borne by the
people living west of Quebec—that is, the
population west of this city will, man for man,
pay twice as much to the public exchequer as
the population east of it.
There will undoubtedly be the same
tendency, under such a state of things, as has
been charged to exist on the part of the Lower
Canadian representatives since the union was
formed—namely, a tendency on the part of
those who pay the smaller portion of the
revenue to spend the public money freely and
extravagantly. They will naturally say when
any appropriation is proposed for their own
section—”We will go for this expenditure, for
it will benefit us; and we will support a
corresponding expenditure in the other
section, because we have not so much to pay
of it as the people of that section—we will have
only fifty cents to pay of it, while they will
have to pay a dollar.” This argument will be
used in support of all extravagant and
wasteful expenditures, and you may depend
upon it that they will soon be incurred. Then
you will have political agitators who will
constantly keep these things before the people,
who will demand a dissolution of the union of
the provinces as a remedy for the evil.
Then a further difficulty will be found in the
fact that breadstuffs, the American market for
which will probably be closed, cannot be
transported to the Lower from the Upper
Provinces without being protected by a heavy
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import duty. Will the representatives from the
Lower Provinces allow that import duty to be
imposed?
No, undoubtedly they will not. Attempt to
carry it in the interest of Upper Canada and
you will at once transform the whole of them
into advocates for the repeal of the union.
Thus you create cause for agitation in all the
sections, and it will not long continue until you
will again see another deadlock. You will
again have three administrations formed and
three general elections occurring within two
years, and again you will have sufficient
excuse for another change in the Constitution.
And you may rely upon it, that before such
an agitation goes on five years it will be made
an excuse for sliding further down the inclined
plane than would have been afforded if we
had remained as we were.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I
cannot help coming to the conclusion,
honorable gentlemen, that these resolutions
contain the seeds of our destruction as
colonies. There can be no political advantage
in the proposed union, unless we assume the
rights and responsibilities of an independent
country. We are not yet prepared for that step.
Our population is not numerous enough; we
are too young and too weak to assume those
rights and responsibilities. We have no
commercial advantages to gain by the union.
Why then force it upon us?
Let it remain for more mature consideration,
and the evils you have will be borne the more
quietly; but if you force it upon the people
prematurely, and the evils I fear spring from
it, depend upon it that the public men who
press it forward will be as seriously
condemned as they are now highly lauded.
The fact is, the people of the country do not
understand this scheme. How can it be
expected that they should understand it in all
its bearings?
Why, the honorable member from the
Rideau Division [James Skead] said he heard
the explanations of it and was here a couple of
weeks before he understood it, and that he had
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sent 2000 circulars to his constituents that they
might have a knowledge of it. How can he
expect them to understand it from these
printed documents, when he himself, with the
advantage of hearing all the explanations
upon it, was two weeks in gaining an
understanding of it? Honorable gentlemen, I
am in the abstract in favor of the union of these
colonies—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—but I
do not wish to force on this scheme in a way
that is unfair and unjust,
•
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that will lead to future difficulties of even a
graver character than those we are now
labouring under, and that will give cause for
the advocacy of such a change in our position
as few in this country would desire to see
brought about.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The House then divided upon the amendment,—
“Provided always, that His Excellency the Governor
General be prayed to withhold the transmission of the said
Address until the said resolutions shall have been
approved of by the electors of this province, qualified to
vote under the Act 22 Vic, cap. 6, to be signified by a direct
vote on the said resolution, to be taken in the various
municipalities throughout Upper and Lower Canada.”32

—with the following result:—

Contents.
Honorable Messieurs
Aikins
Archambeault
Armstrong
Bennett
Bureau
Chaffers
Currie
Duchesnay (La Salle)
Flint
Leonard
Leslie
32

So the amendment was negatived.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] said—I am anxious
that honorable gentlemen should have a full

David Reesor’s amendment was presented earlier in the day, p. 327. Reinserted for clarity.
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opportunity of expressing themselves upon
the measure which is now before the House,
and as I am the mover of the resolutions, I
think it is but just and fair that I should close
the debate.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—If no other honorable
gentleman desires to speak upon them, I think
that before the vote is taken I should have an
opportunity of answering the arguments that
have been advanced against the scheme, and
of explaining certain expressions that have
fallen from me. I believe the House will be
disposed to give me that fair play which has
always been given under circumstances
similar to these—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—and I purpose,
therefore—no other honorable gentleman
desiring to address the House—to close the
debate this evening.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
would ask if it is the intention of the
Government to explain the resolutions more
fully than has been done?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
members of the Government will be happy to
afford any information the honorable member
may desire.
The House then adjourned till eight o’clock in the
evening, and on reassembling,
Thomas
Ryan
[Victoria,
elected
1863] said—The importance of the vote we are
about to give on these resolutions is very great,
as the future of the country is so largely
dependent upon it, and representing as I do
the division of Victoria, which is one of the
most important in the country, containing a
large representation of those sections or
divisions of races which make up the
population of Canada, I think it due to my
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constituents to make a few observations upon
the subject before us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—If
the constituency I represent is, perhaps, not
quite the most numerous in the country, it
possesses a large share of the wealth, business
and manufacturing energy and commercial
enterprise of the province. It also contains, in
not very unequal proportions, people of the
different nationalities, religions and languages
which most largely prevail amongst us. You
have the French element, with the Roman
Catholic religion and French language; you
have the English, Scotch and Irish Protestant
element, and you have the Irish Roman
Catholic element, which I may be said more
especially to represent, and which is by no
means an unimportant one. Go through
Canada, and you will find that these, with a
few European foreigners, such as Germans
and Norwegians, make up nearly the whole
population. My division is, in fact, an epitome
of Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—It
may not be too much to say that the opinion
and feeling of Montreal will be a fair
representation of what the opinion of the
country generally is, and that if Montreal has
come to a nearly unanimous conclusion, it is
very likely the different sections of the country
will have arrived at a very similar one on the
subject of Confederation. I am happy to be able
to state with confidence, that I have taken
pains to ascertain the opinions of each of the
different sections of my constituency to which
I have alluded, and that I believe they are in
consonance with the votes I have given in this
chamber.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
have alluded to the energy of my constituents,
to their great commercial enterprise. I believe
that energy is one of their leading
characteristics, and I may say this, that if that
energy has led them, on rare occasions, a little
further than their own interest and that of the
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country required, they, nevertheless, on such
occasions acted on an honest and generous
impulse, or were prompted by the feeling that
some injustice had been done to them.
I was greatly gratified with the remarks of
the honorable and gallant Premier [Étienne
Pascal Taché] at the commencement of this
debate, when alluding to events which long
since took place in Montreal33; he put the
blame where it really should rest—on the
Legislature of the day, which was pressing on
the people a measure distasteful to them, and
which was vainly remonstrated against by
numerous portions of the country.
The same impulsive character which led
•
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them at that time into a course which is
certainly much to be regretted, afterwards led
them to countenance a movement of which I
disapproved at the time, and which I opposed
with all my might—the movement towards
annexation. They favored that movement,
because they thought they had been aggrieved
and maltreated. But I may tell you now, that
this feeling has completely vanished, and that
their wish now is to place Canada on a footing
in which, united with the Lower Provinces
and in close connection with Great Britain, she
may be thoroughly independent of her
neighbors, and free from any need of looking
again towards Washington.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—In
considering the project of Confederation, one
of the principal subjects which has undergone
discussion in this House has been the
proposed Constitution of the Council, and the
most prominent question connected with it
has been the question of the elective versus the
nominative, principle. Although an elected
member, I voted without the least hesitation
against the elective principle, and I believe that
in doing so I represented the views of my
constituents as well as my own—I mean the
great majority of my constituents, for there
33
34

may be some exceptions with regard to this
point, as there are no doubt with respect to the
general question of Confederation.
I based my vote on what is, I think, a true
principle in politics, which is that if you wish
a check to be established, such as I think this
Council is intended to establish on the
legislation of the other branch, you must not
have the two Chambers returnable by the
same constituents. If the constituents of both
Houses are nearly the same, you lose the
power of check, or at least you will not have it
effectual, because you will have the same
sentiments and feelings represented in this
House as in the other.
I am not singular in this opinion, but were I
to cite the opinions of men who are of a
conservative turn of mind, and who have
always upheld the privileges of the aristocracy
and the prerogative of the Crown, I should,
perhaps, give you opinions which would carry
less weight with the opponents of this
measure than will that of a gentleman whose
views I will cite, who has written a great deal,
and very ably, and who belongs to the ranks of
the advanced Liberal party in England—I
mean Mr. John Stuart Mill. In his chapter on
the Second Chamber (Considerations on
Representative Government, page 212), he
says:—
That there should be in every polity a centre of resistance
to the predominant power in the Constitution—and in a
democratic constitution, therefore, a nucleus of resistance
to the democracy—I have already maintained, and I
regard it as a fundamental maxim of government. If any
people who possess a democratic representation are, from
their historical antecedents, more willing to tolerate such
a centre of resistance in the form of a Second Chamber or
House of Lords than in any other shape, this constitutes a
strong reason for having it in that shape.34

Now, honorable gentlemen, I think a Second
Chamber, constituted nearly in the same way
as the Lower Chamber, would be wholly
ineffectual to stop the current of legislation
coming from that Chamber; the point, indeed,

Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 238.
John Stuart Mill, Considerations on Representative Government (1861) in Chapter XIII: Of a Second Chamber.

(pp. 316-346 in the primary document)

February 20 1865, Legislative COUNCIL

admits of very little question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—The
objections which have been raised to
nomination by the Crown or the Executive
Government are of very little effect at this time
of day. For myself I should have preferred to
have the nomination of legislative councillors
vested in the Crown independently of the
recommendation of the Local Government, so
as to have left the prerogative unfettered.
There is no doubt that abuses formerly
existed in Canada when the nominative
system was in force—before responsible
government was established and when the
Colonial Office meddled a good deal with the
affairs of the province; but now every
honorable gentleman with any knowledge of
historical events in Canada will say at once the
case is altogether altered. So far from
interfering in our internal matters, the
Colonial Office now leaves us a great deal to
ourselves and lets us do as we please. There
never was a freer Constitution than ours.
Under these altered circumstances, I should
have preferred, I say, that in order to avoid all
appearance of nominations for party
purposes, the direct nomination of legislative
councillors should have been left to the Crown
or the Crown’s representative in the
Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
There was one remark made by the hon.
member for Wellington [John Sanborn] in
reference to Mr. Cardwell’s letter, which I
think was made in error. He inferred from that
despatch that Mr. Cardwell was opposed to
the nominative system. Now, the passage he
alluded to was this:—
The second point which Her Majesty’s Government
desired should be reconsidered is the Constitution of the
Legislative Council. They appreciate the considerations
which have influenced the Conference in determining the

35

36
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mode in which this body, so important to the constitution
of the Legislature,
•
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should be composed. But it appears to them to require
further consideration whether, if the members be
appointed for life, and their number be fixed, there will be
any sufficient means of restoring harmony between the
Legislative Council and the popular Assembly, if it shall
ever unfortunately happen that a decided difference of
opinion shall arise between them. 35

Now the point of this (Mr. Cardwell’s)
objection clearly is to the number being fixed,
not to the principle of nomination, nor to
members being appointed for life.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
Like many honorable gentlemen in this House,
there are certain of the clauses in these
resolutions which, I think, might have been
improved. I, for instance, might have
preferred the Confederate seat of government
being established elsewhere than at Ottawa;
and, with reference to this subject, I have been
much struck with a remark, which I will cite,
from a recent writer, who says that—”Any
country compelled to forego the use of its
natural chief city, and make some inferior and
ill-placed town the seat of its government,
labors under incalculable disadvantages.”36
Everybody, however, has his own little
bantling, and thinks it the handsomest in the
world; and I doubt very much if, after all, we
should have made the plan of Confederation
much better, had every one of us been
consulted and taken into the Conference, at
Charlottetown or Quebec, to urge our own
special views.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
rather infer, from the differences of opinion I
have heard around me in these debates, that
we would not have so easily adopted the
compromise system as by the gentlemen who
composed those conferences. I hope, however,
that we shall adopt that system now, and get

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864). Correspondence presented to the
Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
Frances Cobbe, “What Annexation Has Done for Italy,” The National Review (N. XXXV – January), p. 21.
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through the debate in the faith that they have
done what is best for the interests of the
country, and that the measure is so important,
as a whole, as to render it unwise to place
minor impediments in its way to interrupt its
course.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
have marked several sections of the
resolutions which I think are open to objection
or susceptible of improvement, and I hope the
honorable and gallant Knight at the head of
the Government [Étienne Pascal Taché] will
give some explanations respecting the views
which animated the Conference in reference to
them. One of them is a matter in which Lower
Canada is somewhat peculiarly interested—
the system of marriage and divorce, which, I
see, is to be left in the hands of the Federal
Government. I hope nothing will be done by
the General Government, in relation to this
question, which will outrage the feelings of
Lower Canada, or lead to the laxity, in dealing
with the marriage tie, which prevails south of
the line 45°.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
Again, emigration is a subject which is left to
the Local as well as the General Government
to deal with. I think it should be under the care
of the General Government entirely. Then, as
to the question of education, I hope the
Government will secure to Roman Catholics in
Upper Canada the same rights which will be
extended to Protestants in Lower Canada. To
have the same privileges is only equal justice,
which I trust and believe will be granted.
Having been if communication with several of
the Roman Catholic clergy, I can say that they
desire to have every justice done to their
Protestant fellow-subjects, but expect to have
the same privileges granted to Roman
Catholics in Upper Canada (who are the
minority there,) as will be given to the
Protestant minority in Lower Canada.
37
38

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
must also refer to the clause which gives to
local governments the right of dividing the
sections
of
the
Confederation
into
constituencies and electoral divisions. This
power may become very dangerous and lead
to great practical injustice, and should, I think,
be placed in the hands opt the General
Government. I come now to the question of
railway extension, and this is a matter which
seems to have been a serious stumbling block
to a great number of those who are really
favorable to the measure of Confederation.
Now, I do not think the Intercolonial Railway
will be a profitable concern, all at once; but I
think I can remove a few of the objections
which have been raised to this part of the
scheme. In the first place, I think a mistake
prevails is to what will be the cost of carrying
freight on this railway. I have here the
annual Trade and Navigation Returns of New
Brunswick for 1863, in which I find the
following statement:—
If New Brunswick was connected with Montreal and
Quebec by direct railway communication through British
territory, our importations from the States would decrease
immediately, and much of our flour and other supplies
would come direct from Canada; and in the event of the
Reciprocity Treaty and the bonding system of the United
States, which allows British goods to pass through their
territory free of duty under bond to Canada, being
abolished, Saint John would probably become the Atlantic
shipping port of Canada for the winter months.37

People may suppose the rates of freight
•
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would be so very extravagant that this could
not come to pass; but in the same report, which
has very opportunely come to hand, as it
corroborates the remarks I made during the
debate on the Address as to the fact that we
should have some offset in the trade of the
Lower Provinces, under Confederation, for
what we should lose if the Reciprocity Treaty38

Annual Returns of Trade and Navigation for the Province of New Brunswick for the Year 1863 (1864), p. 17.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
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were to be annulled, I find the following
statement:—
The cost of transportation of flour from Montreal to
Portland, Maine, by rail, has been reduced to the low
figure of 35 cents per barrel, and from Portland, Maine, to
this port, it can be conveyed for 25 cents by steamer, or 15
cents by sailing vessel, making altogether 60 cents for
conveying a barrel of flour, weighing 200 lbs., by rail and
steam, a distance of 585 miles, and it could be delivered at
this port (St. John, N. B.) within five or six days from the
time of loading at Montreal. Of course these low rates of
railway freight apply to large quantities only.39

Well now, gentlemen, the distance from
Montreal to St. John, by railway, are at a rough
estimate about 600 miles.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—Not
so much—about 500 only.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—So
much the better for my argument, but I will
give my hon. friend the benefit of the 600
miles, sow, the further a barrel of flour is
carried the loss the freight per mile is, because
you get rid of the cost of handling it at
successive stages. If you can carry it from
Montreal to Portland, say 300 miles, for 35
cents, you can certainly carry it 600 miles for
less than twice that sum, or let us say for 60
cents, not more than what it now costs by the
combined rail and steamboat route via
Portland, while the flour conveyed all the way
by rail will be the better for not being moved
about from one means of conveyance to
another.
I have indeed reason to believe, from a very
good railway authority, that it would pay a
railway company well to carry flour from
Montreal to St. John for from 60 to 70 cents per
barrel, and that if it were necessary, the work
could be done at a profit at 50 cents per bailer.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
want to show by this, that the carrying of flour
over the Intercolonial Railway will not be so
difficult of accomplishment as people who

39
40

375

have not gone into the calculation closely may
be disposed to imagine.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
have here, too, a statement of the imports of
flour into New Brunswick, Nova Scotia and
Newfoundland. It is as follows:—
Imports
New Brunswick
Nova Scotia
Newfoundland

Barrels
243,000
328,000
226,000
—
797,000

If we now look at our imports and exports
for 1863, we shall find that we imported into
Canada 4,210,942 bushels of wheat, while we
exported only 3,030,407 bushels. Well, this
may appear strange, considering that we are
an agricultural and exporting country; but we
come next to the article of flour, and find that
while we imported only 229,793 barrels, we
exported 1,095,691 barrels.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—We
imported wheat to grind it into flour.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
Exactly so. The excess of flour exported was
865,898 barrels, which, taken at 4 ½ bushels to
the barrel, would be equal to 3,836,541 bushels
of wheat. Deducting from this the excess of
our imports over our exports of wheat, viz.,
1,180,535 bushels, will leave us 2,716,006 for
export, which at the same calculation, viz., 4J
bushels to the barrel, gives us 603,557 barrels
of surplus flour, ground from wheat in
Canada, with which to supply the demand of
the three Maritime Provinces mentioned of
797,000 barrels.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
Thus, if the Reciprocity Treaty40 be repealed.
we can just about supply what they annually
require.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
Annual Returns, p. 12.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 38.
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Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
Their importations aye moreover very
constant, for the return says:—
Our importations of wheat flour in 1863 amounted to
243,391 barrels, against 232,237 barrels in 1862; 210,676
barrels in 1861, 198,323 barrels in 1860; 295,356 barrels in
18 9, 226,649 barrels in 1858; and 153,515 barrels in 1857.41

That is as far as wheat or wheaten flour is
concerned They consume also a large quantity
of pork, a large quantity of beef and other
produce; but I do not wish to trespass longer
upon the time of the House.
Voices—”Go on.”
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
will just read from the New Brunswick return.
It says:—
Our importations into the Province in 1863, of all kinds of
agricultural produce, amounted in value to $2,060,702,the
description of which was as follows:—Flour and meal of
all kinds, bread, beans, peas and pot barley, $1,333,786;
grain of all kinds, bran, horse and pig feed, $148,413;
vegetables, including potatoes, $76,769; meats
•
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viz., salted, cured and fresh, including poultry, $242,933;
butter, cheese, lard and eggs, $75,235; animals, including
horses, oxen, cows, sheep and pigs, $58.7 5; apples, pears,
plums, cranberries, &c., $60,257; tallow and soap grease,
$29,973, hops, $5,226; hay, $3,142; malt, $4,719; shrubs,
trees, &c., $2,188; seeds, $10,815; wool, $8,531; amounting
altogether in currency to £515,175. The value of the
agricultural produce imported in 1862 was £476,581
currency; in 1861 it was £427,083 currency; and in 1860 it
was £447,341 currency.42

The Nova Scotia and Newfoundland returns
also show that large quantities of agricultural
produce of all kinds are imported into these
colonies, as well as immense quantities of pork
and other meats which we could easily and
profitably supply. Now all these articles
Canada will be able to supply, and this is
another item in the return which is very
noticeable. The Lower Provinces import large
quantities of boots and shoes. The New
41
42
43
44

Brunswick return states that—
The value of boots and shoes imported in 1863 was
$59.851—duty, $7,521; against $57,957—duty, $9,105, in
1862; $101,967—duty, $16,385, in 1861; and $131,424—
duty, $20,832, in 1860.43

These under Confederation would go duty
free from Canada. There is a large
manufacture of such articles, and with them,
as with some other articles we make, we might
supply the Lower Province markets.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—If
there is one feature in our connection with the
Lower Provinces which we must not lose sight
of, it is their possessing coal in large quantities;
this is sure eventually to create manufacturing
communities amongst them, to increase their
population, and cause a larger home demand
than at present, for the agricultural
productions of Western Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
may now recur to the Intercolonial Railway
question, and express a hope that it will be
gone about by the Government in the most
economical manner possible. This much may
be said, that whatever money is spent on it will
be spent in the country, that is, in our new
country, will be spent among ourselves, and
will attract a great army of labourers; and I do
hope and trust the Administration will so
arrange the prosecution of the work, that these
labourers shall be induced to settle on the
lands traversed by the line, which, I am told,
are very favorable to settlement, so that
another market for our manufactures and
productions may be formed; and that if the
Reciprocity Treaty44 should be lost to us (an
event which I deprecate as much as anyone),
we may have something to fall back upon—
which we shall have, hon. gentlemen, if we
look at our position boldly and energetically,

Annual Returns, p. 11.
ibid., pp. 11-12.
ibid., p. 18.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 38.
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and take advantage of circumstances as they
arise.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
With respect to the statement that the road will
not be valuable for purposes of defence, not
being a military man, that is, nothing more
than a militia officer, I do not pretend to offer
a very valuable opinion: but it appears to me
that, removed a certain distance from the
frontier as it will be, an attack on the railway
must be next to impossible in the winter time;
besides, it will be our duty to guard our
frontier in such a way that incursions cannot
be made upon us with effect, and I hope we
shall be able to do so.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—It
has been remarked that the English
Government would not think of sending a
military force from Halifax to Canada by
railway, but I confess I differ from this view.
In the war which is now going on in the United
States, if it has been proved that railways can
be easily broken up, it has also been proved
that they can easily be re-laid, and the value
set upon them by military men is clearly
exemplified by the struggles they make to gain
or to retain possession of them. If a railway is
partially broken up, they have appliances at
hand quickly to repair it. It is a part of modern
warfare to lay railways and lines of telegraph,
and armies have corps attached to them whose
special duty this is.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
There is another thing, important in a military
point of view, which has been lost sight of—
which is, that although soldiers might walk
over the snow, military munitions and the
heavy articles used in war, such as cannon and
mortars, cannot be put on snowshoes.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
think the railway would be of incalculable
45
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value for transporting such things as these if
there were occasion for it, which I hope there
never will be. It is, however, meet to be
prepared for such an eventuality as war, for
that is the best way to avoid it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
may here refer to what some honorable
gentlemen have remarked in this debate, that
the circumstance of certain portions of the
population of the Lower Provinces being
occupied in maritime pursuits, diminishes to
that extent their power of aiding Canada in
case of war. In this opinion I am unable to
concur; for if there be one arm more than
another in which they can assist us, it is by the
aid of their hardy seafaring-population, who
will swarm the seaports of the Confederacy
and the
•

(p. 338)

Empire, and act with great effect upon the
commerce and seaboard towns of any foreign
foe.
It has been said, honorable gentlemen, that
this measure is being hurried through the
House, and complaint has been made that it
has not been referred to the country for
arbitrament. But, look at the consequences of
so referring it to the country. Look at the
consequences of delay. You have read the
telegram to day which gives the news of the
assembling of the British Parliament, and I am
glad to see a statement in Her Majesty’s
Speech45, that She has approved of the
measure which is now under our
consideration.
Well,
gentlemen,
the
Parliament of Great Britain will not sit for an
unlimited time. Its session, this year, may be
shorter than usual, for the natural dissolution
of this and the assembling of a new Parliament
are drawing near, and contending parties
generally make an effort, towards the close of
a Parliament, to make a change in the
Administration.
Any one who reads the English papers and

UK, House of Lords, “Address to Her Majesty on the Lord Commissioners’ Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177, cc7-38.
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political documents will see that a change of
Ministry is confidently expected by some
people; and if a defeat of the present Ministry
takes place, and Parliament is dissolved, their
own affairs will occupy the minds of British
statesmen, so that when again called together,
for a short time in summer, it may be merely
to legislate on local matters, and our
Confederation project may thus be indefinitely
delayed.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—So
much the better.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—I
think any man with his eyes open will see that
events are marching on upon this continent
with great strides. Event follows event in such
rapid succession that we can hardly tell
whither the tide will flow next. Already we
hear the great anticipated successes of the
North. If the news be true that Charleston has
been evacuated, it will be a severe blow to the
cause of the South; and if the South be
conquered, we know what have been the
sentiments towards Canada expressed in the
United States for the last three years. They
will, perhaps, turn north for further conquests,
and try to humble a power which has not in
every way met their wishes.
We should, at all events, be prepared to meet
such a contingency, prepared to repel attack,
prepared to defend our homes and the free
Constitution under which we live. I will
conclude by saying that if the citizens of
Montreal have been accused in former times of
energy in a wrong direction, they are prepared
now, and I speak it advisedly, to use that
energy for the defence of the province.
For the people of the nationality to which I
belong, I will further say they have come to
this country to find a home and they have
found one, where they are not oppressed by
any wrongs, where there is no invidious
distinction between races and creeds. They
appreciate the blessing and value of the
institutions under which they live, they are
ready to defend them, and they look on the
union of the British North American Provinces
as the surest means of preserving and

perpetuating them.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
David Price [Laurentides, elected 1864]—
Honorable gentlemen, being one of the newly
elected members of this House, I would like to
say a few words, by way of defining my
position, before the vote is taken. Although I
have said that I was in favor of Confederation
as the only means by which we could make
proper provision for our defence, yet, until I
understood the details more clearly than what
I could learn from the resolutions, I could not
make up my mind to vote for it.
Previous to the declaration at the election in
my division, the press had circulated the
views of the Conference, and I went over the
details so far as I was in possession of them,
and the verdict of the people at the hosting’s
was unanimously in favor of the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Price [Laurentides, elected 1864]—I
would like to enter into a discussion of the
details, clause by clause, but it is impossible to
do so at the present time. It is not surprising
that almost every member of the House is
opposed to one or more of the resolutions; it is
impossible for us, even when we go into
committee on almost any subject, to
unanimously agree on all the clauses. Before
going further I wish to thank my honorable
friend the gallant Knight [Étienne Pascal
Taché] at the head of the Government, for his
kind remarks with reference to my father and
myself, at the opening of this debate. For the
last twenty years I have been known and
resided in the constituency which sent me
here, and if I have been elected without much
opposition, it was from friendship towards me
on the part of my constituents.
Although I represent people having
different religious views, yet I believe only
twenty-six Protestant votes were given for me.
I have had a great deal of personal friendship
and intercourse with the Roman Catholic
clergy of Lower Canada, and must say I have
always found them liberal and loyal in their
views, and, air a body, almost
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unanimous in supporting the scheme of
Confederation, being convinced that it is the
only sortie from our present political troubles,
and of our continuing under the British
Crown, knowing well the liberty that all
subjects enjoy under it; and I feel certain that if
ever the day comes to defend the British flag
on this soil, while a shred is left on the stair
they will be there to defend it.
Being an elected member of this House, who
by this scheme may be offered a seat for life, I
beg to say that I care little for the chance; but I
have been congratulated by my constituents,
on all sides, upon the prospect before me, and
if I vote for the measure as it stands I shall not,
therefore, in any way displease them.
Although I voted for rendering this House
elective, in 185646, yet I did so, contrary to my
own convictions, for the sole purpose of
sustaining the Government, believing that this
House should be a conservative body.
I consider that this should be a special
branch, where we should judge measures
without reference to popular prejudices, if
such a thing were possible. I think we are here
to judge without that political partiality which
actuates most of the members of the Lower
House, some of whom got their seats by a
majority of one. I am sure persons elected in
that manner can hardly claim to represent the
popular feeling of the country. For my part, I
intend to vote for these resolutions, for it
becomes a matter of choice with us either to
support them and thus become one strong
Confederacy, or else go by driblets into the
American Union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Price [Laurentides, elected 1864]—I
am fully convinced that we are tending
rapidly towards annexation, and that the only
thing that can save us is the formation of a
strong Confederacy. And if that is not done
immediately, I firmly believe that we shall let
the golden opportunity slip, and will not again
have the opportunity. Honorable gentlemen
46
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say that our debt will be rapidly increased
under Confederation. Well, that is hard to say,
but I think it quite likely it may increase
slightly. But what would be our debt if we
were annexed to the United States?
What would our taxes be if we had a
proportion of the enormous war debt of that
country to pay, in addition to our own? For my
part, believing as I do that this is the only hope
of the country, and the present the only
opportunity we shall have of carrying it
through—and so far as I know it is the only
one—I should feel myself unworthy the
position I hold if I did not vote in favor of it.
It is the only practicable scheme that has ever
come before the country for settling the
difficulties that have afflicted the country. For
the past ten years, during which I have had the
honor of being a representative of the people,
there has always been a running fight between
the ins and outs—first one side and then the
other, contending for office, and the result has
been anything but satisfactory to the country.
I think if honorable members would take an
impartial view of this question, and consider
that we cannot alter the details, if we desired
to do so, without defeating the whole, they
would not hesitate to vote for it. As I
understand it, the details in reference to the
formation of our own local governments will
be brought before us, and we shall then have
ample opportunity of considering and
amending them if we think it necessary.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I do
not wish to make any lengthened remarks; but
there are one or two points to which I wish to
call the attention of the House before the vote
is taken.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “Question,”
“Question!”
David Price [Laurentides, elected 1864]—If
I am out of order, I will take my seat.
The Hon. The Speaker—The honorable
gentleman is perfectly in order.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—I wish

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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to call the attention of the House to the opinion
of the celebrated author quoted by my
honorable friend from Victoria Division (Hon.
Mr. Ryan). My honorable friend quoted some
part of a work by Mr. John Stuart Mills, a
celebrated
writer
on
Representative
Government, but he did not go far enough.
Mr. Mills says:—
The consideration which tells most in my judgment in
favor of two Chambers (and this I do regard as of some
moment), is the evil effect produced upon the mind of any
holder of power, whether an individual or an assembly,
by the contagiousness of having only themselves to
consult.47

This is perfectly true. But what does my
honorable friend advocate? He advocates that
the whole power shall be concentrated in the
General Government; that they shall have the
power to create this House, so that the whole
power shall be legally centred in “one body.”
The writer he quoted goes on and condemns
that principle in the following words:—
If the writings by which reputation has been gained are
unconnected with politics, they are no evidence of the
special qualities required, while, if political, they would
enable successive ministries to deluge the House with
party tools.48

That is the position to which my honorable
•

48
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That there should be in every polity a centre of resistance
to the predominant power in the Constitution—and in a
democratic Constitution, therefore, a nucleus of resistance
to the democracy—I have already maintained; and I
regard it as a fundamental maxim of government.
If any people who possess a democratic representation
are, from their historical antecedents, more willing to
tolerate such a centre of resistance in the form of a Second
Chamber or House of Lords, than it; any other shape, this
constitutes a strong reason for having it in that shape. 49
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friend would drive us. He would give the
ministry the power “to deluge this House with
party tools.” He then went on and proved too
much with regard to the trade between the
provinces. He said New Brunswick and Nova
Scotia would take our manufactures, that
already we had large manufactures of boots
and shoes, and that the Lower Provinces
would take these and other manufactures
from us. And then he told us that they had coal
in Nova Scotia, and that where there is coal,
manufactures will spring up.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—
47

Coal is not used in the manufacture of boots
and shoes.
David Reesor [King's, elected 1860]—But
coal makes a manufacturing country, and
there is no reason why Nova Scotia, as a
manufacturing
country,
should
not
manufacture boots and shoes as cheaply as
they can be manufactured at Montreal. I have
lately learned from good authority that the
very articles to which my honorable friend
refers (boots and shoes) are now being largely
manufactured in the city of St. John. Labor is
quite as cheap in New Brunswick as in
Canada, and there is no reason why they could
not supply themselves with the articles
named, and with many others, even cheaper
than they can be supplied from Canada.
Thomas Ryan [Victoria, elected 1863]—As
regards Mr. Mills’ opinions, the extract I read
was this:—

He admits that a check can be used, and
properly used, by a House of Lords or a
Legislative Council. Then he goes on to say
that he does not think this the best check, and
prescribes a plan of his own; but his statement
on this point is too long to enter upon now.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
wish to ask the Hon. Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell] a question with
reference to the meaning of the 5th sub-section
of the 29th clause, which commits to the
General Parliament “the raising of money by

John Stuart Mill, Considerations on Representative Government (1861) in Chapter XIII: Of a Second Chamber.
ibid.
ibid.
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all or any other modes or system of taxation.”50
Am I to understand that the General
Government are to have the power of
imposing local taxation upon the lands of the
provinces?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
general national power of taxation is to be in
the General Government.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
34th sub-section of the same clause commits to
the General Government “the establishment of
a general Court of Appeal for the Federated
provinces.”51 Is that to be in lieu of the Courts
of Appeal we now have? Is it intended to do
away with the present Court of Appeal and to
establish a new one?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I do
not think my honorable friend has caught the
meaning of what is intended. It does not say
the general Court of Appeal shall be
established, but that the power to establish it
shall be in the General Government.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—New
Courts of Appeal?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—If a
statute of the Parliament of the United
Provinces shall be passed creating a Court of
Appeal, it will state whether it is in lieu of, or
in addition to, the present Courts of Appeal. I
should suppose it would be in addition.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I
think that point is one which we ought to
understand before giving a final vote; and I do
not think the Hon. Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell], with reference
to it, has fulfilled his promise to give an
explicit answer to any question which might
be put, to elicit further information about the
scheme. Then the 43rd clause gives the Nova
50
51
52

53
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Scotia Legislature power to make laws
respecting export duties on coal52. What is the
meaning of that?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I
thought I had explained that the export duty
there was almost synonymous with our
royalty. It is levied in lieu of a royalty at the
mine; and we therefore permit the Nova Scotia
Government to exact it on coal coming to this
country.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
honorable gentleman must see it cannot be a
royalty, because the royalty must apply to all
coal consumed in the Province of Nova Scotia,
while the export duty only applies to coal
exported from that province. The 9th subsection of that clause imposes on the local
governments,
“the
establishment,
maintenance
and
management
of
penitentiaries, and of public and reformatory
prisons.”53 There is but one penitentiary in
Canada, which is situated in Upper Canada.
Does this clause impose on
•
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the Local Legislature of Lower Canada the
construction and maintenance of a new
Penitentiary, leaving to Upper Canada the
Penitentiary now in existence in that province?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—No
doubt; but Lower Canada may arrange with
Upper Canada for the temporary use of the
Penitentiary, so long as she requires it, or for
its permanent use, if that is thought better.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—By
the 6th subsection the local legislatures have
the control of “Education; saving the rights
and privileges which the Protestant or
Catholic minority in both Canadas may
possess as to their denominational schools at

Quebec Resolution 29(5). Supra footnote 7.
Resolution 29(34). ibid.
Resolution 43(1), which reads, “The Local Legislatures shall have power to make laws respecting the following subjects: … 1. Direct
taxation, and in New Brunswick the imposition of Duties on the Export of Timber, Logs, Masts, Spars, Deals, and Sawn Lumber; and
in Nova Scotia, of Coals and other minerals.” Supra footnote 7.
Resolution 43(9). ibid.
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the time when the union goes into
operation.”54 I do not know whether the
representations which have been made in
some portions of the country are correct—that,
under this section the Roman Catholics would
be entitled to no more schools than they have
at the passing of the act? Will the
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell] please explain?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—By
this section it is affirmed that the principle of
action with reference to those schools which
may be in existence at the time the
Confederation takes effect, shall continue in
operation. Should this Parliament and the
other legislatures adopt the scheme, and if the
Imperial Parliament adopts an act giving effect
to it, there will be found in existence certain
principles by which the minorities in Upper
and Lower, Canada will be respectively
protected, and those principles will continue
in operation.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—But
suppose no alteration is made in the Common
School Law of Upper Canada—and, as I
understand, none is promised—would the
Roman Catholics be entitled to establish more
separate schools?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
present Act55 would continue to operate, and
the honorable gentleman knows what are the
rights of Roman Catholic schools under that
Act.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—That
is the way in which I understand it. With
reference to the 61st clause56, I would ask is it
proposed, at this session of the Legislature, to
arrange the balance of the debt—not taken into
54
55
56

57

the Confederation—between Upper and
Lower Canada.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—It is
proposed, before any Federation scheme goes
into operation, that the debt shall be arranged
between Upper and Lower Canada.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—In
the 64th section it is provided that, “in
consideration of the transfer to the General
Parliament of the powers of taxation, an
annual grant in aid of each province shall be
made, equal to eighty cents per head of the
population, as established by the census of
1861; the population of Newfoundland being
estimated at 130,000.”57
Would the Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell] state why the
population of Newfoundland is to be
estimated at 130,000, while the population of
the other provinces is taken according to the
census of 1861—Newfoundland thus being
allowed 8,000 of a population more than it
would be entitled to under the census, and
being allowed to take in on that basis $200,000
more of debt, and also receiving more subsidy
than it would otherwise be entitled to? If we
are to assume that the population of
Newfoundland increased 8,000 between 1861
and 1864 or 1865, why should not a similar
increase be allowed to Canada?
Assuming that the population of Canada
increased at no more rapid rate, we would
have an increase of 160,000, which would
entitle us to go into the Confederation with a
debt exceeding that with which we now go in
of upwards of $4,000,000, and which would
give us $130,000 a year more of subsidy. I
cannot understand why the population of
Newfoundland should be taken at 130,000,

Quebec Resolution 43(6). ibid.
An Act to Restore Roman Catholics in Upper Canada Certain Rights in Respect to Separate Schools (Province of Canada, 1863).
Quebec Resolution 61, which reads in full, “The Debt of Canada, not specially assumed by Upper and Lower Canada respectively,
shall not exceed, at the time of the Union, $62,500,000; Nova Scotia shall enter the Union with a debt not exceeding $8,000,000; and
New Brunswick with a debt not exceeding $7,000,000.” Supra footnote 7.
Resolution 64, which reads in full, “In consideration of the transfer to the General Parliament of the powers of Taxation, an annual
grant in aid of each Province shall be made, equal to eighty cents per head of the population, as established by the census of 1861; the
population of Newfoundland being estimated at 130,000. Such aid shall be in full settlement of all future demands upon the General
Government for local purposes, and shall be paid half-yearly in advance to each Province.” ibid.
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when all the other provinces—most of them, at
all events, increasing in population much
more rapidly than Newfoundland—go in with
the population ascertained by the census of
1861.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—The
reason is just this, that there happened to be no
census taken in Newfoundland in 1861. The
last census there was some years before—I
think in 1857. The estimated increase, if I
recollect rightly, was based on the increase
which had taken place during the period
between the previous census and that of 1857;
and, taking that ratio of increase, it was found
that the population, at the time of the union,
would be close upon 130,000. We therefore put
it at that figure.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—The
honorable gentleman is right in saying that the
last census of Newfoundland was taken in
1857; but the increase should have been
reckoned only for a period of four years, and I
can scarcely believe that Newfoundland could
be entitled to an increase of 8,000 in its
population in four years, giving to that colony
the benefit of four years’ increase more than
Canada. Our census was taken in 1861.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—Not
at all; we all go in with the amounts of our
respective populations estimated at the same
time; 130,000 was the estimated population of
Newfoundland
•
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at that date. We had no desire to give
Newfoundland any advantage. Its population
was estimated at 130,000 at the time at which
the populations of the other provinces were
taken.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Perhaps the Hon. Commissioner of Crown
Lands [Alexander Campbell] will inform us
whether, in stating the revenues of the various
provinces, the customs revenue raised on
goods exported from one province to another
was taken into account? Prince Edward Island,
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in 1861, paid customs duties amounting to
£17,769 sterling; of that, only £11,096 was paid
on goods imported from foreign countries, or
countries other than those which, it is
proposed, shall form part of this union; so that
the people of that island paid only about 70
cents per head in duties on goods brought in
from countries outside the proposed
Confederation.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—What
do you make the total customs revenue of
Prince Edward Island for that year?
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—
Seventeen thousand seven hundred and sixtynine pounds sterling. Great Britain furnished
the largest proportion of the imports; then
Nova Scotia; then the United States; then New
Brunswick. The whole duties, as I have said,
paid on goods coming from other countries
than the British Provinces, were £11,096, or
about two-thirds of the entire customs
revenue.
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—I
suppose the person who was probably the best
informed about the state of the revenue in
Prince Edward Island, was the Secretary of the
Treasury, Hon. Mr. Pope; and our estimate of
the revenue of that island was based on a
printed return which Mr. Pope handed round
among the members of the Conference,
informing us what had been the revenue of
Prince Edward Island in 1863, and for a series
of years before 1863.
In the same way Hon. Mr. Tilley furnished
the statement of revenue for New Brunswick,
Dr. Tupper for Nova Scotia, and Hon. Mr. Galt
for Canada; and on these statements furnished
by the Ministers of Finance for the various
provinces the estimates were based. I observe
that the Minister of Finance, Hon. Mr. Galt, in
a speech delivered elsewhere, puts down the
total revenue of Prince Edward Island at
$197,000, all of which is from customs and
excise, save about $32,000.
George Alexander [Gore, elected 1858]—
My hon. friend from Niagara (Hon. Mr.
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Currie) in his own speech stated the revenue
of Prince Edward Island at $153,000.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] then rose to wind up the
debate, with a general reply. He said:—Hon.
gentlemen, I was very anxious that ample
opportunity should be given to the members
of this Honorable House to express their
opinions on the matter which has been for the
last two or three weeks under debate. And
now as I see no member disposed to rise, with
the view of offering any further remarks, I
think the time has come when the debate may
be closed, if such is the pleasure of the House.
I commenced, hon. gentlemen, to take notes—
pretty copious notes—with the view of
answering the statements and arguments of
hon. gentlemen who have spoken in
opposition to the scheme. But, at the
suggestion of some of my friends, I have taken
my pen and crossed out all those notes—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—by way of
compromise, if I may so express myself—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—and in order that I
might not provoke further discussion. One
hope that this sacrifice of mine—for it is a
sacrifice—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—will be taken in good
part, and that the few remarks I have now to
make will not be of a nature to provoke any
reply. In the first place, I must answer a
question that was put to me, I think by my
hon. friend from St. Clair Division (Hon. Mr.
Vidal). He said he did not understand exactly
what I meant by the province being at the top
of an inclined plane. It is true that in going
over very rapidly the different topics on which
I touched, I did not explain that figure very

fully. But I stated that the province stood in a
twofold danger—of being dragged violently
into the American Union, and, in the next
place, as we stood on an inclined plane, of
supping down gradually, and without our
being aware of it, into the vortex below. It
seems to me that the thing was plain enough.
Still, as I am a Frenchman, and cannot express
myself in English in the manner I would like, I
think I should be allowed the privilege which
is conceded to persons belonging to certain
foreign nationalities. For instance, they say
that an Englishman is allowed to speak once,
an Irishman twice—
An Hon. Member—Three times.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Well, three times be
it; that is still better. And a Dutchman as long
as he finds it necessary, until he can make
himself understood. Well, I want to have the
privilege allowed to the Dutchman.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—As to being drawn
violently into the American Union, if this
scheme of Confederation does not take place,
it seems to me that that might be a very
probable
•
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result of our position. Suppose war was
declared late in autumn, at the close of
navigation—with the little means we have
here of defending ourselves, we would be
placed for five months in a very disagreeable
and trying position, having no opportunity of
obtaining the powerful succour of the Mother
Country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—That must be so
easily understood, that I shall make no further
remark upon it. But, my statement about the
province being placed upon an inclined plane
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may require some little comment and
explanation. I say that, if we do not cultivate
with our sister provinces—the Maritime
Provinces—a close commercial, political, and
social intercourse—being all of us British
subjects, all of us monarchists, owing
allegiance to the same Crown—if we neglect
the cultivation of that intercourse, we run a
great danger.
We are, in our present position, small,
isolated bodies, and it may probably be with
us, as in the physical world, where a large
body attracts to itself the smaller bodies within
the sphere of its influence. If we do not make
those alliances with the Lower Provinces—if
we do not open with them those
communications,
political, social, and
commercial, which are essential for our own
interest, we shall little by little lose some of
those principles we now esteem so much; we
shall lose little by little our attachment to the
Mother Country, and the interesting
reminiscences which, with many of us, now
give intensity to that attachment; and we shall
become—you may depend upon it, hon.
gentlemen—more and more democratised,
before we are aware of it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—And really, hon.
gentlemen, if I were to form my opinion by
some of the speeches which we have heard in
this Honorable House since this debate was
opened, I think there are some hon. gentlemen
who, from the way in which they have
expressed themselves, might be supposed to
be—although I hope in reality they are not—
already half way down the inclined plane58.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear and
laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and
Receiver
General]—Well,
hon.
gentlemen, I say that if we want to avoid that,
we must have a Federal union with our fellow58
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subjects of the British Provinces, and that
besides we must have easy means of access to
the seaboard, so that, in case of danger, help
can be immediately forwarded to Canada and
to all parts of this Federal union, and that we
may have a powerful army of Great Britain
coming here as an auxiliary to the defence
which I hope we shall be able to make
ourselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—An honorable
gentleman has stated that I expressed myself
to the effect that, if this Confederation did not
take place, Canada could not become
prosperous. I never said anything of the kind.
I said expressly the contrary. Perhaps I may
not precisely apprehend the meaning of the
word “prosperous.” But I said this, that
Canada had within itself all the means to
become populous, to become wealthy, to
become a great people. But on the other hand,
I said that Canada and the other British
American Provinces, without union, could not
become a “powerful,” as distinguished from a
prosperous people. I said that we in Canada
could not become a powerful people unless we
had some maritime elements, unless we had
the means, by having harbours and ports of
our own open at all seasons, of
communicating freely with all the nations of
the world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—That is what I said. I
never stated that Canada could not become
prosperous, make money, and so forth. No; I
think Canada can do that; but Canada, even
though its population should reach forty
millions—which it may in a century hence—
can never be a powerful nation, unless its
power is felt all over the world; and how can
its power be so felt, unless it has its seaports
open all the year round?

Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 6.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—And I said—“Point
out to me the nation in this world which is
powerful, that has not some maritime
elements.” I say there is no one in the world.
Every nation whose power has been felt over
the globe, has been a nation that had some
maritime outlet. But Canada, situated as it is,
is in great want of free access to the sea; and,
as long as we are shut up, during five months
of the year, without being able to
communicate with the rest of the world—for,
notwithstanding our fine river, we cannot be
said to have a real maritime element—we are
in truth a dependent people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I have some notes in
French, made with the intention of answering
honorable gentlemen who spoke in that
language; but I think, having commenced, that
I will go on in English. It has been asked by
several honorable gentlemen how we were to
make provision for the protection of the
minorities in Upper and Lower Canada
respectively. We have in Upper Canada a
Catholic minority, in Lower Canada a
Protestant minority. Well, those minorities are
now in possession of certain rights; and, if we
were not to legislate at all upon those rights,
my interpretation of the scheme is, that they
would still, under the local governments,
enjoy the rights which they now possess. But
it has been provided that, if necessary,
additional
•
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protection shall be afforded; and in that case, I
say, without hesitation, that what will be done
for one portion of the country will also be done
for
the other
portions—justice
égale
distributive59.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
59

Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and
Receiver
General]—
Honorable
gentlemen have said that we have merely
submitted the general scheme of the
Government, and they have called upon us to
give details—details about the School bill,
details about the local governments, and the
immense string of other details embraced in
the amendment moved the other day by my
hon. friend from Grandville (Hon. Mr.
Letellier de St. Just), which I am sure was at
least a fathom long, and a very long fathom
too.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Now, suppose we
had all these matters before us, could we really
digest such a mass of information as hon.
gentlemen have asked for? It seems to me it
would be like introducing liquids into a vessel
whose mouth is very small; if you throw in the
liquid rapidly and in two great quantities, the
vessel will be overflowed, and the fluid won’t
be got into it. I think we have enough before
us at present, when we have the principal
matter, without the accessories. For, what
would be the use of the accessories if you reject
the principle?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Depend upon it, as
soon as these resolutions are concurred in,
then the details will be given one after the
other; and I trust they will be of such a nature
as to meet with the approval of the majority of
this Honorable House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and
Receiver
General]—Some
hon.
gentlemen have told us that this was not a
Federal union—that the project before you,
hon. gentlemen, was in point of fact a project

i.e. “distributive equal justice.”
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for a Legislative union. One hon. gentleman
who took this view read the 29th section, in
order to show that the General Government, if
it chose, could repeal any of the local acts of
the different local legislatures—that the
General Government, for instance, could do
away with our religious and benevolent
corporations, or deprive them of their
property. I think the honorable gentleman
must have been rather short-sighted when he
read the 29th resolution, for he omitted a very
important part of it; and, if he had not omitted
that part, I do not think he would have said
that this Federal scheme was really a scheme
for a Legislative union. I have no doubt my
honorable friend acted in good faith; but being
rather short-sighted, he did not read the whole
clause; otherwise he must have arrived at a
different conclusion.
The 29th section says: “The General
Parliament shall have power to make laws for
the peace, welfare and good government of
the Federated Provinces (saving the
sovereignty of England), and especially laws
respecting the following subjects.” Then
follows a list of all the subjects committed to
the General Government. But the resolution
does not finish there. There is something that
comes after all that, and it is this: “And
generally respecting all matters of a general
character, not specially and exclusively
reserved for the local governments and
legislatures.”60 Now I would ask honorable
gentlemen if an act incorporating a religious
body or benevolent society here in Lower
Canada is a subject of a general character; is it
not a subject purely local?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Take, for instance,
the sisters of charity. Could the General
Government, under this clause, interfere with
the privileges of those ladies? I say they could
not. I suppose the honorable gentleman who
used
the
argument
advanced
it
60
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conscientiously and in good faith. But I think
it is quite evident from a reading of the
resolution that, if Confederation takes place,
the General Government will have no power
to interfere with such matters.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—I must say positively,
if I am competent to draw any conclusion at all
from what I read, that the General
Government will have no right to meddle at all
with those religious and benevolent
corporations, none in the world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Remarks have also
been made about the laws of divorce and
marriage, and the honorable member for the
division of De Lanaudière (Hon. Mr. Olivier)
told us that the Conference had done well in
transferring the power of divorce to the
General Government. On his part, I think this
was a wise view of the question, and I am glad
to have the opportunity of now telling him so.
He was, however, very uneasy about the word
“marriage.”
Well, I will try to put him right and at his
ease on that point; and I will give him the
answer as I find it put down in writing, so that
no possible misunderstanding may continue
to exist. If the honorable gentleman will but
take his pen, he will be able to note my
answer:—”The word ‘marriage’ has been
inserted to give the General Legislature the
right to decide what form of marriage will be
legal in all parts of the Confederation, without
in any way interfering with the rules and
prescriptions of the Church to which the
contracting parties belong.”
Another honorable gentleman—I think the
honorable member for DeLorimier (Hon. Mr.
Bureau)—asked
me
if
the
General
Government would be responsible for the
debts contracted by Canada

Quebec Resolution 29(37). Supra footnote 7.
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prior to the Federal union? I replied “Yes, the
General Government would be liable for all
the debts contracted before this date.” “But,”
says he, “there are certain sums above the
sixty-two and a half millions of dollars which
will have to be settled as between Upper and
Lower Canada. And what will become of the
amount due to the seigniors? It may be that
Lower Canada will repudiate that portion of
the debt so allotted her.”
Well, I reply, Lower Canada cannot do that,
if she were disposed to do so; but I do not
believe that Lower Canada would be disposed
to repudiate a debt which she has herself
contracted—a debt of honor—a debt which is,
as it were, sacred. But even if Lower Canada
were disposed to do so, the General
Government are liable for the amount of that
debt; and as the General Government has to
give to Lower Canada a subsidy of 80 cents per
head, it would, of course, take very good care
to substract from the amount allotted to Lower
Canada the interest which is to be paid to the
seigniors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—So that on that
score—I do not know if the hon. gentleman is
himself a seignior or not, but he seems to take
a great interest in the seigniors—the hon.
member need not be uneasy at all.
Jacques-Olivier Bureau [De Lormier,
elected 1862]—What I stated was, that under
the authority of a public act, special
appropriations have been made for the
redemption of the debt due to the seigniors,
and that the putting aside of that act I consider
an act of repudiation. Then, for the sake of
argument I stated this, that you are shewing an
example of repudiation. But I added that if you
were going to pay to Lower Canada what you
state, for her Local Government; in the event
of her refusing to pay the seigniors, probably
the General Government would retain
sufficient from the 80 cents per head

apportionment for that purpose. I do not wish
to push the argument further; and I may state
that it was only for the sake of argument that I
advanced the proposition.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—No law has been
repealed—no repudiation taken place. The
seigniors, as it appears to me—I may not have
understood the law, for I am no lawyer—will
have additional security. That, it seems to me,
is a plain fact.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—Then the hon.
member from DeLorimier [Jacques-Olivier
Bureau] found a great deal of fault with the
manner—I must say the able manner in which
the gallant Knight (Hon. Sir N. F. Belleau)
explained the action of responsible
government in this country. The honorable
Knight [Narcisse Belleau] shewed how
responsible government protected the French
Catholics
in
Lower
Canada
under
Confederation, saying that if ever an act of
flagrant injustice was to be attempted in the
Federal Government, the whole of the Lower
Canadians would join as one man, and by
uniting with the minority against the
Government—because honorable gentlemen
must know that there always will be
minorities—by means of thus strengthening
the minority any Administration could be
ousted out of their places in twenty-four
hours. My honorable friend stated this, and he
stated it justly; he said so, well aware of what
he was saying.
But the honorable gentleman from De
Lorimier [Jacques-Olivier Bureau] comes
forward and says: “Don’t you recollect that at
one time the Upper Canadians, with the
minority from Lower Canada, united to
impose upon Lower Canada their will?” I tell
you, honorable gentlemen, that they never did
harm to Lower Canada, and that they never
could do harm to Lower Canada had they so
chosen. And why? The French had the use of
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their own language conceded to them in order
to bring them to support the Government, and
much more would have been done to
accomplish the same end.
I am referring now to the Government of the
day from 1844 to 1848 61. That Government
would have given you, what was passed
afterwards, an act to secure to the sufferers the
payment of their losses, the Rebellion Losses
Bill62.—They would have given every shilling
of those losses, and they would have given
you more if you would have consented to
become their followers.
The honorable gentleman made out no case
at all, and he could not have studied
parliamentary history since 1841 correctly.
Had he done so, he would have found that at
that period what was called responsible
government was not worked out. Sir Charles
Bagot, it is true, had lent himself to the views
of his advisers, and responsible government
had been going on perfectly under him; but
then he died here, and honorable gentlemen
must understand that Lord Metcalfe was
opposed to responsible government.
Jacques-Olivier Bureau [De Lormier,
elected 1862]—Still we had responsible
government.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—You had it in name
only, but not in practice; otherwise Hon. Mr.
Baldwin and Hon. Mr. Lafontaine would
never have left the Cabinet. They resigned
their seats in Council because they held
themselves responsible to Parliament63, while
Lord Metcalfe chose to appoint persons to
office without consulting them, as his
61

62

63

64
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advisers. Well, then, I assert that the case the
honorable gentleman has cited to show that
my honorable friend on the other side was
wrong, is no ease at all. It is not applicable in
any respect to present circumstances, because,
I repeat it again, we had not responsible
government at that time.
Jacques-Olivier Bureau [De Lormier,
elected 1862]—We have not responsible
government yet, then.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—How does the
honorable gentleman make that out?
Jacques-Olivier Bureau [De Lormier,
elected 1862]—The honorable gentleman has
stated that since the death of Lord Bagot we
have not had responsible government.
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General]—The honorable
gentleman cannot surely have understood me.
I think I said that under Lord Metcalfe there
was responsible government in name but not
in deed. And if the honorable gentleman will
study our parliamentary history a little closer,
he will admit that such was the case.
The consequence was, as I have already
stated, the resignation of Hon. Messrs.
Lafontaine and Baldwin. Still the Lower
Canadian party was unbroken. It is true the
new advisers of Lord Metcalfe coquetted
much with that majority to obtain adhesion;
but it was in vain. They remained firm to the
last, until the general election of 184864 brought

This time period would include the Viger-Draper (1844-1847), Sherwood-Badgley (1847-1848), and Lafontaine-Baldwin
(1848-1851) administrations.
An Act to provide for the indemnification of parties in Lower-Canada whose property was destroyed during the Rebellion in the years
one thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven, and one thousand eight hundred and thirty-eight [Rebellion Losses Bill] (Province of
Canada, 1849).
The entire Lafontaine-Baldwin Ministry (with the exception of Dominick Daly) resigned on Nov. 26, 1843, in protest of
Governor Lord Metcalfe’s appointment to a minor office without their approval. See in particular, W.P.M Kennedy, The
Constitution of Canada: An Introduction to its Development and Law (1922), and the “Resolutions of the Legislative Assembly
of Canada, 1841” [also referred to as “Baldwin-Harrison-Sydenham Resolutions”], in Journals (1841), pp. 481-482.
After a general election in 1848, the Sherwood-Badgley Ministry was defeated in a vote of no confidence, and Governor
Lord Elgin called upon the opposition leaders Louis-Hippolyte Lafontaine and Robert Baldwin to return once more to
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back the parties to Parliament in much about
their natural strength. I have already stated
that I have destroyed my notes, and I am ready
to await the verdict of this honorable House.
Some Hon. Members—Applause.
Alexander Vidal [St. Clair, elected
1863] said—Honorable gentlemen, as I
consider it my duty to vote for the motion now
before the House, I think it desirable to clear
myself from the imputation of inconsistency in
having supported the amendments which
have been proposed, and which the House has
rejected. I may state that my views as to the
desirableness of submitting the question to the
people are unchanged; the plan has been voted
down, but no argument has been adduced to
demonstrate that it was wrong in principle, or
likely to destroy the scheme.
I have previously expressed my general
approval of the Confederation, and that my
desire was to secure its permanency by having
its foundation broad and deep in the
expressed approval of the people. Submission
of the proposal to them has been refused, and
the only question now for me to decide is
whether I should accept the scheme as it is, or
vote for its rejection altogether. Under these
circumstances, I have no difficulty in deciding
that I must support the motion for its
adoption.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The question was then put on the main motion,—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island, in one Government, with provisions based on the
Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference of
Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th of October, 1864.65

Contents
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—which was carried on the following division:—
Aikins
Archambeault

65

form the first responsible Ministry in 1848. In the years that followed, Governor Lord Elgin oversaw the development of
the convention of responsible government.
Journals (1865), p. 128. Reinserted from the beginning of debate for clarity.
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and Simpson—15.

British North America will be promoted by a Federal
Union under the Crown of Great Britain, provided such
Union can be effected on principles just to the several
Provinces.

So it was resolved in the affirmative.66
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] moved, seconded by A.J.
Fergusson Blair [Brock, elected 1860],
That a select committee be appointed to draft an Address
founded on the said resolution, and that the committee be
composed of Honorable Messrs. Campbell, Fergusson
Blair, Ross, Christie, Sir N. F. Belleau, and the Mover.

Carried.
The House adjourned during pleasure; and on
resuming,
Étienne Pascal Taché [Canada East,
appointed 1848, Premier, Minister of Militia,
and Receiver General] reported the Address,—
To the Queen’s Most Excellent Majesty.
Most Gracious Sovereign:
We, Your Majesty's most dutiful and loyal subjects, the
Legislative Council of Canada, in Provincial Parliament
assembled, humbly approach Your Majesty for the
purpose of praying that Your Majesty may be graciously
pleased to cause a measure to be submitted to the Imperial
Parliament for the purpose of uniting the Colonies of
Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland,
and Prince Edward Island, in one Government, with
provisions based on the following Resolutions which were
adopted at a Conference of Delegates from the said
Colonies, held at the City of Quebec, on the tenth of
October, 1864, that is to say:—
1. The best interests and present and future prosperity of
66
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2. In the Federation of the British North American
Provinces, the system of Government best adapted under
existing circumstances to protect the diversified interest of
the several Provinces, and secure efficiency, harmony and
permanency in the working of the Union, would be a
General Government, charged with matters of common
interest to the whole country: and Local Governments for
each of the Canadas, and for the Provinces of Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island, charged with
the control of local matters in their respective sections.
Provision being made for the admission into the Union, on
equitable terms, of Newfoundland, the North-West
Territory, British Columbia and Vancouver.
3. In framing a Constitution for the General Government,
the Conference, with a view to the perpetuation of our
connection with the Mother Country, and the promotion
of the best interest of the people of these Provinces, desire
to follow the model of the British Constitution, so far as
our circumstances will permit.
4. The Executive Authority or Government shall be vested
in the Sovereign of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Ireland, and be administered according to the wellunderstood principles of the British Constitution, by the
Sovereign personally, or by the Representative of the
Sovereign duly authorized.
5. The Sovereign or Representative of the Sovereign shall
be Commander-in-Chief of the Land and Naval Militia
Forces.
6. There shall be a General Legislature or Parliament for
the Federated Provinces, composed of a Legislative
Council and a House of Commons.
7. For the purpose of forming the Legislative Council, the
Federated Provinces shall be considered as consisting of
three divisions: 1st, Upper Canada; 2nd, Lower Canada;
3rd, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward
Island; each division with an equal representation in the
Legislative Council.
8. Upper Canada shall be represented in the Legislative
Council by 24 Members, Lower Canada by 24 Members,
and the three Maritime Provinces by 24 Members, of
which Nova Scotia shall have 10, New Brunswick 10, and
Prince Edward Island 4 Members.
9. The Colony of Newfoundland shall be entitled to enter
the proposed Union, with a representation in the
Legislative Council of 4 Members.

Journals (1865), p. 130. Added for completeness.

(pp. 316-346 in the primary document)

392

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

10. The North-West Territory, British Columbia and
Vancouver shall be admitted into the Union on such terms
and conditions as the Parliament of the Federated
Provinces shall deem equitable, and as shall receive the
assent of Her Majesty; and in the case of the Province of
British Columbia or Vancouver, as shall be agreed to by
the Legislature of such Province.
11. The Members of the Legislative Council shall be
appointed by the Crown under the Great Seal of the
General Government, and shall hold office during life: if
any Legislative Councillor shall, for two consecutive
sessions of Parliament, fail to give his attendance in the
said Council, his seat shall thereby become vacant.
12. The Members of the Legislative Council shall be British
subjects by birth or naturalization, of the full age of thirty
years, shall possess a continuous real property
qualification of four thousand dollars over and above all
encumbrances, and shall be and continue worth that sum
over and above their debts and liabilities, but in the case
of Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, the property
may be either real or personal.
13. If any question shall arise as to the qualification of a
Legislative Councillor, the same shall be determined by
the Council.
14. The first selection of the Members of the Legislative
Council shall be made, except as regards Prince Edward
Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various
Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by
the Crown at the recommendation of the General
Executive Government, upon the nomination of the
respective Local Governments, and in such nomination
due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members of
the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province,
so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be
fairly represented.
15. The Speaker of the Legislative Council (unless
otherwise provided by Parliament), shall be appointed by
the Crown from among the Members of the Legislative
Council, and shall hold office during pleasure, and shall
only be entitled to a casting vote on an equality of votes.
16. Each of the twenty-four Legislative Councillors
representing Lower Canada in the Legislative Council of
the General Legislature shall be appointed to represent
one of the twenty-four Electoral Divisions mentioned in
Schedule A of Chapter first of the Consolidated Statutes of
Canada, and such Councillor shall reside or possess his
qualification in the Division he is appointed to represent.
17. The basis of Representation in the House of Commons
shall be Population, as determined by the Official Census
every ten years; and the number of Members at first shall
be 194, distributed as follows:

Upper Canada
Lower Canada
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
Newfoundland
Prince Edward Island

82
65
19
15
8
5

18. Until the Official Census of 1871 has been made up,
there shall be no change in the number of Representatives
from the several sections.
19. Immediately after the completion of the Census of
1871, and immediately after every decennial census
thereafter, the Representation from each section in the
House of Commons shall be readjusted on the basis of
Population.
20. For the purpose of such readjustments, Lower Canada
shall always be assigned sixty-five Members, and each of
the other sections shall, at each readjustment, receive, for
the ten years then next succeeding, the number of
Members to which it will be entitled on the same ratio of
Representation to Population as Lower Canada will enjoy
according to the Census last taken by having sixty-five
Members.
21. No reduction shall be made in the number of Members
returned by any section, unless its population shall have
decreased, relatively to the population of the whole
Union, to the extent of five per centum.
22. In computing at each decennial period the number of
Members to which each section is entitled, no fractional
parts shall be considered, unless when exceeding one-half
the number entitling to a Member, in which case a
Member shall be given for each such fractional part.
23. The Legislature of each Province shall divide such
Province into the proper number of constituencies, and
define the boundaries of each of them.
24. The Local Legislature of each Province may, from time
to time, alter the Electoral Districts for the purposes of
Representation in such Local Legislature, and distribute
the Representatives to which the Province is entitled in
such Local Legislature, in any manner such Legislature
may see fit.
25. The number of Members may at any time be increased
by the General Parliament,—regard being had to the
proportionate rights then existing.
26. Until provisions are made by the General Parliament,
all the laws which, at that date of the Proclamation
constituting the Union, are in force in the Provinces
respectively, relating to the qualification and
disqualification of any person to be elected, or to sit or
vote as a Member of the Assembly in the said Provinces
respectively; and relating to the qualification or
disqualification of voters and to the oaths to be taken by
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voters, and to Returning Officers and their powers and
duties,—and relating to the proceeding’s at Elections,—
and to the period during which such elections may be
continued—and relating to the Trial of Controverted
Elections and the proceedings incident thereto,—and
relating to the vacating of seats of Members, and to the
issuing and execution of new Writs, in case of any seat
being vacated otherwise than by a dissolution—shall
respectively apply to elections of Members to serve in the
House of Commons, for places situate in those Provinces
respectively.
27. Every House of Commons shall continue for five years
from the day of the return of the writs choosing the same,
and no longer; subject, nevertheless, to be sooner
prorogued or dissolved by the Governor.
28. There shall be a Session of the General Parliament
once, at least, in every year, so that a period of twelve
calendar months shall not intervene between the last
sitting of the General Parliament in one Session, and the
first sitting thereof in the next Session.
29. The General Parliament shall have power to make
Laws for the peace, welfare and good government of the
Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England),
and especially laws respecting the following subjects:—
1. The Public Debt and Property.
2. The regulation of Trade and Commerce.
3. The imposition or regulation of Duties of Customs on
Imports and Exports,—except in Exports of Timber, Logs,
Masts, Spars, Deals and Sawn Lumber from New
Brunswick, and of Coal and other minerals from Nova
Scotia.
4. The imposition or regulation of Excise Duties.
5. The raising of money by all or any other modes or
systems of Taxation.
6. The borrowing of money on the Public Credit.
7. Postal Service.
8. Lines of Steam or other Ships, Railways, Canals and
other works, connecting any two or more of the Provinces
together, or extending beyond the limits of any Province.
9. Lines of Steamships between the Federated Provinces
and other Countries.
10. Telegraph Communication and the Incorporation of
Telegraph Companies.
11. All such works as shall, although lying wholly within
any Province, be specially declared by the Acts
authorizing them to be for the general advantage.
12. The Census.
13. Militia—Military and Naval Service and Defence.
14. Beacons, Buoys and Light Houses.
15. Navigation and Shipping.
16. Quarantine.
17. Sea Coast and Inland Fisheries.
18. Ferries between any Province and a Foreign country,
or between any two Provinces.
19. Currency and Coinage.
20. Banking—Incorporation of Banks, and the issue of
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paper money.
21. Savings Banks.
22. Weights and Measures.
23. Bills of Exchange and Promissory Notes.
24. Interest.
25. Legal Tender.
26. Bankruptcy and Insolvency.
27. Patents of Invention and Discovery.
28. Copy Rights.
29. Indians and Lands reserved for the Indians.
30. Naturalization and Aliens.
31. Marriage and Divorce.
32. The Criminal Law, excepting the Constitution of
Courts of Criminal Jurisdiction, but including the
procedure in Criminal matters.
33. Rendering uniform all or any of the laws relative to
property and civil rights in Upper Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince Edward
Island, and rendering uniform the procedure of all or any
of the Courts in these Provinces; but any statute for this
purpose shall have no force or authority in any Province
until sanctioned by the Legislature thereof.
34. The establishment of a General Court of Appeal for the
Federated Provinces.
35. Immigration.
36. Agriculture.
37. And generally respecting all matters of a general
character, not specially and exclusively reserved for the
Local Governments and Legislatures.
30. The General Government and Parliament shall bare all
powers necessary or proper for performing the
obligations of the Federated Provinces, as part of the
British Empire, to foreign countries arising under Treaties
between Great Britain and such countries.
31. The General Parliament may also, from time to time,
establish additional Courts, and the General Government
may appoint Judges and officers thereof, when the same
shall appear necessary or for the public advantage, in
order to the due execution of the laws of Parliament.
32. All Courts, Judges, and officers of the several
Provinces shall aid, assist and obey the General
Government in the exercise of its rights and powers, and
for such purposes shall be held to be Courts, Judges and
officers of the General Government.
33. The General Government shall appoint and pay the
Judges of the Superior Courts in each Province, and of the
County Courts in Upper Canada, and Parliament shall fix
their salaries.
34. Until the Consolidation of the Laws of Upper Canada,
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island, the Judges of these Provinces appointed
by the General Government, shall be selected from their
respective Bars.
35. The Judges of the Courts of Lower Canada shall be
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selected from the Bar of Lower Canada.
36. The Judges of the Court of Admiralty now receiving
salaries shall be paid by the General Government.
37. The Judges of the Superior Courts shall hold their
offices during good behaviour, and shall be removable
only on the Address of both Houses of Parliament.
38. For each of the Provinces there shall be an Executive
Officer, styled tie Lieutenant Governor, who shall be
appointed by the Governor General in Council, under the
Great Seal of the Federated Provinces, during pleasure:
such pleasure not to be exercised before the expiration of
the first five years, except for cause: such cause to be
communicated in writing to the Lieutenant Governor
immediately after the exercise of the pleasure as aforesaid,
and also by Message to both Houses of Parliament, within
the first week of the first session afterwards.
39. The Lieutenant Governor of each Province shall be
paid by the General Government.
40. In undertaking to pay the salaries of the Lieutenant
Governors, the Conference does not desire to prejudice the
claim of Prince Edward Island upon the Imperial
Government for the amount now paid for the salary of the
Lieutenant Governor thereof.
41. The Local Government and Legislature of each
Province shall be constructed in such manner, as the
existing Legislature of each such Province shall provide.
42. The Local Legislature shall have power to alter or
amend their constitution from time to time.
43. The Local Legislatures shall have power to make laws
respecting the following subjects:
1. Direct taxation, and in New Brunswick the imposition
of Duties on the Export of Timber, Logs, Masts, Spars,
Deals, and Sawn Lumber; and in Nova Scotia, of Coals and
other minerals.
2. Borrowing money on the credit of the Province.
3. The establishment and tenure of local offices, and the
appointment and payment of local officers.
4. Agriculture.
5. Immigration.
6. Education; saving the rights and privileges which the
Protestant or Catholic minority in both Canadas may
possess as to their Denominational Schools at the time
when the Union goes into operation.
7. The sale and management of Public Lands excepting
Lands belonging to the General Government.
8. Sea Coast and Inland Fisheries.
9. The establishment, maintenance and management of
Penitentiaries, and Public and Reformatory Prisons.
10. The establishment, maintenance and management of
Hospitals, Asylums, Charities, and Eleemosynary
Institutions.

11. Municipal Institutions.
12. Shop, Saloon, Tavern, Auctioneer and other Licenses.
13. Local Works.
14. The Incorporation of Private or Local Companies,
except such as relate to matters assigned to the General
Parliament.
15. Property and Civil Rights, excepting those portions
thereof assigned to the General Parliament.
16. Inflicting punishment by fine, penalties, imprisonment
or otherwise, for the breach of laws passed in relation to
any subject within their jurisdiction.
17. The Administration of Justice, including the
Constitution, maintenance and organization of the
Courts,—both of Civil and Criminal Jurisdiction, and
including also the Procedure in Civil matters.
18. And generally all matters of a private or local nature,
not assigned to the General Parliament.
44. The power of respiting, reprieving, and pardoning
Prisoners convicted of crimes, and of commuting and
remitting of sentences in whole or in part, which belongs
of right to the Crown, shall be administered by the
Lieutenant Governor of each Province in Council, subject
to any instructions he may, from time to time, receive from
the General Government, and subject to any provisions
that may be made in this behalf by the General Parliament
45. In regard to all subjects over which jurisdiction belongs
to both the General and Local Legislatures, the laws of the
General Parliament shall control and supersede those
made by the Local Legislature, and the latter shall be void
so far as they are repugnant to, or inconsistent with, the
former.
46. Both the English and French languages may be
employed in the General Parliament and in its
proceedings, and in the Local Legislature of Lower
Canada, and also in the Federal Courts and in the Courts
of Lower Canada.
47. No lands or property belonging to the General or Local
Governments shall be liable to taxation.
48. All Bills for appropriating any part of the Public
Revenue, or for imposing any new Tax or Impost, shall
originate in the House of Commons or House of
Assembly, as the case may be.
49. The House of Commons or House of Assembly shall
not originate or pass any Vote, Resolution. Address or Bill
for the appropriation of any part of the Public Revenue, or
of any Tax or Impost to any purpose, not first
recommended by Message of the Governor General or the
Lieutenant Governor, as the case may be, during the
session in which such Vote, Resolution, Address or Bill is
passed
50. Any Bill of the General Parliament may be reserved in
the usual manner for Her Majesty’s Assent, and any Bill of
the Local Legislatures may, in like manner, be reserved for
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the consideration of the Governor General.
51. Any Bill passed by the General Parliament shall be
subject to disallowance by Her Majesty within two years,
as in the case of Bills passed by the Legislatures of the said
Provinces hitherto; and, in like manner, any Bill passed by
a Local Legislature shall be subject to disallowance by the
Governor General within one year after the passing
thereof.
52. The Seat of Government of the Federated Provinces
shall be Ottawa, subject to the Royal Prerogative.
53. Subject to any future action of the respective Local
Governments, the Seat of the Local Government in Upper
Canada shall be Toronto; of Lower Canada. Quebec; and
the Seats of the Local Governments in the other Provinces
shall be as at present.
54. All Stocks, Cash, Bankers’ Balances and Securities for
money belonging to each Province at the time of the
Union, except as hereinafter mentioned, shall belong to
the General Government.
55. The following Public Works and Property of each
Province shall belong to the General Government, to
wit:—
1. Canals.
2. Public Harbours.
3. Light Houses and Piers.
4. Steamboats, Dredges and Public Vessels.
5. River and Lake Improvements.
6. Railway and Railway Stocks, Mortgages and other debts
due by Railway Companies.
7. Military Roads.
8. Custom Houses, Post Offices and other Public
Buildings, except such as may be set aside by the General
Government for the use of the Local Legislatures and
Governments.
9. Property transferred by the Imperial Government and
known as Ordnance Property.
10. Armouries, Drill Sheds, Military Clothing and
Munitions of War, and
11. Lands set apart for public purposes
56. All lands, mines, minerals and royalties vested in Her
Majesty in the Provinces of Upper Canada, Lower Canada,
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island,
for the use of such Provinces, shall belong to the Local
Government of the territory in which the same are so
situate; subject to any trusts that may exist in respect to
any of such lands or to any interest of other persons in
respect of the same.
57. All sums due from purchases or lessees of such lands,
mines or minerals at the time of the Union, shall also
belong to the Local Governments.
58. All assets connected with such portions of the public
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debt of any Province as are assumed by the Local
Government’s shall also belong to those Governments
respectively.
59. The several Provinces shall retain all other Public
Property therein, subject to the right of the General
Government to assume any Lands or Public Property
required for Fortifications or the Defence of the Country
60. The General Government shall assume all the Debts
and Liabilities of each Province.
61. The Debt of Canada, not specially assumed by Upper
and Lower Canada respectively, shall not exceed, at the
time of the Union, $62,500,000; Nova Scotia shall enter the
Union with a debt not exceeding $8,000,000; and New
Brunswick with a debt not exceeding $7,000,000.
62. In case Nova Scotia or New Brunswick do not incur
liabilities beyond those for which their Governments are
now bound, and which shall make their debts at the date
of Union less than $8,000,000 and $7,000,000 respectively,
they shall be entitled to interest at five per cent, on the
amount not so incurred, in like manner as is hereinafter
provided for Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island;
the foregoing resolution being in no respect intended to
limit the powers given to the respective Governments of
those Provinces, by Legislative authority, but only to lint
it the maximum amount of charge to be assumed by the
General Government; provided always, that the powers
so conferred by the respective Legislatures shall be
exercised within five years from this date, or the same
shall then lapse.
63. Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, not having
incurred Debts equal to those of the other Provinces, shall
be entitled to receive, by half-yearly payments, in
advance, from the General Government, the Interest at
five per cent, on the difference between the actual amount
of their respective Debts at the time of the Union, and the
average amount of indebtedness per head of the
Population of Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick.
64. In consideration of the transfer to the General
Parliament of the powers of Taxation, an annual grant in
aid of each Province shall be made, equal to eighty cents
per head of the population, as established by the census of
1861; the population of Newfoundland being estimated at
130,000. Such aid shall be in full settlement of all future
demands upon the General Government for local
purposes, and shall be paid half-yearly in advance to each
Province.
65. The position of New Brunswick being such as to entail
large immediate charges upon her local revenues, it is
agreed that for the period of ten years, from the time when
the Union takes effect, an additional allowance of $63,000
per annum shall be made to that Province. But that so long
as the liability of that Province remains under $7,000,000,
a deduction equal to the interest on such deficiency shall
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be made from the $63,000.
66. In consideration of the surrender to the General
Government by Newfoundland of all its rights in Mines
and Minerals, and of all the ungranted and unoccupied
Lands of the Crown, it is agreed that the sum of $150,000
shall each year be paid to that Province, by semi-annual
payments; provided that that Colony shall retain the right
of opening, constructing and controlling Roads and
Bridges through any of the said Lands subject to any Laws
which the General Parliament may pass in respect of the
same.

of the Executive Council as are members of this House, do
wait on His Excellency the Governor General, to know
what time His Excellency will please to appoint to be
attended with the said Address.

The House then adjourned.

67. All engagements that may before the Union be entered
into with the Imperial Government for the defence of the
Country, shall be assumed by the General Government.
68. The General Government shall secure, without delay,
the completion of the Intercolonial Railway from Rivière
du Loup, through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova
Scotia.
69. The communications with the North-Western
Territory, and the improvements required for the
development of the Trade of the Great West with the
Seaboard, are regarded by this Conference as subjects of
the highest importance to the Federated Provinces, and
shall be prosecuted at the earliest possible period that the
state of the Finances will permit.
70. The sanction of the Imperial and Local Parliaments
shall be sought for the Union of the Provinces, on the
principles adopted by the Conference.
71. That Her Majesty the Queen be solicited to determine
the rank and name of the Federated Provinces.
72. The proceedings of the Conference shall be
authenticated by the signatures of the Delegates, and
submitted by each Delegation to its own Government, and
the Chairman is authorized to the Secretary of State for the
Colonies.
All which We, the Legislative Council of Canada, humbly
pray Your Majesty to take into Your gracious and
favorable consideration.67

—and moved, seconded by A.J. Fergusson Blair
[Brock, elected 1860], that it be agreed to.—
Carried.
It was then ordered
That the Address be engrossed, signed by the Speaker,
and presented to His Excellency the Governor General by
the whole House. It was also ordered that such members
67

Journals, p. 130-131. Added for completeness.
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Governor
General
[Viscount
Monck],
requesting him to transmit the same to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies [Edward
Cardwell], in order that the said Address to
Her Majesty may be laid at the foot of the
Throne,—and that His Excellency [Viscount
Monck] was pleased to return the following
gracious reply:—
“Mr. Speaker and Honorable Gentlemen:—I shall have
much satisfaction in transmitting your Address to the
Secretary of State for the Colonies, in order that it may be,
by him, laid before Her Majesty the Queen.”

Debates of
The

Legislative
council
thursday,
february 23, 1865

T

he Speaker reported that the House had
that day waited on His Excellency the
Governor General [Viscount Monck], with
their Address to Her Majesty the Queen, on
the subject of uniting the colonies of Canada,
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland
and Prince Edward Island in one government,
with provisions based on the resolutions
which were adopted at a Conference of
delegates from the said colonies, held at the
City of Quebec, on the 10th of October, 1864;
and also, the Address to His Excellency the
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Debates of
The

Legislative
council
tUEsday,
february 28, 1865

A

lexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
Before the House rises, I desire to submit a
statement of the revenue of the Island of Prince
Edward, which has come into my hands since
the close of the debate on the proposed union
of Canada and the Lower Provinces. The hon.
member for Niagara [James Currie] seemed to
take exception to what I said in relation to that

1
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particular point, and I am therefore happy to
be able to satisfy the hon. member that what I
then stated is fully sustained by the authentic
return now before me. I hold in my hand a
“Report of the Comptroller of Customs and
Sundry Statistics”1 of that colony for the year
1863, which shows that the total revenue of the
island for that year was £61,688 14s. 4d., island
currency, equal to £41,125 16s. 3d., sterling, an
increase over the previous year of nearly 35
per cent.
The hon. member seemed to think it
impossible that such a sum as I had stated
should have been raised, and suggested that a
great part must have come from local sources.
Well, the amount derived from excise and
duties on imports for 1863 was £46,057 6s. 7d.,
island currency, from the post office £1,590,
and from custom house office fees, £71 9s. 9d.;
together £47,718 16s. 4d., island currency, or
about £32,000, sterling, equal to $156,000 or
thereabouts. There are a good many other
items of revenue, but I have selected these
three, as those certain to come into the treasury
of the General Government, and there may be
others. But it will be seen that these alone
would make up the sum I gave as the revenue
of the island, which would be available for the
general purposes of the Confederation.
James Currie [Niagara, elected 1862]—I did
not question the correctness of the figures of
the Honorable Commissioner of Crown Lands
[Alexander Campbell], but I felt and expressed
some surprise at the sum, which, when
compared with former years, exhibited, as I
thought, an almost incredible increase. Will
the Honorable Commissioner state what
proportion of these imports was foreign, and
what came from the provinces it is proposed
to unite, as after the union no revenue would
of course be derived from the latter?
Alexander Campbell [Cataraqui, elected
1858, Commissioner of Crown Lands]—
There are tables showing the imports and
exports, and the imports from the following

Prince Edward Island, “Custom House Returns,” [Appendix (O.)], Journal of the House of Assembly of Prince Edward Island
(1864).
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places were in 1863:—
United Kingdom
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
Newfoundland
Bermuda and West Indies
Saint Pierre
Canada
Magdalene
United States
Total, sterling

£122,880
66,890
19,975
1,865
3,969
292
6,152
302
71,103
—
£293,431

5
11
3
15
5
11
8
3
0
—
4

6½
5½
11
3
1
3
3
0
8
—
11

Taking from the above the imports from
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland
and Canada, amounting to £94,883 18s. 10d.,
the balance of nearly £200,000 was all foreign,
and such as would pay duty to the General
Government. The exports were £209,472 9s.
6d, to which was to be added the value of
24,991 tons of shipping built in the island,
which at £5 sterling per ton, was equal to
£124,955, and raised the credit side of the sheet
to £334 427 9s. 6d., against £293,431 4s 11d to
the debit side, thus showing a balance in favor
of the colony in 1863 of £40,996 4s. 7d.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The hononable member here handed the report to
the Hon. Mr. Currie, who, after having examined
it, seemed to concur in the statement of the Hon.
Commissioner of Crown Lands [Alexander
Campbell].
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Debates of
The

Legislative
Council
Saturday,
March 18, 18651

T

he Speaker of the Legislative Assembly
then addressed His Excellency [Viscount
Monck] as followeth:—May it please Your
Excellency: The Session of the Legislature
which has now terminated will ever be
memorable in the annals of this country, on
account of the gravity and importance of the
questions which have engaged the attention of
Parliament.
The great project of a Federal Union of the

1
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British North American Provinces, the
necessity of making adequate provision for
our military defences, are measures of the
greatest moment and of paramount
consideration to the future welfare of Canada.
In ready response to Your Excellency’s
invitation, the Legislative Assembly have
bestowed the most careful and patient
attention upon these questions, and have
willingly acquiesced in the premature close of
the present Session, in order that the result of
their deliberations may be transmitted to the
Imperial Government with the least possible
delay.
In making provision for the protection of our
frontier from the designs of evil-disposed
persons, who would willingly embroil us with
the neighboring Republic, and in giving more
ample powers to the Government for
preventing persons who have availed
themselves of the scared right of asylum,
which our Mother Country and her colonies
extend to the oppressed of all nations, from
making this Province a base for hostile
demonstrations, rather than a place of refuge
and rest,—we have given ample assurances
that Canada is prepared to preserve to the
uttermost the strict neutrality which Her
Majesty has enjoined upon us, in the conflict
now unhappily prevailing in that country.
In view of the urgency of public affairs at the
present juncture, and the pressing need for
immediate personal communication between
the
Members
of
Your
Excellency’s
Administration and the Imperial authorities,
the Legislative Assembly have consented to
deviate from the ordinary course of
Parliamentary Supply, and to authorize the
advance of the sums required for the Public
Service by a vote of Credit, instead of insisting
upon the observance of the Constitutional
rules which guard and regulate the
appropriation of public money. The
confidence which has been thus bestowed in
the fidelity and moderation of Your
Excellency’s Government will, I am

Source: Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (Mar. 18, 1865), pp. 246-247.
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persuaded, meet with a due response, and in
the expenditure of the moneys voted for the
ordinary purposes of Government, as well as
for the defence of the Province, the same
regard will be had to the well-understood
wishes of the Legislature, as if the Supplies
had been granted in the usual manner.
Therefore, in the name and behalf of Her
Majesty’s faithful and loyal subjects, the
Commons of Canada, I beg to tender Your
Excellency’s acceptance, a Bill intituled: “An
Act for granting to Her Majesty certain sums
of money required for defraying certain
expenses of the Civil Government for the year
1865, and for certain other purposes connected
with the Public Service.”
The Clerk of this House did thereupon say:—
“In Her Majesty’s name, His Excellency the
Governor General thanks Her loyal subjects,
accepts their benevolence, and assents to this
Bill.”
His Excellency the Governor General
[Viscount Monck] was then pleased to deliver the
following Speech:—Honorable Gentlemen of
the Legislative Council, Gentlemen of the
Legislative Assembly: In releasing you for the
present from further attendance in Parliament,
I rejoice that I am able to congratulate you
upon having laid the foundation for a more
intimate Union of Her Majesty’s Possessions
in British North America.
I am also happy to think that the course
which you have adopted has been calculated
to prove the sincerity and earnestness with
which you adhere to the policy of Her Majesty
in relation to Foreign Countries, and your
readiness to pass any measure which may be
found necessary for the enforcement of that
policy within the Province.
Gentleman of the Legislative Assembly: I
thank you for the provision you have made for
carrying on the Public Service of the Province.
The sum which has been entrusted to the
Government by your vote for the permanent
defence of the Province cannot fail to be
regarded by our fellow-subjects in England as
an earnest that Canadians are ready to accept
the responsibilities whilst they claim the

advantages of British connection.
Honorable Gentlemen, and Gentlemen: It
has been considered advisable that a
Deputation from the Government of Canada
should proceed to London to confer with Her
Majesty’s Ministers on questions of great
importance to the Colony.
When these Gentlemen shall have returned,
I shall lose no time in again availing myself of
your counsels and laying before you the result
of their mission.
Then, the Honorable the Speaker of this
House said:—Honorable Gentlemen of the
Legislative Council, and Gentlemen of the
Legislative Assembly: It is His Excellency the
Governor General’s will and please that this
Provincial be prorogued until Thursday, the
Twenty-seventh day of April next, to be here
holden; and this Provincial Parliament is
accordingly prorogued until Thursday, the
Twenty-seventh day of April next.
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Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
FRIday,
february 3, 1865
A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyJohn
General West] said the Speaker having
desired that he should not go on with the
Address about the union of the colonies, he
proposed not to take it up till Monday next,
but as the matter was one of the utmost
importance, he thought it would be well now
to settle the mode of conducting the
discussion. He would propose that after the
discussion commenced, it should continue
day after day, and that for the purpose of
greater regularity the Speaker should remain
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in the chair. At the same time he would
propose that the rule which prevented
members speaking more than one when the
Speaker was in the chair should be suspended,
in order that every member might have the
same liberty of free discussion as he would
have in Committee of the Whole.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall] said
the Attorney General’s [John A. Macdonald]
proposition that discussion should continue
day after day, was one which, in his opinion,
ought not to be entertained by the House. This
was a very grave question, and he thought the
people of this country had a right to consider
maturely the sentiments promulgated by their
representatives with regard to it. He was
sorry, therefore, to have heard it announced by
the Attorney General [John A. Macdonald]
that the Government were to hurry the
measure through, to the exclusion of all other
matters.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said he had not stated this. His
idea was that after the debate commenced it
should go on each day after half-past seven,
leaving the afternoon sitting for other
business. If the discussion was to be confined
to government days, the debate of Tuesday
would be forgotten by Friday, the same
arguments would be gone over, and they
would sit the whole year round to finish it.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall] said
other changes of no less importance than this,
with reference to Clergy Reserves, Legislative
Council, Seigniorial Tenure, &c, had been
before the people for a quarter of a century,
and fully discussed session after session before
being finally disposed of. Public opinion in
that way was fully matured on these
questions, but here they were called on at a
few days’ notice to change entirely the
Constitution we lived under, and time was not
to be allowed for public opinion to be
expressed on it. He objected also to the
suspension of the rules of Parliament, so as to
make the discussion take
•
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place with the Speaker in the chair, instead of
in Committee of the Whole. If there was any
question on which the House should adhere to
its forms, it was a question like this—when the
Government was so strong, so outrageously
strong—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
the minority should be protected by the rules
of the House being fully maintained. He
observed the President of the Council [George
Brown] laugh. He had learned a good deal
from that gentleman in standing up for the
rules of the House. But now, forsooth, the lion
and lamb were lying together, and the
Government, knowing that they had it in their
power, were now to carry the measure
through by brute force—the force of the
majority.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said there was nothing
irregular in his proposing that discussion
should go on with the Speaker in the chair. The
suspension of the rules he proposed was for
the protection of the minority, by allowing
each member to speak and state his objections
as often as he pleased.
John Cameron [Peel] approved of the
proposition that discussion be conducted with
the Speaker in the chair. With reference to the
other proposition that it should go on from
day to day, he suggested that after Attorney
General Macdonald [John A. Macdonald] had
stated his views at length on Monday, the
debate should be adjourned for at least one
week, that people in the country might have
the views of the Government fully before
them, before the debate fairly commenced.
After that it might go on day after day.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said he had
not regarded the Attorney General’s [John A.
Macdonald] proposition in exactly the same
light as the member for Cornwall [John
Sandfield Macdonald], but was willing to
accept it as indicating a desire on the part of
the Government to afford facilities for a full
and free discussion. He thought, however, it
would be advantageous if, after the general

discussion took place with the Speaker in the
chair, the House went into Committee of the
Whole, to consider the details. He thought
three days in the week sufficient for the
discussion.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council] said the member for
Chateauguay [Luther Holton] had rightly
apprehended the object of the Attorney
General [John A. Macdonald] when he treated
his proposition as dictated by a desire to afford
the fullest opportunity of discussing this great
question. Nothing could be further from their
intention than to hurry the measure through
by brute force, as charged by the member for
Cornwall [John Sandfield Macdonald].
Although the Attorney General [John A.
Macdonald] had proposed that the discussion
should continue day after day, he had not
suggested for a moment that the whole should
be hurried on; the debate at any period might
be adjourned, if deemed necessary, to allow
time for the expression of public opinion.
There were 130 members, and almost every
member would desire to speak on the
question, and he thought clearly the proper
course was to devote every day after half-past
seven to the discussion, to allow all the
members on both sides to state their views,
that they might go to the country and be fully
considered.
He thought there was a good deal of force in
the suggestion of the member for Peel [John
Cameron], that after the views of the
Government had been stated distinctly to the
House the debate should be adjourned for a
short time. Of course the Attorney General
East [George-Étienne Cartier], as well as the
Attorney General West [John A. Macdonald],
would desire to explain the scheme from his
point of view, so would the Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt]; and probably he
also (Mr. Brown) from his own particular
stand point would like to say something about
the scheme. After the views of the
Government had thus been put before the
House, there could be no difficulty about
adjourning the debate for a time, that the
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country might distinctly understand what
they were about.
After some remarks by Joseph Cauchon
[Montmorency] and Christopher Dunkin
[Brome],1
William Powell [Carleton] asked whether
the House was expected to adopt the scheme
in its entirety, or would it be open to the House
to adopt one portion of it and reject another
portion of it?
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—That is not
a fair question.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Perfectly fair.
William Powell [Carleton] thought Mr.
Holton’s regard for fair play excessive, when
it even impelled him to interfere on behalf of
the Administration.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I think it
would be unfair to answer such a question.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said he agreed that Mr.
Cameron’s proposition was a reasonable one.
The Government would, in the first place, lay
their case before the House, and through the
press before the country, and then allow a
reasonable time for the country to judge of the
case as presented by the Government. It would
not, of course, be presented by himself alone,
as the President of the Council [George
Brown] had said. The subject was so large in
itself and comprehended so great a variety of
details, that he fancied all the members of the
Government would find it necessary to
express their views on particular portions of
1

2
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this great scheme.
In answer to the member for Carleton
[William Powell], the Government desired to
•

(p. 15)

say that they presented the scheme as a whole,
and would exert all the influence they could
bring to bear in the way of argument to induce
the House to adopt the scheme without
alteration, and for the simple reason that the
scheme was not one framed by the
Government of Canada, or by the Government
of Nova Scotia, but was in the nature of a
treaty settled between the different colonies,
each clause of which had been fully discussed,
and which had been agreed to by a system of
mutual compromise. Of course it was
competent to the House to vote against the
Address as a whole, or to adopt amendments
to it, but if they did so, it would then be for the
Government to consider whether they would
press the scheme further on the attention of the
House.
It was obvious that unless the scheme were
adopted as it had been settled between the
different provinces, if they prosecuted it
further, they would have to commence de
novo2 and he had no hesitation in expressing
his belief that if the scheme was not now
adopted in all its principal details, as
presented to the House, we could not expect to
get it passed this century. It had been only in
consequence of a very happy concurrence of
circumstances, which might not easily arise
again, that the different provinces had been

As aforementioned in the Feb. 3, 1865 debate for the Legislative Council (p. 11), there is much evidence that the opening
week of ministerial speeches on the confederation scheme were in fact not reported by Hunter & Rose but by reporters
from various newspapers in attendance, and compiled afterward with the assistance of members who spoke. On Feb. 6,
1865, the Member for Peel, Mr. Cameron, inquired “whether the Government had made any arrangement for reporting the debate
on the Confederation Question,” and to which the Attorney-General Mr. John A. Macdonald responded that “the Government
had made no arrangement, but he was informed that an arrangement had been made by the members of the press…”. George Brown
reassured both members that “a verbatim report would be taken to-night, and the members of the House might talk over any
arrangement that might be suggested tomorrow.” See “Provincial Assembly,” The Globe (Feb. 7, 1865). In fact, a parliamentary
Printing Committee was only formed on Feb. 7, 1865, and it did not present its report nor tendered a contract for reporting
the legislative proceedings on the confederation scheme until Feb. 8, 1865. See “Provincial Assembly,” The Globe (Feb. 8,
1865). In numerous instances, the reporting of the first week of speeches and questions closely follows word-for-word, and
format, of those reported in The Globe, The Montreal Gazette, La Minerve, etc. For a transcript of select newspaper reporting
of the Confederation Debates, including those mentioned, see Appendix B. For the discussions surrounding the printing
of the debates, see Appendix C.
i.e. “anew”.
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enabled to arrive at the conclusion now
presented, and he should exceedingly regret in
the interests of Canada and of the future of
British North America, if anything should
delay beyond this year the completion and
conclusion of this great scheme.
The resolutions on their face bore evidence
of compromise; perhaps not one of the
delegates from any of the provinces would
have propounded this scheme as a whole, but
being impressed with the conviction that it
was highly desirable with a view to the
maintenance of British power on this
continent, that there should be Confederation
and a junction of all the provinces, the
consideration of the details was entered upon
in a spirit of compromise. Not one member of
the Canadian Government had his own views
carried out in all the details, and it was the
same with the other delegates.
But after a full discussion of sixteen days,
and after the various details had been voted
on, the resolutions as a whole were agreed to
by a unanimous vote; every one of the
delegates, whatever his view to any of the
details being satisfied to adopt the whole
scheme as adopted by a majority for each
individual resolution, and to press it upon his
own Legislature as the only practicable
scheme that could be carried; such being the
cage, he trusted the Government would have
the support of a very large majority of the
House in carrying the scheme just as it stood,
members sacrificing their individual opinions
as to particular details, if satisfied with the
Government that the scheme as a whole was
for the benefit and prosperity of the people of
Canada.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] would like to
inquire whether, according to the course of
proceeding proposed by the Attorney General
[John A. Macdonald], the several resolutions
of the Conference would be submitted
separately to the House as affirmative
propositions?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said “no.“ The proposition
submitted to the House is that an Address be

presented to Her Majesty, praying that a bill
should be passed based on these resolutions.
All amendments might be moved to that one
resolution. It would be the same thing, in fact,
as to move them upon each resolution
separately.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] held that the
Government ought to ask for an affirmative
vote from the House on each of those
resolutions. They had been prepared and
passed by a self-constituted body, without the
House or the people ever having been
consulted on the subject. Unless the House
were a sham altogether, the least reference that
could be paid to it would be to obtain a direct
affirmation of each of the basis on which the
projected Constitution which was hereafter to
govern us wore to be founded.
Joseph Cauchon [Montmorency] wished
information as to whether the scheme was to
be discussed as a whole, or whether there
would be an opportunity given to consider
each part of it separately? There were part of
the resolutions about which there might be
some misunderstanding and difference of
opinion, as for example those clauses by one of
which it was stated that the civil laws of the
country were to be under the control of the
local governments, and by the other of which
the law of marriage was placed under the
control of the General Government. The law of
marriage pervaded the whole civil code, and
he wanted to know how it could be placed
under a different legislature from that which
was to regulate the rest of the civil law. He did
not, however, see why an affirmative vote on
each resolution would enable the House to
pronounce with more freedom on these details
than the course proposed by the Attorney
General [John A. Macdonald].
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] said the
member for Montmorency [Joseph Cauchon]
misapprehended the scope of the objection
made by the member for Chateauguay [Luther
Holton].
•
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Parliament would be better consulted, and
more opportunity would be given to learn the
sense of the House by the different clauses of
the Address being moved seriatim3, in the same
way as supplies were voted. This was the
manner in which the Irish Union Act4 had been
passed, as well as the bill to change the
Government of India, the Canadian Union Act
of 18405, Legislative Council Act6, and other
important measures. This was the uniform
course of Parliament, and there was no
precedent to be found for any contrary mode
of proceeding.
He thought the course proposed on the
Opposition side of the House the most
reasonable—that there should be a general
discussion on the scheme, in which Members
of the Government should state their views;
that then there should be an adjournment for
a week to enable the public to consider these
speeches, and that then the subject should be
discussed three whole days each week till
disposed of. This would, in fact, be devoting
more time to it than the plan that was
proposed by the President of the Council
[George Brown], and would secure more fair,
open and full opportunity for discussion.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] could understand the object of
the hon. member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion]. That hon. gentleman was
opposed to Confederation, and the course he
proposed was just that which was calculated
to throw the scheme to another Parliament
and till another conference was held, so that
Confederation might not be effected till the
day of judgment. These resolutions were in the
nature of a treaty, and if not adopted in their
entirety, the proceedings would have to be
commenced de novo7. If each province
undertook to change the details of the scheme,
there would be no end to the discussions and
the conferences which would have to be
3
4
5
6
7
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held.—Then, as to having a debate three days
a week, it would extend the session beyond all
bounds, especially as after the Confederation
scheme was disposed of, there would be a
measure for organizing the local governments
under that scheme.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Why not
bring that measure down with this?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said that they were two
different propositions, and they council be
only dealt with separately. If the House
declared, by its vote, that Confederation was
desirable, then it would be proper to consider
the nature of the local governments; but if it
failed to accept the principle of Confederation,
then it would be entirely useless to bring up
the other measure. Besides, to bring down
both measures at once would make confusion
worse confounded, because members would,
of necessity, introduce their views upon local
governments into the consideration of the
Confederation question.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]
commented upon the declaration that the
resolutions
of the Conference were
tantamount to a treaty, and asked by what
authority the Government had undertaken to
negotiate a treaty. He contended that all forms
of the House should be strictly observed, so
that there should be no infringement upon the
rights of the minority.
Thomas Ferguson [Simcoe South] asked
whether it was the intention of the
Government to carry this measure into force
without submitting it to the people?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said he could answer his
honorable friend at once. If this measure
received the support of the House, there
would be no necessity of going to the people.
If, however, the measure were defeated, it,
would be for the Government to consider

i.e. “point by point”
An Act for the Union of Great Britain and Ireland, 1800 (U.K.).
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
i.e. “anew”.
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whether there should not be an appeal to the
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Thomas Scatcherd [Middlesex West] asked
whether it was intended to make any
amendments in the scheme to meet the
suggestions contained in the despatch of the
Colonial Secretary [Edward Cardwell]8.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West], in reply, said of course he
could not answer what the policy of the
Imperial Government might be; all he could
say was this, that the representatives of the
various colonial governments, after this treaty
had been made, agreed to go home and press
upon the legislatures of their respective
provinces this measure as a whole, and to
present in all the colonial legislatures
addresses identical in their nature to Her
Majesty, asking Her to pass an Act based upon
these resolutions, such address being an
expression of the deliberate opinion of the
colonies. It would then become the duty of the
Imperial Government and Legislature to act as
they pleased in the matter. He hoped and
believed they would not make any alterations
in the scheme adopted by the Conference. He
was quite satisfied that if the local legislatures
asked them to pass the scheme as it stood, they
would leave us to be the best judges of our
own affairs and carry the measure through.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said he had
given notice the other day of three questions
he intended to put to the Government before
going
•
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into Committee of Supply, but as the present
was an equally favorable opportunity, he
trusted there would be no objection to his
putting them now.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—No, go on.
8

9

Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said the first
question had a reference to the subject to
which the Attorney General [John A.
Macdonald] had alluded in the course of his
remarks just now. It was, whether it was the
intention of the Government to bring down
their projects for local constitutions for the two
sections of Canada before inviting the House
to proceed with the discussion of this question
of Confederation. The honorable gentleman
had already answered that question by saying
it was not the intention of the Government to
introduce this measure, and had given reasons
for this course. Upon these reasons he (Hon.
Mr. Holton) desired to say one word. He
maintained that the question now before the
House was, should they revolutionize the
country, should they revolutionize the
government of the country?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—That was
undoubtedly the question, and he would like
to know distinctly whether the form of the
proposed new government, local as well as
general, formed part of the same scheme? He
felt that the House could not be in a position
to consider the proposed forms of the
Constitution until they had before them, at
least in a general way, the forms of
government which were to obtain between the
two sections of the province, of the union of
which a dissolution was to be wrought by the
measure before the House.
Then another question which he had
proposed to put had reference to the
educational system of Lower Canada. The
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt], in a
speech at Sherbrooke, had promised that the
Government would introduce a bill to amend
the school laws of Lower Canada9. The
honorable gentleman must be aware that this
was a question on which there was a great deal
of feeling in this section of the province

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864). Correspondence presented to the
Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864) in Speech on the Proposed Union of the British North American Provinces
(1864), p. 14.
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amongst the English-speaking, or the
Protestant class, of the population.
He did not like to introduce anything of a
religious character into discussions of this
House, but in debating the great changes
which it was proposed to effect in our system
of government, the effect of them upon that
class to which he referred must be considered.
Among that class there was no phase or
feature of these threatened changes which
excited so much alarm as this very question of
education. Well, the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] had said, with great
solemnity, as having the authority of his
colleagues for it, that this session the
Government would bring down amendments
to the school laws of Lower Canada, which
they proposed enacting into law before a
change of government should take place, and
which would become a permanent settlement
of that question.
The question he then desired to put was
whether they intended to submit these
amendments before they asked the House to
pass finally upon the other scheme of
Confederation, and if so, to state when the
House might look for that measure, as it
would
undoubtedly
exercise
very
considerable influence upon the discussion of
the Confederation scheme, and probably in
the last resort from several members from
Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Then the
third question of which he had given notice
had reference to the Intercolonial Railway. It
was a novelty that, perhaps, might not be
found in the constitution of any country, to
introduce a provision for the construction of a
railroad, canals, turnpike roads or other public
works.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—But the
novelty existed in this case, and we are told
that a part of the proposed Constitution was to
build the Intercolonial Railway, as to the
usefulness of which there had been a great
difference of opinion amongst members of the
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House and in the country.
The Legislative Assembly adjourned for dinner
recess.
After the dinner recess,
Luther Holton [Chateauguay], continuing
his remarks, said it appeared now to be
proposed to make the construction of a
railway part of the Constitution of the country.
The President of the Council [George Brown],
who had formerly strongly opposed the
Intercolonial Railway, had now become so
enamoured of it and its adjuncts that he was
reported to have declared in a speech at
Toronto, that rather than not have those
adjuncts, to wit, the union of all the provinces,
which he had also previously opposed as
vigorously as the railway itself, he would
consent to building six intercolonial railways.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—He thought
the House was entitled to know what was to
be done with reference to that railway before
they were asked to consider the great question
of which it formed a part. He desired also
some information as to the position of the
North-West question on which the President
of the Council [George Brown] had always
taken strong grounds, maintaining that
Canada had a territorial right extending over
all that region. He took it for granted the
President of the Council [George Brown] still
maintained his position, but he wished to
know from him authoritatively the manner in
which the Government proposed to deal with
the question. He desired, also, some
information on the subject of the defences, and
what was to be the measure of our
contributions
•
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under the proposed scheme for that important
object.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said the Government would
cheerfully give an answer to Hon. Mr.
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Holton’s questions. As to the local
constitutions of Upper and Lower Canada,
when subordinate provinces
of the
Confederation, Government proposed to
submit to the House a scheme or schemes to be
considered by members of Upper and Lower
Canada, respecting the constitutions, of their
respective governments.
But the action with regard to them must be
the action of Parliament. That action would
only be asked after the Confederation scheme
was adopted, for until it was settled that there
was to be Confederation, it was idle to discuss
what should be the constitutions of the several
provinces.
As to the school question, it had been
announced by Hon. Mr. Galt, at Sherbrooke,
that before Confederation took place, this
Parliament would be asked to consider a
measure which he hoped would be
satisfactory to all classes of the community 10.
There was a good deal of apprehension in
Lower Canada on the part of the minority
there as to the possible effect of Confederation
on their rights on the subject of education, and
it was the intention of the Government, if
Parliament approved the scheme of
Confederation, to lay before the House this
session, certain amendments to the school law,
to operate as a sort of guarantee against any
infringement by the majority of the rights of
the minority in this matter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Will it
apply to both Upper and Lower Canada?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said he believed, as regarded
Upper Canada, the matter would remain in
statu quo, as the present law there was quite
satisfactory to the minority. As regarded the
Intercolonial Railroad, the resolutions showed
precisely what was the intention of the
Government in that matter. The railroad was
not, as stated by Hon. Mr. Holton, a portion of
the Constitution, but was one of the conditions
on which the Lower Provinces agreed to enter
into the constitutional agreement with us. The
10

North-West question he would leave in the
hands of the President of the Council [George
Brown], who understood it thoroughly, and
could, no doubt, give Hon. Mr. Holton a
satisfactory answer.
With respect to the defences of the province,
they were now the subject of negotiations with
the Imperial Government, and the fullest
information would be given to the House on
that subject. He might mention that the
Maritime Provinces, recognizing the peculiar
position of Canada geographically, and its
danger in case of hostilities, had most cordially
agreed that any sum this Parliament might
vote for the defence of Canada, they would
undertake their share of.
Thomas
Wallbridge
[Hastings
North] asked if he was to understand that a
guarantee was to be given in the Constitution
of the Federal Government to Roman Catholic
separate schools?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I only said this, that before
Confederation is adopted, the Government
would bring down a measure to amend the
school law of Lower Canada, protecting the
rights of the minority, and which, at the same
time, I believe, would be satisfactory to the
majority, who have always hitherto shown
respect for the rights of the minority, and, no
doubt, will continue to do so.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council] said Hon. Mr. Holton had
done no injustice to him in supposing he held
now precisely the same sentiments on the
North-West question he formerly did. He
believed it of vast importance that that region
should be brought within the limits of
civilization, and vigorous measures had been
taken to ascertain what could be done with
that view. It was not long since he returned
from England, where the matter was very fully
discussed, and he had not as yet had an
opportunity of submitting the thing so fully to
the Council that a decision could be had upon
it, but he had no doubt that in a very short time

Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864). Supra footnote 7, pp. 14-15.
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they would be able to communicate to the
House ample information as to their
intentions.
[The discussion was then made regular by Attorney
General Macdonald formally proposing that an
Address be presented to Her Majesty.]
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] moved, seconded by GeorgeÉtienne Cartier [Montreal East, AttorneyGeneral East], and the Question being proposed,11
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament, for
the purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova
Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island, in one Government, with provisions
based on the following Resolutions, which were adopted
at a Conference of Delegates from the said Colonies, held
at the City of Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864:—
1. The best interests and present and future prosperity of
British North America will be promoted by a Federal
Union under the Crown of Great Britain, provided such
Union can be effected on principles just to the several
Provinces.
2. In the Federation of the British North American
Provinces, the system of Government best adapted under
existing circumstances to protect the diversified interest of
the several Provinces, and secure efficiency, harmony and
permanency in the working of the Union, would be a
General Government, charged with matters of common
interest to the whole country: and Local Governments for
each of the Canadas, and for the Provinces of Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island, charged with
the control of local matters in their respective sections.
Provision being made for the admission into the Union, on
equitable terms, of Newfoundland, the North-West
Territory, British Columbia and Vancouver.
3. In framing a Constitution for the General Government,
the Conference, with a view to the perpetuation of our
connection with the Mother Country, and the promotion
of the best interest of the people of these Provinces, desire
to follow the model of the British Constitution, so far as
our circumstances will permit.
4. The Executive Authority or Government shall be vested

11
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in the Sovereign of the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Ireland, and be administered according to the wellunderstood principles of the British Constitution, by the
Sovereign personally, or by the Representative of the
Sovereign duly authorized.
5. The Sovereign or Representative of the Sovereign shall
be Commander-in-Chief of the Land and Naval Militia
Forces.
6. There shall be a General Legislature or Parliament for
the Federated Provinces, composed of a Legislative
Council and a House of Commons.
7. For the purpose of forming the Legislative Council, the
Federated Provinces shall be considered as consisting of
three divisions: 1st, Upper Canada; 2nd, Lower Canada;
3rd, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward
Island; each division with an equal representation in the
Legislative Council.
8. Upper Canada shall be represented in the Legislative
Council by 24 Members, Lower Canada by 24 Members,
and the three Maritime Provinces by 24 Members, of
which Nova Scotia shall have 10, New Brunswick 10, and
Prince Edward Island 4 Members.
9. The Colony of Newfoundland shall be entitled to enter
the proposed Union, with a representation in the
Legislative Council of 4 Members.
10. The North-West Territory, British Columbia and
Vancouver shall be admitted into the Union on such terms
and conditions as the Parliament of the Federated
Provinces shall deem equitable, and as shall receive the
assent of Her Majesty; and in the case of the Province of
British Columbia or Vancouver, as shall be agreed to by
the Legislature of such Province.
11. The Members of the Legislative Council shall be
appointed by the Crown under the Great Seal of the
General Government, and shall hold office during life: if
any Legislative Councillor shall, for two consecutive
sessions of Parliament, fail to give his attendance in the
said Council, his seat shall thereby become vacant.
12. The Members of the Legislative Council shall be British
subjects by birth or naturalization, of the full age of thirty
years, shall possess a continuous real property
qualification of four thousand dollars over and above all
encumbrances, and shall be and continue worth that sum
over and above their debts and liabilities, but in the case
of Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, the property
may be either real or personal.

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 67. The Hunter & Rose debates have Macdonald
presenting the resolutions on Feb. 6. However, this is inaccurate. As the Journals report, the Quebec Resolutions were
moved on Feb. 3, the same day they were moved in the Legislative Council. As a result, Macdonald’s motion is inserted
here, on the correct date.
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13. If any question shall arise as to the qualification of a
Legislative Councillor, the same shall be determined by
the Council.
14. The first selection of the Members of the Legislative
Council shall be made, except as regards Prince Edward
Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various
Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by
the Crown at the recommendation of the General
Executive Government, upon the nomination of the
respective Local Governments, and in such nomination
due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members of
the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province,
so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be
fairly represented.
15. The Speaker of the Legislative Council (unless
otherwise provided by Parliament), shall be appointed by
the Crown from among the Members of the Legislative
Council, and shall hold office during pleasure, and shall
only be entitled to a casting vote on an equality of votes.
16. Each of the twenty-four Legislative Councillors
representing Lower Canada in the Legislative Council of
the General Legislature shall be appointed to represent
one of the twenty-four Electoral Divisions mentioned in
Schedule A of Chapter first of the Consolidated Statutes of
Canada, and such Councillor shall reside or possess his
qualification in the Division he is appointed to represent.
17. The basis of Representation in the House of Commons
shall be Population, as determined by the Official Census
every ten years; and the number of Members at first shall
be 194, distributed as follows:
Upper Canada
Lower Canada
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
Newfoundland
Prince Edward Island

82
65
19
15
8
5

18. Until the Official Census of 1871 has been made up,
there shall be no change in the number of Representatives
from the several sections.
19. Immediately after the completion of the Census of
1871, and immediately after every decennial census
thereafter, the Representation from each section in the
House of Commons shall be readjusted on the basis of
Population.
20. For the purpose of such readjustments, Lower Canada
shall always be assigned sixty-five Members, and each of
the other sections shall, at each readjustment, receive, for
the ten years then next succeeding, the number of
Members to which it will be entitled on the same ratio of
Representation to Population as Lower Canada will enjoy

according to the Census last taken by having sixty-five
Members.
21. No reduction shall be made in the number of Members
returned by any section, unless its population shall have
decreased, relatively to the population of the whole
Union, to the extent of five per centum.
22. In computing at each decennial period the number of
Members to which each section is entitled, no fractional
parts shall be considered, unless when exceeding one-half
the number entitling to a Member, in which case a
Member shall be given for each such fractional part.
23. The Legislature of each Province shall divide such
Province into the proper number of constituencies, and
define the boundaries of each of them.
24. The Local Legislature of each Province may, from time
to time, alter the Electoral Districts for the purposes of
Representation in such Local Legislature, and distribute
the Representatives to which the Province is entitled in
such Local Legislature, in any manner such Legislature
may see fit.
25. The number of Members may at any time be increased
by the General Parliament,—regard being had to the
proportionate rights then existing.
26. Until provisions are made by the General Parliament,
all the laws which, at that date of the Proclamation
constituting the Union, are in force in the Provinces
respectively, relating to the qualification and
disqualification of any person to be elected, or to sit or
vote as a Member of the Assembly in the said Provinces
respectively; and relating to the qualification or
disqualification of voters and to the oaths to be taken by
voters, and to Returning Officers and their powers and
duties,—and relating to the proceeding’s at Elections,—
and to the period during which such elections may be
continued—and relating to the Trial of Controverted
Elections and the proceedings incident thereto,—and
relating to the vacating of seats of Members, and to the
issuing and execution of new Writs, in case of any seat
being vacated otherwise than by a dissolution—shall
respectively apply to elections of Members to serve in the
House of Commons, for places situate in those Provinces
respectively.
27. Every House of Commons shall continue for five years
from the day of the return of the writs choosing the same,
and no longer; subject, nevertheless, to be sooner
prorogued or dissolved by the Governor.
28. There shall be a Session of the General Parliament
once, at least, in every year, so that a period of twelve
calendar months shall not intervene between the last
sitting of the General Parliament in one Session, and the
first sitting thereof in the next Session.
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29. The General Parliament shall have power to make
Laws for the peace, welfare and good government of the
Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England),
and especially laws respecting the following subjects:—
1. The Public Debt and Property.
2. The regulation of Trade and Commerce.
3. The imposition or regulation of Duties of Customs on
Imports and Exports,—except in Exports of Timber, Logs,
Masts, Spars, Deals and Sawn Lumber from New
Brunswick, and of Coal and other minerals from Nova
Scotia.
4. The imposition or regulation of Excise Duties.
5. The raising of money by all or any other modes or
systems of Taxation.
6. The borrowing of money on the Public Credit.
7. Postal Service.
8. Lines of Steam or other Ships, Railways, Canals and
other works, connecting any two or more of the Provinces
together, or extending beyond the limits of any Province.
9. Lines of Steamships between the Federated Provinces
and other Countries.
10. Telegraph Communication and the Incorporation of
Telegraph Companies.
11. All such works as shall, although lying wholly within
any Province, be specially declared by the Acts
authorizing them to be for the general advantage.
12. The Census.
13. Militia—Military and Naval Service and Defence.
14. Beacons, Buoys and Light Houses.
15. Navigation and Shipping.
16. Quarantine.
17. Sea Coast and Inland Fisheries.
18. Ferries between any Province and a Foreign country,
or between any two Provinces.
19. Currency and Coinage.
20. Banking—Incorporation of Banks, and the issue of
paper money.
21. Savings Banks.
22. Weights and Measures.
23. Bills of Exchange and Promissory Notes.
24. Interest.
25. Legal Tender.
26. Bankruptcy and Insolvency.
27. Patents of Invention and Discovery.
28. Copy Rights.
29. Indians and Lands reserved for the Indians.
30. Naturalization and Aliens.
31. Marriage and Divorce.
32. The Criminal Law, excepting the Constitution of
Courts of Criminal Jurisdiction, but including the
procedure in Criminal matters.
33. Rendering uniform all or any of the laws relative to
property and civil rights in Upper Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince Edward
Island, and rendering uniform the procedure of all or any
of the Courts in these Provinces; but any statute for this
purpose shall have no force or authority in any Province
until sanctioned by the Legislature thereof.
34. The establishment of a General Court of Appeal for the
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Federated Provinces.
35. Immigration.
36. Agriculture.
37. And generally respecting all matters of a general
character, not specially and exclusively reserved for the
Local Governments and Legislatures.
30. The General Government and Parliament shall bare all
powers necessary or proper for performing the
obligations of the Federated Provinces, as part of the
British Empire, to foreign countries arising under Treaties
between Great Britain and such countries.
31. The General Parliament may also, from time to time,
establish additional Courts, and the General Government
may appoint Judges and officers thereof, when the same
shall appear necessary or for the public advantage, in
order to the due execution of the laws of Parliament.
32. All Courts, Judges, and officers of the several
Provinces shall aid, assist and obey the General
Government in the exercise of its rights and powers, and
for such purposes shall be held to be Courts, Judges and
officers of the General Government.
33. The General Government shall appoint and pay the
Judges of the Superior Courts in each Province, and of the
County Courts in Upper Canada, and Parliament shall fix
their salaries.
34. Until the Consolidation of the Laws of Upper Canada,
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island, the Judges of these Provinces appointed
by the General Government, shall be selected from their
respective Bars.
35. The Judges of the Courts of Lower Canada shall be
selected from the Bar of Lower Canada.
36. The Judges of the Court of Admiralty now receiving
salaries shall be paid by the General Government.
37. The Judges of the Superior Courts shall hold their
offices during good behaviour, and shall be removable
only on the Address of both Houses of Parliament.
38. For each of the Provinces there shall be an Executive
Officer, styled tie Lieutenant Governor, who shall be
appointed by the Governor General in Council, under the
Great Seal of the Federated Provinces, during pleasure:
such pleasure not to be exercised before the expiration of
the first five years, except for cause: such cause to be
communicated in writing to the Lieutenant Governor
immediately after the exercise of the pleasure as aforesaid,
and also by Message to both Houses of Parliament, within
the first week of the first session afterwards.
39. The Lieutenant Governor of each Province shall be
paid by the General Government.
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40. In undertaking to pay the salaries of the Lieutenant
Governors, the Conference does not desire to prejudice the
claim of Prince Edward Island upon the Imperial
Government for the amount now paid for the salary of the
Lieutenant Governor thereof.
41. The Local Government and Legislature of each
Province shall be constructed in such manner, as the
existing Legislature of each such Province shall provide.
42. The Local Legislature shall have power to alter or
amend their constitution from time to time.
43. The Local Legislatures shall have power to make laws
respecting the following subjects:
1. Direct taxation, and in New Brunswick the imposition
of Duties on the Export of Timber, Logs, Masts, Spars,
Deals, and Sawn Lumber; and in Nova Scotia, of Coals and
other minerals.
2. Borrowing money on the credit of the Province.
3. The establishment and tenure of local offices, and the
appointment and payment of local officers.
4. Agriculture.
5. Immigration.
6. Education; saving the rights and privileges which the
Protestant or Catholic minority in both Canadas may
possess as to their Denominational Schools at the time
when the Union goes into operation.
7. The sale and management of Public Lands excepting
Lands belonging to the General Government.
8. Sea Coast and Inland Fisheries.
9. The establishment, maintenance and management of
Penitentiaries, and Public and Reformatory Prisons.
10. The establishment, maintenance and management of
Hospitals, Asylums, Charities, and Eleemosynary
Institutions.
11. Municipal Institutions.
12. Shop, Saloon, Tavern, Auctioneer and other Licenses.
13. Local Works.
14. The Incorporation of Private or Local Companies,
except such as relate to matters assigned to the General
Parliament.
15. Property and Civil Rights, excepting those portions
thereof assigned to the General Parliament.
16. Inflicting punishment by fine, penalties, imprisonment
or otherwise, for the breach of laws passed in relation to
any subject within their jurisdiction.
17. The Administration of Justice, including the
Constitution, maintenance and organization of the
Courts,—both of Civil and Criminal Jurisdiction, and
including also the Procedure in Civil matters.
18. And generally all matters of a private or local nature,
not assigned to the General Parliament.
44. The power of respiting, reprieving, and pardoning
Prisoners convicted of crimes, and of commuting and
remitting of sentences in whole or in part, which belongs
of right to the Crown, shall be administered by the
Lieutenant Governor of each Province in Council, subject

to any instructions he may, from time to time, receive from
the General Government, and subject to any provisions
that may be made in this behalf by the General Parliament
45. In regard to all subjects over which jurisdiction belongs
to both the General and Local Legislatures, the laws of the
General Parliament shall control and supersede those
made by the Local Legislature, and the latter shall be void
so far as they are repugnant to, or inconsistent with, the
former.
46. Both the English and French languages may be
employed in the General Parliament and in its
proceedings, and in the Local Legislature of Lower
Canada, and also in the Federal Courts and in the Courts
of Lower Canada.
47. No lands or property belonging to the General or Local
Governments shall be liable to taxation.
48. All Bills for appropriating any part of the Public
Revenue, or for imposing any new Tax or Impost, shall
originate in the House of Commons or House of
Assembly, as the case may be.
49. The House of Commons or House of Assembly shall
not originate or pass any Vote, Resolution. Address or Bill
for the appropriation of any part of the Public Revenue, or
of any Tax or Impost to any purpose, not first
recommended by Message of the Governor General or the
Lieutenant Governor, as the case may be, during the
session in which such Vote, Resolution, Address or Bill is
passed
50. Any Bill of the General Parliament may be reserved in
the usual manner for Her Majesty’s Assent, and any Bill of
the Local Legislatures may, in like manner, be reserved for
the consideration of the Governor General.
51. Any Bill passed by the General Parliament shall be
subject to disallowance by Her Majesty within two years,
as in the case of Bills passed by the Legislatures of the said
Provinces hitherto; and, in like manner, any Bill passed by
a Local Legislature shall be subject to disallowance by the
Governor General within one year after the passing
thereof.
52. The Seat of Government of the Federated Provinces
shall be Ottawa, subject to the Royal Prerogative.
53. Subject to any future action of the respective Local
Governments, the Seat of the Local Government in Upper
Canada shall be Toronto; of Lower Canada. Quebec; and
the Seats of the Local Governments in the other Provinces
shall be as at present.
54. All Stocks, Cash, Bankers’ Balances and Securities for
money belonging to each Province at the time of the
Union, except as hereinafter mentioned, shall belong to
the General Government.
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55. The following Public Works and Property of each
Province shall belong to the General Government, to
wit:—
1. Canals.
2. Public Harbours.
3. Light Houses and Piers.
4. Steamboats, Dredges and Public Vessels.
5. River and Lake Improvements.
6. Railway and Railway Stocks, Mortgages and other debts
due by Railway Companies.
7. Military Roads.
8. Custom Houses, Post Offices and other Public
Buildings, except such as may be set aside by the General
Government for the use of the Local Legislatures and
Governments.
9. Property transferred by the Imperial Government and
known as Ordnance Property.
10. Armouries, Drill Sheds, Military Clothing and
Munitions of War, and
11. Lands set apart for public purposes.
56. All lands, mines, minerals and royalties vested in Her
Majesty in the Provinces of Upper Canada, Lower Canada,
Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and Prince Edward Island,
for the use of such Provinces, shall belong to the Local
Government of the territory in which the same are so
situate; subject to any trusts that may exist in respect to
any of such lands or to any interest of other persons in
respect of the same.
57. All sums due from purchases or lessees of such lands,
mines or minerals at the time of the Union, shall also
belong to the Local Governments.
58. All assets connected with such portions of the public
debt of any Province as are assumed by the Local
Government’s shall also belong to those Governments
respectively.
59. The several Provinces shall retain all other Public
Property therein, subject to the right of the General
Government to assume any Lands or Public Property
required for Fortifications or the Defence of the Country
60. The General Government shall assume all the Debts
and Liabilities of each Province.
61. The Debt of Canada, not specially assumed by Upper
and Lower Canada respectively, shall not exceed, at the
time of the Union, $62,500,000; Nova Scotia shall enter the
Union with a debt not exceeding $8,000,000; and New
Brunswick with a debt not exceeding $7,000,000.
62. In case Nova Scotia or New Brunswick do not incur
liabilities beyond those for which their Governments are
now bound, and which shall make their debts at the date
of Union less than $8,000,000 and $7,000,000 respectively,
they shall be entitled to interest at five per cent, on the
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amount not so incurred, in like manner as is hereinafter
provided for Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island;
the foregoing resolution being in no respect intended to
limit the powers given to the respective Governments of
those Provinces, by Legislative authority, but only to lint
it the maximum amount of charge to be assumed by the
General Government; provided always, that the powers
so conferred by the respective Legislatures shall be
exercised within five years from this date, or the same
shall then lapse.
63. Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, not having
incurred Debts equal to those of the other Provinces, shall
be entitled to receive, by half-yearly payments, in
advance, from the General Government, the Interest at
five per cent, on the difference between the actual amount
of their respective Debts at the time of the Union, and the
average amount of indebtedness per head of the
Population of Canada, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick.
64. In consideration of the transfer to the General
Parliament of the powers of Taxation, an annual grant in
aid of each Province shall be made, equal to eighty cents
per head of the population, as established by the census of
1861; the population of Newfoundland being estimated at
130,000. Such aid shall be in full settlement of all future
demands upon the General Government for local
purposes, and shall be paid half-yearly in advance to each
Province.
65. The position of New Brunswick being such as to entail
large immediate charges upon her local revenues, it is
agreed that for the period of ten years, from the time when
the Union takes effect, an additional allowance of $63,000
per annum shall be made to that Province. But that so long
as the liability of that Province remains under $7,000,000,
a deduction equal to the interest on such deficiency shall
be made from the $63,000.
66. In consideration of the surrender to the General
Government by Newfoundland of all its rights in Mines
and Minerals, and of all the ungranted and unoccupied
Lands of the Crown, it is agreed that the sum of $150,000
shall each year be paid to that Province, by semi-annual
payments; provided that that Colony shall retain the right
of opening, constructing and controlling Roads and
Bridges through any of the said Lands subject to any Laws
which the General Parliament may pass in respect of the
same.
67. All engagements that may before the Union be entered
into with the Imperial Government for the defence of the
Country, shall be assumed by the General Government.
68. The General Government shall secure, without delay,
the completion of the Intercolonial Railway from Rivière
du Loup, through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova
Scotia.
69. The communications
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Territory, and the improvements required for the
development of the Trade of the Great West with the
Seaboard, are regarded by this Conference as subjects of
the highest importance to the Federated Provinces, and
shall be prosecuted at the earliest possible period that the
state of the Finances will permit.
70. The sanction of the Imperial and Local Parliaments
shall be sought for the Union of the Provinces, on the
principles adopted by the Conference.
71. That Her Majesty the Queen be solicited to determine
the rank and name of the Federated Provinces.
72. The proceedings of the Conference shall be
authenticated by the signatures of the Delegates, and
submitted by each Delegation to its own Government, and
the Chairman is authorized to the Secretary of State for the
Colonies.12

Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said that the
universal law of Parliament with respect either
to bills or addresses looking to the disposal of
public property or funds, or additions to the
burdens of the country, was that the measure
must originate in Committee of the Whole.
This Confederation scheme disposed of the
whole assets of the country, and established
burdens which were to be applied to the
purposes of the provinces of New Brunswick
and Newfoundland, besides paying eighty
cents per head of population to all the various
provinces. This appropriation of property
indeed ran throughout the scheme.
Not only so, but the usage on all similar
occasions was to introduce the measure in
Committee of the Whole. The act of union
between England and Ireland13 was originated
in this way, and so was our own act of union
in the legislature of Upper Canada under the
management of Mr. Poulet Thompson, who
was well known to be an able English
parliamentarian. The
•
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same course was taken on our own Reform Bill
12
13
14

under the Hincks Government.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said that any measure
appropriating money must originate in
Committee of the Whole, but it was otherwise
with an Address to the Crown, asking to
recommend a grant of money. This was an
address asking the Crown to make a great
constitutional change. Now, supposing that it
was asking to have the Constitution done
away with altogether, must such an address
originate in committee? Clearly not. The
money to be appropriated was to be granted
by legislatures which did not yet exist.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—There
is nothing more plain than that, according to
the standing order of the House of Commons,
any measure appropriating money or any
Address to the Crown asking for a grant of
money, or that expenses may be incurred,
must originate in Committee of the Whole.
Our own 80th rule14 was in a similar sense,
setting forth that motions tending to grant an
aid or to make any charge upon the people
must originate in committee. Now, surely
these resolutions tended to create a charge
upon the people. Among other things they
bound the country to make a railway.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—That will be made by the
Confederate Government, not by this
Government. We are not granting any money.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Nor
do you ever grant money when you ask the
Crown to recommend the grant, since the
Crown may refuse; surely if a matter involving
$5 or $50 must originate in committee, so large
a matter as this must do so.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East] spoke of Hon. Mr.
Dorion’s remarks as absurd, as not a farthing
of money was being appropriated. It was quite

Journals, pp. 67-73. Added for completeness.
Union with Ireland Act 1800 (U.K.) & Act of Union (Ireland) 1800 (Ireland).
Dorion means Rule 88, which reads in full, “If any Motion be made in the House for any Public Aid or Charge upon the people,
the consideration and debate thereof may not be presently entered upon, but shall be adjourned till such further day as The House shall
think fit to appoint,; and then it shall be referred to a Committee of the Whole House, before any Resolution or Vote of The House do
pass thereupon.” Rules, Orders, and Forms of Proceeding of the Legislative Assembly of Canada (1866), p. 62.
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true the rule of the Imperial Parliament might
seem to go as far as Hon. Mr. Dorion said, but
we had no such rule. Ours was founded on the
Union Act15, which merely said that no
appropriation could be made 16, except after a
Message from His Excellency, which must be
referred to a committee. The Union Act was
our law, and to-morrow the British
Parliament, with the sanction of the Queen,
might abolish the Constitution.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
Attorney General [John A. Macdonald] was
the very Bayard of defenders of every little
corporation which had received its charter
from that legislature; that was of every
corporation or company which enjoyed his
favor, from none of which he would take away
the smallest part of the privileges ever
conferred upon them, and yet he asserted that
the whole privileges and rights of this great
colony could be taken away to-morrow by the
Imperial Parliament.
He (Mr. Dunkin) denied that all our rights
were held at pleasure, but, if they were, that
had nothing to do with the matter. If we were
precluded from giving away small sums of
money, except in a particular way, surely we
were debarred from giving away all our rights.
The British Parliament could declare that a
man is a woman, and he must thereafter
legally be called a woman, but that did not
make him one.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance] said clearly no charge was put on the
people by this Address; not a penny could be
taken out of the public chest in consequence of
it. He thought also the spirit of the rules was
no more infringed than their letter, by taking
15
16

17
18
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the course proposed by the Attorney General
West [John A. Macdonald]; because, if the
Address passed, the Imperial Act would refer
again to the people the power of disposing of
this property by their votes.
Mr. Speaker decided as follows:—
The honorable member for Chateauguay has submitted
that the motion is not in order, “inasmuch as the proposed
Address prays the Crown to recommend to the Imperial
Parliament the passage of an Act laying new burdens on
the people of this Province, and making dispositions as to
the public property and money of this Province, the law of
Parliament requires that it should be founded on
Resolutions originated in Committee of the whole
House.”
Now, the 4th clause of the 14th section of the Consolidated
Statutes of Canada,
“The Legislative Assembly shall not originate or pass any
Vote, Resolution or Bill for the appropriation of any part
of the said Consolidated Revenue Fund”, or of any other
tax or impost, to any purpose which has not been first
recommended by a Message of the Governor to the
Legislative Assembly, during the Session in which such
Vote, Resolution or Bill is passed;”17 and the 88th Rule of
this House, “If any motion be made in the House for any
public aid or charge upon the people, the consideration
and debate thereof may not be presently entered upon, but
shall be adjourned till such further day as the House shall
think fit to appoint; and then it shall be referred to a
Committee of the whole House before any Resolution or
Vote of the House do pass thereupon,”18 which seems to
be based thereon, refer to Resolutions or to an Address
upon which some future action of this House is to be
based. I fail to see in this motion that the action of this
House is to be involved any further after passing this
Resolution.
As this matter was discussed before I left the chair, at six
o’clock, I took occasion to put in writing my opinion upon
the subject. I will read:

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
Article LVII, which reads in full, “And be it enacted, That, subject to the several Payments hereby charged on the said Consolidated
Revenue Fund, the same shall be appropriated by the Legislature of the Province of Canada for the Public Service, in such Manner as
they shall think proper: Provided always, that all Bills for appropriating any Part of the Surplus of the said Consolidated Revenue
Fund, or for imposing any new Tax or Impost, shall originate in the Legislative Assembly of the said Province of Canada: Provided
also, that it shall not be lawful for the said Legislative Assembly to originate or pass any Vote, Resolution, or Bill for the Appropriation
of any Part of the Surplus of the said Consolidated Revenue Fund, or of any other Tax or Impost, to any Purpose which shall not have
been first recommended by a Message of the Governor to the said Legislative Assembly during the Session in which such Vote,
Resolution, or Bill shall be passed.”
An Act respecting the Public Moneys, Debt and Accounts (Province of Canada, 1859).
Rules, Orders, and Forms of Proceeding of the Legislative Assembly of Canada (1866), p. 62.
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“The motion is for an Address to Her Majesty, in which
•

(p. 20)

the Resolutions on Confederation of the Provinces are set
out. How does this differ from an Address moved to His
Excellency, which always comes on motion upon a two
days’ notice given as in this case? I cannot see how, as a
point of Order, I can treat the matter other than as in the
ordinary case of an Address. The argument is that it will
be inconvenient so to discuss it. That is not addressed to a
question of Order, but to one of convenience.
The case cited by the honorable member for Chateauguay
of Resolutions upon the question of a Bill for the
Government of India was not one of Resolutions for an
Address, but of Resolutions simply, containing the
proposed principles of the Bill intended to be introduced.
It is not pretended here that this House has any right to
pass such a Bill, or that it is intended to present one on that
subject here. The reasons why it is convenient to discuss
matters in the form of a Resolution on which a Bill is
afterwards to be introduced, is that Resolutions more
easily admit of alteration. The Government have
expressed their determination not to admit of any
alterations in these Resolutions.

give notice that he would move on Tuesday,
that the debate be continued from day to day
until the Address was finally adopted or
rejected by the House.
After some discussion, Luther Holton
[Chateauguay] withdrew his objection, and John
A. Macdonald [Kingston, Attorney-General
West] Macdonald his notice.19
Then, on motion of John A. Macdonald
[Kingston, Attorney-General West], seconded
by George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council],
The House adjourned until Monday next.20

Thus it is obvious that the same reasons for going into
Committee do not hold. The member who moves an
Address can force the vote on his motion in the manner he
has put it, unless the form of it be changed by amendment,
and this appears to be the only course open here. In truth
the word ‘Resolutions’ might very well have been omitted
altogether from this motion. Whatever might have been
the result on a mere question of convenience, it is certain
that the Speaker does not decide that matter. His duties
are to preserve order and decorum, and to decide
questions of Order.”

John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] moved
That the debate be adjourned and made the first order for
Monday after half-past seven o’clock, P.M.

Luther Holton [Chateauguay] raised the
objection that this motion could not be put
without two days’ notice
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said if this was the sort of
tactics to be pursued, and an attempt made to
embarrass the Government at every step, he
must withdraw the concession made to the
member for Peel [John Cameron], and would
19
20

A debate then ensues on Supply and the Civil Code, unrelated to the Confederation scheme. Journals, pp. 74-75.
Journals, p. 75. Added for completeness.
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the purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova
Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince
Edward Island, in one Government, with provisions
based on certain Resolutions, which were adopted at a
Conference of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at
the city of Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.”

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
monday,
february 6, 1865

The Order of the Day being read for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday, last proposed—1
A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyJohn
General West] moved,
“That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament, for

1

He said:—Mr. Speaker, in fulfilment of the
promise made by the Government to
Parliament at its last session, I have moved this
resolution. I have had the honor of being
charged, on behalf of the Government, to
submit a scheme for the Confederation of all
the British North American Provinces—a
scheme which has been received. I am glad to
say, with general, if not universal, approbation
in Canada. The scheme, as propounded
through the press, has received almost no
opposition. While there may be occasionally,
here and there, expressions of dissent from
some of the details, yet the scheme as a whole
has met with almost universal approval, and
the Government has the greatest satisfaction in
presenting it to this House.
This subject, which now absorbs the
attention of the people of Canada, and of the
whole of British North America, is not a new
one. For years it has more or less attracted the
attention of every statesman and politician in
these provinces, and has been looked upon by
many far-seeing politicians as being
eventually the means of deciding and settling
very many of the vexed questions which have
retarded the prosperity of the colonies as a
whole, and particularly the prosperity of
Canada. The subject was pressed upon the
public attention by a great many writers and
politicians; but I believe the attention of the
Legislature was first formally called to it by
my honorable friend the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt].
Some years ago, in an elaborate speech, my
hon. friend, while an independent member of
Parliament, before being connected with any
Government, pressed his views on the
Legislature at great length and with his usual

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 81. Not part of original debates. Added for
completeness.
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force2. But the subject was not taken up by any
party as a branch of their policy, until the
formation
of
the
Cartier-Macdonald
Administration
in
18583,
when
the
Confederation of the colonies was announced
as one of the measures which they pledged
themselves to attempt, if possible, to bring to a
satisfactory conclusion4.
In pursuance of that promise, the letter or
despatch, which has been so much and so
freely commented upon in the press and in
this House, was addressed by three of the
members of that Administration to the
Colonial Office. The
•
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subject, however, though looked upon with
favor by the country, and though there were
no distinct expressions of opposition to it from
any party, did not begin to assume its present
proportions until last session. Then, men of all
parties and all shades of politics became
alarmed at the aspect of affairs. They found
that such was the opposition between the two
sections of the province, such was the danger
of impending anarchy, in consequence of the
irreconcilable differences of opinion, with
respect to representation by population,
between Upper and Lower Canada, that
unless some solution of the difficulty was
arrived at, we would suffer under a succession
of weak governments,—weak in numerical
support, weak in force, and weak in power of
doing good. All were alarmed at this state of
affairs.
We had election after election,—we had
ministry after ministry,—with the same result.
Parties were so equally balanced, that the vote
of one member might decide the fate of the
Administration, and the course of legislation
for a year or a series of years. This condition of
2
3

4

5

things was well calculated to arouse the
earnest consideration of every lover of his
country, and I am happy to say it had that
effect. None were more impressed by this
momentous state of affairs, and the grave
apprehensions that existed of a state of
anarchy destroying our credit, destroying our
prosperity, destroying our progress, than were
the members of this present House; and the
leading statesmen on both sides seemed to
have come to the common conclusion, that
some step must be taken to relieve the country
from the dead-lock and impending anarchy
that hung over us.—
With that view, my colleague, the President
of the Council [George Brown], made a motion
founded on the despatch addressed to the
Colonial Minister5, to which I have referred,
and a committee was struck, composed of
gentlemen of both sides of the House, of all
shades of political opinion, without any
reference to whether they were supporters of
the Administration of the day or belonged to
the Opposition, for the purpose of taking into
calm and full deliberation the evils which
threatened the future of Canada. That motion
of my honorable friend resulted most happily.
The committee, by a wise provision,—and in
order that each member of the committee
might have an opportunity of expressing his
opinions without being in any way
compromised before the public, or with his
party, in regard either to his political friends or
to his political foes,—agreed that the
discussion should be freely entered upon
without reference to the political antecedents
of any of them, and that they should sit with
closed doors, so that they might be able to
approach the subject frankly and in a spirit of
compromise.

Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly, (Jul. 5 & 7, 1858). “Provincial Parliament,” Montreal Herald (Jul. 8 & Jul. 10, 1858).
Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862). There was also a Macdonald-Cartier administration
(1857-1858).
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858). The Colonial Office’s document lists both
despatches as Oct. 25, 1858, but this seems to be a mistake. In other sources, including The Appendix to the Seventeenth
Volume of the Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1859), Appendix No. 3, it is listed as Oct. 23.
George Brown, Legislative Assembly (Mar. 14, 1864). Journals, p. 91.
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The committee included most of the leading
members of the House,—I had the honor
myself to be one of the number,—and the
result was that there was found an ardent
desire—a creditable desire, I must say,—
displayed by all the members of the committee
to approach the subject honestly, and to
attempt to work out some solution which
might relieve Canada from the evils under
which she labored. The report of that
committee was laid before the House6, and
then came the political action of the leading
men of the two parties in this House, which
ended in the formation of the present
Government7.
The principle upon which that Government
was formed has been announced, and is
known to all. It was formed for the very
purpose of carrying out the object which has
now received to a certain degree its
completion, by the resolutions I have had the
honor to place in your hands. As has been
stated, it was not without a great deal of
difficulty and reluctance that that Government
was formed. The gentlemen who compose this
Government had for many years been
engaged in political hostilities to such an
extent that it affected even their social
relations.
But the crisis was great, the danger was
imminent, and the gentlemen who now form
the present Administration found it to be their
duty to lay aside all personal feelings, to
sacrifice in some degree their position, and
even to run the risk of having their motives
impugned, for the sake of arriving at some
conclusion that would be satisfactory to the
country in general. The present resolutions
6

7
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were the result. And, as I said before, I am
proud to believe that the country has
sanctioned, as I trust that the representatives
of the people in this House will sanction, the
scheme which is now submitted for the future
government of British North America.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Everything seemed to favor
the project, and everything seemed to show
that the present was the time, if ever, when this
great union between all Her Majesty’s subjects
dwelling in British North America, should be
carried out.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—When the Government, was
formed, it was felt that the difficulties in the
way of effecting a union between all the British
North American
•
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Colonies were great—so great as almost, in the
opinion of many, to make it hopeless. And
with that view it was the policy of the
Government, if they could not succeed in
procuring a union between all the British
North American Colonies, to attempt to free
the country from the dead-lock in which we
were placed in Upper and Lower Canada, in
consequence of the difference of opinion
between the two sections, by having a
severance to a certain extent of the present
union between the two provinces of Upper
and Lower Canada, and the substitution of a
Federal Union between them. Most of us,
however, I may say, all of us, were agreed—
and I believe every thinking man will agree—

The Constitutional Committee Report was adopted on Jun. 14, 1864. Journals (1864), pp. 383-384 although Macdonald voted
against it.
The Great Coalition was formed on Jun. 22, 1864 between the Conservative Ministry of Taché-Macdonald and opposition
Reformers led by George Brown. For the agreement see “Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22,
1864), pp. 205-206. A series of bi-elections in July 1864 confirmed the appointment of three reform members in cabinet. The
purpose of the coalition was to singularly pursue the confederation of the British North American colonies as a permanent
solution to the protracted sectional conflicts that had arrested the normal functioning of the Canadian parliament since
1856-1858. If confederation was deemed to be impracticable by the next legislative session, the Ministry would then commit
itself to a smaller federative union of the two Canadas, focused on representation by population, and provisions to admit
other provinces and territories at a later date. The principal members of the Coalition were Pascal Etienne Taché, John A.
Macdonald, George-Etienne Cartier, A.T. Galt, and George Brown.
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as to the expediency of effecting a union
between all the provinces, and the superiority
of such a design, if it were only practicable,
over the smaller scheme of having a Federal
Union between Upper and Lower Canada
alone.
By a happy concurrence of events, the time
came when that proposition could be made
with a hope of success. By a fortunate
coincidence the desire for union existed in the
Lower Provinces, and a feeling of the necessity
of strengthening themselves by collecting
together the scattered colonies on the seaboard, had induced them to form a convention
of their own for the purpose of effecting a
union of the Maritime Provinces of Nova
Scotia, New Brunswick, and Prince Edward
Island, the legislatures of those colonies
having formally authorized their respective
governments to send a delegation to Prince
Edward Island for the purpose of attempting
to form a union of some kind 8. Whether the
union should be federal or legislative was not
then indicated, but a union of some kind was
sought for the purpose of making of
themselves one people instead of three.
We, ascertaining that they were about to
take such a step, and knowing that if we
allowed the occasion to pass, if they did
indeed break up all their present political
organizations and form a new one, it could not
be expected that they would again readily
destroy the new organization which they had
formed,—the union of the three provinces on
the sea-board,—and form another with
Canada. Knowing this, we availed ourselves
of the opportunity, and asked if they would
8

9
10

(receive a deputation from Canada, who
would go to meet them at Charlottetown, for
the purpose of laying before them the
advantages of a larger and more extensive
union, by the junction of all the provinces in
one great government under our common
Sovereign.
They at once kindly consented to receive
and hear us. They did receive us cordially and
generously, and asked us to lay our views
before them. We did so at some length, and so
satisfactory to them were the reasons we gave;
so clearly, in their opinion, did we show the
advantages of the greater union over the
lesser, that they at once set aside their own
project, and joined heart and hand with us in
entering into the larger scheme, and trying to
form, as far as they and we could, a great
nation and a strong government.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral
West]—Encouraged
by
this
arrangement, which, however, was altogether
unofficial and unauthorized, we returned to
Quebec, and then the Government of Canada
invited the several governments of the sister
colonies to send a deputation here from each
of them for the purpose of considering the
question, with something like authority from
their respective governments9. The result was,
that when we met here on the 10th of October,
on the first day on which we assembled, after
the full and free discussions which had taken
place at Charlottetown, the first resolution
now before this House was passed
unanimously10,
being
received
with
acclamation as, in the opinion of every one

The Charlottetown Conference was first held on Sep. 1, 1864, Prince Edward Island. While the Conference was constituted
by a series of provincial resolutions which had considered both the “Union of the North American Provinces, or of the
Maritime Provinces of British America” (see in particular the resolution initiated in the Nova Scotian legislature, Apr. 15,
1861; and the “the unqualified approval of the matter” of the Colonial office on Jul. 2, 1862 – for a “union, either partial or
complete”), the Charlottetown Conference was exclusively about the “Legislative Union between the Maritime Provinces”.
Led by the personal ambitions and schemes of Lieutenant-Governors of New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, a conference of
delegates from New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, and Prince Edward Island attended the proceedings. A Canadian delegation
solicited permission and attended unofficially to present the Canadian scheme for a broader union of North America.
Correspondence regarding the Quebec Conference was presented to the Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
See Hewitt Bernard’s Minutes at the Quebec Conference in Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions: Including Several NeverPublished Preliminary Drafts by George Brown and John A. Macdonald & a Collection of all Previously-Published Primary
Documents Relating to the Conference (CCF, 2001).
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who heard it, a proposition which ought to
receive, and would receive, the sanction of
each government and each people.
The resolution is, ”That the best interests
and present and future prosperity of British
North America will be promoted by a Federal
Union under the Crown of Great Britain,
provided such union can be effected on
principles just to the several provinces.”11 It
seemed to all the statesmen assembled—and
there are great statesmen in the Lower
Provinces, men who would do honor to any
government and to any legislature of any free
country enjoying representative institutions—
it was clear to them all that the best interests
and present and future prosperity of British
North America would be promoted by a
Federal Union under the Crown of Great
Britain. And it seems to me, as to them, and I
think it will so appear to the people of this
country, that, if we wish to be a great people;
if we wish to form—using the expression
which was sneered at the other evening—a
great nationality, commanding the respect of
the world, able to hold our own against all
opponents, and to defend those institutions
we prize: if we wish to have one system of
government, and to establish a commercial
union, with unrestricted free trade, between
people of the five provinces, belonging, as
they do, to the same nation, obeying
•
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the same Sovereign, owning the same
allegiance, and being, for the most part, of the
same blood and lineage: if we wish to be able
to afford to each other the means of mutual
defence and support against aggression and
attack—this can only be obtained by a union
of some kind between the scattered and weak
boundaries composing the British North
American Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The very mention of the
scheme is fitted to bring with it its own
11
12
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approbation. Supposing that in the spring of
the year 1865, half a million of people were
coming from the United Kingdom to make
Canada their home, although they brought
only their strong arms and willing hearts;
though they brought neither skill nor
experience nor wealth, would we not receive
them with open arms, and hail their presence
in Canada as an important addition to our
strength?
But when, by the proposed union, we not
only get nearly a million of people to join us—
when they contribute not only their numbers,
their physical strength, and their desire to
benefit their position, but when we know that
they consist of old-established communities,
having a large amount of realized wealth,—
composed of people possessed of skill,
education and experience in the ways of the
New World—people who are as much
Canadians, I may say, as we are—people who
are imbued with the same feelings of loyalty to
the Queen, and the same desire for the
continuance of the connection with the Mother
Country as we are, and at the same time, have
a like feeling of ardent attachment for this, our
common country, for which they and we
would alike fight and shed our blood, if
necessary. When all this is considered,
argument is needless to prove the advantage
of such a union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—There were only three
modes,—if I may return for a moment to the
difficulties with which Canada was
surrounded,—only three modes that were at
all suggested, by which the dead lock in our
affairs, the anarchy we dreaded, and the evils
which retarded our prosperity, could be met
or averted. One was the dissolution of the
union between Upper and Lower Canada,
leaving them as they were before the union of
184112. I believe that that proposition, by itself
had no supporters. It was felt by every one

Quebec Resolution 1. Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K). Macdonald refers to it as the ‘union of 1841’, which refers to the year it was proclaimed, 1841.
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that, although it was a course that would do
away with the sectional difficulties which
existed,—though it would remove the
pressure on the part of the people of Upper
Canada for the representation based upon
population,—and the jealousy of the people of
Lower Canada lest their institutions should be
attacked and prejudiced by that principle in
our representation; yet it was felt by every
thinking man in the province that it would be
a retrograde step, which would throw back the
country to nearly the same position as it
occupied before the union,—that it would
lower the credit enjoyed by United Canada,—
that it would be the breaking up of the
connection which had existed for nearly a
quarter of a century, and, under which,
although it had not been completely
successful, and had not allayed altogether the
local jealousies that had their root in
circumstances which arose before the union,
our province, as a whole, had nevertheless
prospered and increased. It was felt that a
dissolution of the union would have
destroyed all the credit that we had gained by
being a united province, and would have left
us two weak and ineffective governments,
instead of one powerful and united people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The next mode suggested,
was the granting of representation by
population. Now, we all know the manner in
which that question was and is regarded by
Lower Canada; that while in Upper Canada
the desire and cry for it was daily augmenting,
the resistance to it in Lower Canada was
proportionally increasing in strength.
Still, if some such means of relieving us from
the sectional jealousies which existed between
the two Canadas, if some such solution of the
difficulties as Confederation had not been
found, the representation by population must
eventually have been carried; no matter
though it might have been felt in Lower
Canada, as being a breach of the Treaty of
13

Union13, no matter how much it might have
been felt by the Lower Canadians that it would
sacrifice their local interests, it is certain that in
the progress of events representation by
population would have been carried; and, had
it been carried—I speak here my own
individual sentiments—I do not think it would
have been for the interest of Upper Canada.
For though Upper Canada would have felt
that it had received what it claimed as a right,
and had succeed in establishing its light, yet it
would have left the Lower Province with a
sullen feeling of injury and injustice. The
Lower Canadians would not have worked
cheerfully under such a change of system, but
would have ceased to be what they are now—
a nationality, with representatives
•
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in Parliament, governed by general principles,
and dividing according to their political
opinions—and would have been in great
danger of becoming a faction, forgetful of
national obligations, and only actuated by a
desire to defend their own sectional interests,
their own laws, and their own institutions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The third and only means of
solution for our difficulties was the junction of
the provinces either in a Federal or a
Legislative Union. Now, as regards the
comparative advantages of a Legislative and a
Federal Union, I have never hesitated to state
my own opinions. I have again and again
stated in the House, that, if practicable, I
thought a Legislative Union would be
preferable.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I have always contended that
if we could agree to have one government and
one parliament, legislating for the whole of
these peoples, it would be the best, the
cheapest, the most vigorous, and the strongest
system of government we could adopt.

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—But, on looking at the subject
in the Conference, and discussing the matter
as we did, most unreservedly, and with a
desire to arrive at a satisfactory contusion, we
found that such a system was impracticable.
In the first place, it would not meet the
assent of the people of Lower Canada, because
they felt that in their peculiar position—being
in a minority, with a different language,
nationality and religion from the majority,—in
case of a junction with the other provinces,
their institutions and their laws might be
assailed, and their ancestral associations, on
which they prided themselves, attacked and
prejudiced; it was found that any proposition
which involved the absorption of the
individuality of Lower Canada—if I may use
the expression—would not be received with
favor by her people. We found too, that
though their people speak the same language
and enjoy the same system of law as the people
of Upper Canada, a system founded on the
common law of England, there was as great a
disinclination on the part of the various
Maritime Provinces to lose their individuality,
as separate political organizations, as we
observed in the case of Lower Canada herself.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Therefore, we were forced to
the conclusion that we must either abandon
the idea of Union altogether, or devise a
system of union in which the separate
provincial organizations would be in some
degree preserved. So that those who were, like
myself, in favor of a Legislative Union, were
obliged to modify their views and accept the
project of a Federal Union as the only scheme
practicable, even for the Maritime Provinces.
Because, although the law of those provinces
is founded on the common law of England, yet
every one of them has a large amount of law
of its own—colonial law framed by itself, and
affecting every relation of life, such as the laws
of property, municipal and assessment laws;
laws relating to the liberty of the subject, and
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to all the great interests contemplated in
legislation; we found, in short, that the
statutory law of the different provinces was so
varied and diversified that it was almost
impossible to weld them into a Legislative
Union at once. Why, sir, if you only consider
the innumerable subjects of legislation
peculiar to new countries, and that every one
of those five colonies had particular laws of its
own, to which its people have been
accustomed and are attached, you will see the
difficulty of effecting and working a
Legislative Union, and bringing about an
assimilation of the local as well as general laws
of the whole of the provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—We in Upper Canada
understand from the nature and operation of
our peculiar municipal law, of which we know
the value, the difficulty of framing a general
system of legislation on local matters which
would meet the wishes and fulfil the
requirements of the several provinces. Even
the laws considered the least important,
respecting private rights in timber, roads,
fencing, and innumerable other matters, small
in themselves, but in the aggregate of great
interest to the agricultural class, who form the
great body of the people, are regarded as of
great value by the portion of the community
affected by them.
And when we consider that every one of the
colonies has a body of law of this kind, and
that it will take years before those laws can be
assimilated, it was felt that at first, at all events,
any united legislation would be almost
impossible. I am happy to state—and indeed it
appears on the face of the resolutions
themselves—that as regards the Lower
Provinces, a great desire was evinced for the
final assimilation of our laws.
One of the resolutions provides that an
attempt shall be made to assimilate the laws of
the Maritime Provinces and those of Upper
Canada, for the purpose of eventually
establishing one body of statutory law,
founded on the common law of England, the
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parent of the laws of all those provinces14.
One great objection
•

(p. 30)

made to a Federal Union was the expense of
an increased number of legislatures. I will not
enter at any length into that subject, because
my honorable friends, the Finance Minister
[Alexander Galt] and the President of the
Council [George Brown], who are infinitely
more competent than myself to deal with
matters of this kind—matters of account—
will, I think, be able to show that the expenses
under a Federal Union will not be greater than
those under the existing system of separate
governments and legislatures.
Here, where we have a joint legislature for
Upper and Lower Canada, which deals not
only with subjects of a general interest
common to all Canada, but with all matters of
private right and of sectional interest, and with
that class of measures known as “private
bills,” we find that one of the greatest sources
of expense to the country is the cost of
legislation. We find, from the admixture of
subjects of a general, with those of a private
character in legislation, that they mutually
interfere with each other; whereas, if the
attention of the Legislature was confined to
measures of one kind or the other alone, the
session of Parliament would not be so
protracted and therefore not so expansive as at
present.
In the proposed Constitution all matters of
general interest are to be dealt with by the
General Legislature; while the local
legislatures will deal with matters of local
interest, which do not affect the Confederation
as a whole, but are of the greatest importance
to their particular sections. By such a division
of labor the sittings of the General Legislature
would not be so protracted as even those of
14

15

Canada alone. And so with the local
legislatures, their attention being confined to
subjects to their own sections, their sessions
would be shorter and less expensive.
Then, when we consider the enormous
saving that will be effected in the
administration of affairs by one General
Government—when we reflect that each of the
five colonies have a government of its own
with a complete establishment of public
departments and all the machinery required
for the transaction of the business of the
country—that each have a separate executive,
judicial and militia system—that each
province has a separate ministry, including a
Minister of Militia, with a complete Adjutant
General’s Department—that each have a
Finance Minister with a full Customs and
Excise staff—that each Colony has as large and
complete an administrative organization, with
as many Executive officers as the General
Government will have—we can well
understand the enormous saving that will
result from a union of all the colonies, from
their having but one head and one central
system We, in Canada, already know
something
of
the
advantages
and
disadvantages of a Federal Union.
Although we have nominally a Legislative
Union in Canada—although we sit in one
Parliament, supposed constitutionally to
represent the people without regard to
sections or localities, yet we know, as a matter
of fact, that since the union in 1841 15, we have
had a Federal Union; that in matters affecting
Upper Canada solely, members from that
section claimed and generally exercised the
right of exclusive legislation, while members
from Lower Canada legislated in matters
affecting only their own section.
We have had a Federal Union in fact, though

Quebec Resolution 29 (33), which reads, “The General Parliament shall have power to make Laws for the peace, welfare and good
government of the Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England), and especially laws respecting the following subjects:—
… 33. Rendering uniform all or any of the laws relative to property and civil rights in Upper Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, and rendering uniform the procedure of all or any of the Courts in these Provinces; but any
statute for this purpose shall have no force or authority in any Province until sanctioned by the Legislature thereof.” Supra footnote
11.
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K). Supra footnote 12.
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a Legislative Union in name; and in the hot
contests of late years, if on any occasion a
measure affecting any one section were
interfered with by the members from the
other—if, for instance, a measure locally
affecting Upper Canada were carried or
defeated against the wishes of its majority, by
one from Lower Canada,—my honorable
friend the President of the Council [George
Brown], and his friends denounced with all
their energy and ability such legislation as an
infringement of the rights of the Upper
Province.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Just in the same way, if any
act concerning Lower Canada were pressed
into law against the wishes of the majority of
her representatives, by those from Upper
Canada, the Lower Canadians would rise as
one man and protest against such a violation
of their peculiar rights.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The relations between
England and Scotland are very similar to that
which obtains between the Canadas. The
union between them, in matters of legislation,
is of a federal character, because the Act of
Union between the two countries 16 provides
that the Scottish law cannot be altered, except
for the manifest advantage of the people of
Scotland. This stipulation has been held to be
so obligatory on the Legislature of Great
Britain, that no measure affecting the law of
Scotland is passed unless it receives the
sanction of a majority of the Scottish members
in Parliament. No matter how important it
may be for the interests of the empire as a
whole to alter the laws of Scotland—no
•
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matter how much it may interfere with the
symmetry of the general law of the United
Kingdom, that law is not altered, except with
16
17

429

the consent of the Scottish people, as
expressed by their representatives in
Parliament.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Thus, we have, in Great
Britain, to a limited extent, an example of the
working and effects of a Federal Union, as we
might expect to witness them in our own
Confederation. The whole scheme of
Confederation, as propounded by the
Conference, as agreed to and sanctioned by
the Canadian Government, and as now
presented for the consideration of the people,
and the Legislature, bears upon it face the
marks of compromise. Of necessity there must
have been a great deal of mutual concession.
When we think of the representatives of five
colonies, all supposed to have different
interests, meeting together, charged with the
duty of protecting those interests and of
pressing the views of their own localities and
sections, it must be admitted that had we not
met in a spirit of conciliation, and with an
anxious desire to promote this union; if we
had not been impressed with the idea
contained in the words of the resolution—
”That the best interests and present and future
prosperity of British North America would be
promoted by a Federal Union under the
Crown of Great Britain,” 17—all our efforts
might have proved to be of no avail.
If we had not felt that, after coming to this
conclusion, we were bound to set aside our
private opinions on matters of detail, if we had
not felt ourselves bound to look at what was
practicable, not obstinately rejecting the
opinions of others nor adhering to our own; if,
we had not met, I say, in a spirit of conciliation,
and with an anxious, overruling desire to form
one people under one government, we never
would have succeeded. With these views, we
press the question on this House and the
country.
I say to this House, if you do not believe that

Union with Scotland Act 1706 (England) & Union with England Act, 1707 (Scotland).
Supra footnote 11.
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the union of the colonies is for the advantage
of the country, that the joining of these five
peoples into one nation, under one sovereign,
is for the benefit of all, then reject the scheme.
Reject it if you do not believe it to be for the
present advantage and future prosperity of
yourselves and your children. But if, after a
calm and full consideration of this scheme, it
is believed, as a whole, to be for the advantage
of this province—if the House and country
believe this union to be one which will ensure
for us British laws, British connection, and
British freedom—and increase and develop
the social, political and material prosperity of
the country, then I implore this House and the
country to lay aside all prejudices, and accept
the scheme which we offer. I ask this House to
meet the question in the same spirit in which
the delegates met it. I ask each member of this
House to lay aside his own opinions as to
particular details, and to accept the scheme as
a whole if he think it beneficial as a whole. As
I stated in the preliminary discussion, we must
consider this scheme in the light of a treaty.
By a happy coincidence of circumstances,
just when an Administration had been formed
in Canada for the purpose of attempting a
solution of the difficulties under which we
laboured, at the same time the Lower
Provinces, actuated by a similar feeling,
appointed a Conference with a view to a union
among themselves, without being cognizant of
the position the government was taking in
Canada. If it had not been for this fortunate
coincidence of events, never, perhaps, for a
long series of years would we have been able
to bring this scheme to a practical conclusion.
But we did succeed. We made the
arrangement, agreed upon the scheme, and
the deputations from the several governments
represented at the Conference went back
pledged to lay it before their governments,
and to ask the legislatures and people of their
respective provinces to assent to it. I trust the
scheme will be assented to as a whole.
18
19

I am sure this House will not seek to alter it
in its unimportant details; and, if altered in
any important provisions, the result must be
that the whole will be set aside, and we must
begin de novo 18. If any important changes are
made, every one of the colonies will feel itself
absolved from the implied obligation to deal
with it as a Treaty, each province will feel itself
at liberty to amend it ad libitum, so as to suit
its own views and interests; in fact, the whole
of our labours will have been for nought, and
we will have to renew our negotiations with
all the colonies for the purpose of establishing
some new scheme.
I hope the House will not adopt any such a
course as will postpone, perhaps for ever, or at
all events for a long period, all chances of
union. All the statesmen and public men who
have written or spoken on the subject admit
the advantages of a union, if it were
practicable: and now when it is proved to be
practicable, if we do not embrace this
opportunity the present favourable time will
pass away, and we may never
•
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have it again. Because, just so surely as this
scheme is defeated, will be revived the original
proposition for a union of the Maritime
Provinces, irrespective of Canada; they will
not remain as they are now, powerless,
scattered, helpless communities; they will
form themselves into a power, which, though
not so strong as if united with Canada, will,
nevertheless, be a powerful and considerable
community, and it will be then too late for us
to attempt to strengthen ourselves by this
scheme, which, in the words of the resolution,
“is for the best interests, and present and
future prosperity of British North America.”19
If we are not blind to our present position,
we must see the hazardous situation in which
all the great interests of Canada stand in
respect to the United States. I am no alarmist.
I do not believe in the prospect of immediate
war. I believe that the common sense of the

i.e. “anew”
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two nations will prevent a war; still we cannot
trust to probabilities. The Government and
Legislature would be wanting in their duty to
the people if they ran any risk. We know that
the United States at this moment are engaged
in a war of enormous dimensions—that the
occasion of a war with Great Britain has again
and again arisen, and may at any time in the
future again arise. We cannot foresee what
may be the result; we cannot say but that the
two nations may drift into a war as other
nations have done before.
It would then be too late when war had
commenced to think of measures for
strengthening ourselves, or to begin
negotiations for a union with the sister
provinces. At this moment, in consequence of
the ill-feeling which has arisen between
England and the United States—a feeling of
which Canada was not the cause—in
consequence of the irritation which now exists,
owing to the unhappy state of affairs on this
continent, the Reciprocity Treaty20, it seems
probable, is about to be brought to an end—
our trade is hampered by the passport system,
and at any moment we may be deprived of
permission to carry our goods through United
States channels—the bonded goods system
may be done away with, and the winter trade
through the United States put an end to.
Our merchants may be obliged to return to
the old system of bringing in during the
summer months the supplies for the whole
year. Ourselves already threatened, our trade
interrupted, our intercourse, political and
commercial, destroyed, if we do not take
warning now when we have the opportunity,
and while one avenue is threatened to be
closed, open another by taking advantage of
the present arrangement and the desire of the
Lower Provinces to draw closer the alliance
between us, we may suffer commercial and
political disadvantages it may take long for us
to overcome.
The Conference having come to the
20
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conclusion that a legislative union, pure and
simple, was impracticable, our next attempt
was to form a government upon federal
principles, which would give to the General
Government the strength of a legislative and
administrative union, while at the same time it
preserved that liberty of action for the
different sections which is allowed by a
Federal Union. And I am strong in the belief—
that we have hit upon the happy medium in
those resolutions, and that we have formed a
scheme of government which unites the
advantages of both, giving us the strength of a
legislative union and the sectional freedom of
a federal union, with protection to local
interests. In doing so we had the advantage of
the experience of the United States. It is the
fashion now to enlarge on the defects of the
Constitution of the United States, but I am not
one of those who look upon it as a failure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I think and believe that it is
one of the most skilful works which human
intelligence ever created; is one of the most
perfect organizations that ever governed a free
people. To say that it has some defects is but to
say that it is not the work of Omniscience, but
of human intellects. We are happily situated in
having had the opportunity of watching its
operation, seeing its working from its infancy
till now.
It was in the main formed on the model of
the Constitution of Great Britain, adapted to
the circumstances of a new country, and was
perhaps the only practicable system that could
have been adopted under the circumstances
existing at the time of its formation. We can
now take advantage of the experience of the
last seventy-eight years, during which that
Constitution has existed, and I am strongly of
the belief that we have, in a great measure,
avoided in this system which we propose for
the adoption of the people of Canada, the
defects which time and events have shown to

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
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exist in the American Constitution. In the first
place, by a resolution which meets with the
universal approval of the people of this
country, we have provided that for all time to
come, so far as we can legislate for the future,
we
•
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shall have as the head of the executive power,
the Sovereign of Great Britain.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—No one can look into futurity
and say what will be the destiny of this
country. Changes come over nations and
peoples in the course of ages. But, so far as we
can legislate, we provide that, for all time to
come, the Sovereign of Great Britain shall be
the Sovereign of British North America.
By adhering to the monarchical principle,
we avoid one defect inherent in the
Constitution of the United States. By the
election of the President by a majority and for
a short period, he never is the sovereign and
chief of the nation. He is never looked up to by
the whole people as the head and front of the
nation. He is at best but the successful leader
of a party. This defect is all the greater on
account of the practice of re-election. During
his first term of office, he is employed in taking
steps to secure his own re-election, and for his
party a continuance of power. We avoid this
by adhering to the monarchical principle—the
Sovereign whom you respect and love. I
believe that it is of the utmost importance to
have that principle recognized, so that we
shall have a Sovereign who is placed above the
region of party—to whom all parties look
up—who is not elevated by the action of one
party nor depressed by the action of another,
who is the common head and sovereign of all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—In the Constitution we
propose to continue the system of Responsible
21

Government, which has existed in this
province since 184121, and which has long
obtained in the Mother Country. This is a
feature of our Constitution as we have it now,
and as we shall have it in the Federation, in
which, I think, we avoid one of the great
defects in the Constitution of the United
States. There the President, during his term of
office, is in a great measure a despot, a oneman power, with the command of the naval
and military forces—with an immense amount
of patronage as head of the Executive, and
with the veto power as a branch of the
legislature,
perfectly
uncontrolled
by
responsible advisers, his cabinet being
departmental officers merely, whom he is not
obliged by the Constitution to consult with,
unless he chooses to do so.
With us the Sovereign, or in this country the
Representative of the Sovereign, can act only
on the advice of his ministers, those ministers
being responsible to the people through
Parliament. Prior to the formation of the
American Union, as we all know, the different
states which entered into it were separate
colonies. They had no connection with each
other further than that of having a common
sovereign, just as with us at present. Their
constitutions and their laws were different.
They might and did legislate against each
other, and when they revolted against the
Mother Country they acted as separate
sovereignties, and carried on the war by a kind
of treaty of alliance against the common
enemy.
Ever since the union was formed the
difficulty of what is called “State Rights” has
existed, and this had much to do in bringing
on the present unhappy war in the United
States. They commenced, in fact, at the wrong
end. They declared by their Constitution that
each state was a sovereignty in itself, and that
all the powers incident to a sovereignty
belonged to each state, except those powers
which, by the Constitution, were conferred
upon the General Government and Congress.
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Here we have adopted a different system. We
have strengthened the General Government.
We have given the General Legislature all
the great subjects of legislation. We have
conferred on them, not only specifically and in
detail, all the powers which are incident to
sovereignty, but we have expressly declared
that all subjects of general interest not
distinctly and exclusively conferred upon the
local governments and local legislatures, shall
be conferred upon the General Government
legislature.—We, have thus avoided that great
source of weakness which has been the cause
of the disruption of the United States.
We have avoided all conflict of jurisdiction
and authority, and if this Constitution is
carried out, as it will be in full detail in the
Imperial Act to be passed if the colonies adopt
the scheme, we will have in fact, as I said
before, all the advantages of a legislative union
under one administration, with, at the same
time the guarantees for local institutions and
for local laws, which are insisted upon by so
many in the provinces now, I hope, to be
united. I think it is well that, in framing our
Constitution—although my honorable friend
the member for Hochelaga (Hon. Mr. Dorion)
sneered at it the other day, in the discussion on
the Address in reply to the speech from the
Throne22—our first act should have been to
recognize the sovereignty of Her Majesty.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I believe that, while England
has no desire to lose her colonies, but wishes
to retain them, while I am satisfied that the
•
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public mind of England would deeply regret
the loss of these provinces—yet, if the people
of British North America after full deliberation
had stated that they considered it was for their
interest, for the advantage of the future of
British North America to sever the tie, such is
the generosity of the people of England, that,
22

23
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whatever their desire to keep these colonies,
they would not seek to compel us to remain
unwilling subjects of the British Crown. If
therefore, at the Conference, we had arrived at
the conclusion, that it was for the interest of
these provinces that a severance should take
place, I am sure that Her Majesty and the
Imperial Parliament would have sanctioned
that severance.
We accordingly felt that there was a
propriety in giving a distinct declaration of
opinion on that point, and that, in framing the
Constitution, its first sentence should declare,
that “The Executive authority or government
shall be vested in the Sovereign of the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland, and be
administered according to
the well
understood principles of the British
Constitution, by the Sovereign personally, or
by the Representative of the Sovereign duly
authorised.”23
That resolution met with the unanimous
assent of the Conference. The desire to remain
connected with Great Britain and to retain our
allegiance to Her Majesty was unanimous. Not
a single suggestion was made, that it could, by
any possibility, be for the interest of the
colonies, or of any section or portion of them,
that there should be a severance of our
connection.
Although we knew it to be possible that
Canada, from her position, might be exposed
to all the horrors of war, by reason of causes of
hostility arising between Great Britain and the
United States—causes over which we had no
control, and which we had no hand in
bringing about—yet there was a unanimous
feeling of willingness to run all the hazards of
war, if war must come, rather than lose the
connection between the Mother Country and
these colonies.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]— We provide that “the

Legislative Assembly (Jan. 23, 1865), p. A:5. Although there’s nothing in the record that can be considered “sneering”,
unless the remarks are not reported by the newspapers, or the member is referring to Dorion’s body language.
Quebec Resolution 3. Supra footnote 11.
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Executive authority shall be administered by
the Sovereign personally, or by the
Representative of the Sovereign duly
authorized.”24 It is too much to expect that the
Queen should vouchsafe us her personal
governance or presence, except to pay us, as
the heir apparent of the Throne, our future
Sovereign has already paid us, the graceful
compliment of a visit.
The Executive authority must therefore be
administered
by
Her
Majesty’s
Representative. We place no restriction on Her
Majesty’s prerogative in the selection of her
representative. As it is now, so it will be if this
Constitution is adopted. The Sovereign has
unrestricted freedom of choice. Whether in
making her selection she may send us one of
her own family, a Royal Prince, as a Viceroy to
rule over us, or one of the great statesmen of
England to represent her, we know not. We
leave that to Her Majesty in all confidence. But
we may be permitted to hope, that when the
union takes place, and we become the great
country which British North America is
certain to be, it will be an object worthy the
ambition of the statesmen of England to be
charged with presiding over our destinies.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Let me now invite the
attention of the House to the provisions in the
Constitution respecting the legislative power.
The sixth resolution says, “There shall be a
general legislature or parliament for the
federated provinces, composed of a
Legislative Council and a House of
Commons.” 25
This resolution has been cavilled at in the
English press as if it excluded the Sovereign as
a portion of the legislature. In one sense, that
stricture was just—because in strict
constitutional language, the legislature of
England consists of King, Lords and
Commons. But, on the other hand, in ordinary
parlance we speak of “the King and his
24
25

Parliament,” or “the King summoning his
Parliament,”
the
three
estates—Lords
spiritual, temporal Lords, and the House of
Commons, and I observe that such a writer as
Hallam occasionally uses the word Parliament
in that restricted sense. At best it is merely a
verbal criticism.
The legislature of British North America will
be composed of King, Lords, and Commons.
The Legislative Council will stand in the same
relation to the Lower House, as the House of
Lords to the House of Commons in England,
having the same power of initiating all matters
of legislation, except the granting of money.
As regards the Lower House, it may not
appear to matter much, whether it is called the
House of Commons or House of Assembly. It
will bear whatever name the Parliament of
England may choose to give it, but “The House
of Commons” is the name we should prefer, as
showing that it represents the Commons of
•
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Canada, in the same way that the English
House of Commons represents the Commons
of England, with the same privileges, the same
parliamentary usage, and the same
parliamentary authority.
In settling the constitution of the Lower
House, that which peculiarly represents the
people, it was agreed that the principle of
representation based on population should be
adopted, and the mode of applying that
principle is fully developed in these
resolutions. When I speak of representation by
population, the House will of course
understand, that universal suffrage is not in
any way sanctioned, or admitted by these
resolutions, as the basis on which the
constitution of the popular branch should rest.
In order to protect local interests, and to
prevent sectional jealousies, it was found
requisite that the three great divisions into
which British North America is separated,
should be represented in the Upper House on
the principle of equality. There are three great
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sections, having different interests, in this
proposed Confederation.
We have Western Canada, an agricultural
country far away from the sea, and having the
largest population who have agricultural
interests principally to guard. We have Lower
Canada, with other and separate interests, and
especially with institutions and laws which
she jealously guards against absorption by any
larger, more numerous, or stronger power.
And we have the Maritime Provinces, having
also different sectional interests of their own,
having, from their position, classes and
interests which we do not know in Western
Canada. Accordingly, in the Upper House,—
the controlling and regulating, but not the
initiating, branch (for we know that here as in
England, to the Lower House will practically
belong the initiation of matters of great public
interest), in the House which has the sober
second-thought in legislation—it is provided
that each of those great sections shall be
represented equally by 24 members.
The only exception to that condition of
equality is in the case of Newfoundland,
which has an interest of its own, lying, as it
does, at the mouth of the great river St.
Lawrence, and more connected, perhaps, with
Canada than with the Lower Provinces. It has,
comparatively speaking, no common interest
with the other Maritime Provinces, but has
sectional interests and sectional claims of its
own to be protected. It, therefore has been
dealt with separately, and is to have a separate
representation in the Upper House, thus
varying from the equality established between
the other sections.—
As may be well conceived, great difference
of opinion at first existed as to the constitution
of the Legislative Council. In Canada the
elective principle prevailed; in the Lower
Provinces, with the exemption of Prince
Edward Island, the nominative principle was
the rule. We found a general disinclination, on
the part of the Lower Provinces to adopt the
elective principle; indeed, I do not think there
was a dissenting voice in the Conference
against the adoption of the nominative
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principle, except from Prince Edward Island.
The delegates from New Brunswick, Nova
Scotia and Newfoundland, as one man, were
in favor of nomination by the Crown. And
nomination by the Crown is of course the
system which is most in accordance with the
British Constitution.
We resolved then, that the constitution of the
Upper House should be in accordance with
the British system as nearly as circumstances
would allow. An hereditary Upper House is
impracticable in this young country. Here we
have none of the elements for the formation of
a landlord aristocracy—no men of large
territorial positions—no class separated from
the mass of the people. An hereditary body is
altogether unsuited to our state of society, and
would soon dwindle into nothing. The only
mode of adapting the English system to the
Upper House, is by conferring the power of
appointment on the Crown (as the English
peers are appointed), but that the
appointments should be for life. The
arguments for an elective Council are
numerous and strong; and I ought to say so, as
one of the Administration responsible for
introducing the elective principle into Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I hold that this principle has
not been a failure in Canada; but there were
causes—which we did not take into
consideration at the time—why it did not so
fully succeed in Canada as we had expected.
One great cause was the enormous extent of
the constituencies and the immense labor
which consequently devolved on those who
sought the suffrages of the people for election
to the Council. For the same reason the
expense—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—the legitimate expense was so
enormous that men of standing in the country,
eminently fitted for such a position, were
prevented from coming forward. At first, I
admit, men of the first standing did come
forward, but we
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have seen that in every succeeding election in
both Canadas there has been an increasing
disinclination, on the part of men of standing
and political experience and weight in the
country, to become candidates; while, on the
other hand, all the young men, the active
politicians, those who have resolved to
embrace the life of a statesman, have sought
entrance to the House of Assembly. The
nominative system in this country, was to a
great extent successful, before the introduction
of responsible government.
Then the Canadas were to a great extent
Crown colonies, and the upper branch of the
legislature consisted of gentlemen chosen
from among the chief judicial and
ecclesiastical dignitaries, the heads of
departments, and other men of the first
position in the country. Those bodies
commanded great respect from the character,
standing, and weight of the individuals
composing them, but they had little sympathy
with the people or their representatives, and
collisions with the Lower House frequently
occurred, especially in Lower Canada. When
responsible government was introduced, it
became necessary for the Governor of the day
to have a body of advisers who had the
confidence of the House of Assembly which
could make or unmake ministers as it chose.
The Lower House in effect pointed out who
should be nominated to the Upper House; for
the ministry, being dependent altogether on
the lower branch of the legislature for support,
selected members for the Upper House from
among their political friends at the dictation of
the House of Assembly. The Council was
becoming less and less a substantial check on
the legislation of the Assembly; but under the
system now proposed, such will not be the
case. No ministry can in future do what they
have done in Canada before,—they cannot,
with the view of carrying any measure, or of
strengthening the party, attempt to overrule
the independent opinion of the Upper House,
by filling it with a number of its partisans and

political supporters. The provision in the
Constitution, that the Legislative Council shall
consist of a limited number of members—that
each of the great sections shall appoint twentyfour members and no more, will prevent the
Upper House from being swamped from time
to time by the ministry of the day, for the
purpose of carrying out their own schemes or
pleasing their partisans.
The fact of the government being prevented
from exceeding a limited number will
preserve the independence of the Upper
House, and make it, in reality, a separate and
distinct chamber, having a legitimate and
controlling influence in the legislation of the
country. The objection has been taken that in
consequence of the Crown being deprived of
the right of unlimited appointment, there is a
chance of a dead lock arising between the two
branches of the legislature; a chance that the
Upper House being altogether independent of
the Sovereign, of the Lower House, and of the
advisers of the Crown, may act independently,
and so independently as to produce a dead
lock. I do not anticipate any such result.
In the first place we know that in England it
does not arise. There would be no use of an
Upper House, if it did not exercise, when it
thought proper, the right of opposing or
amending or postponing the legislation of the
Lower House. It would be of no value
whatever were it a mere chamber for
registering the decrees of the Lower House. It
must be an independent House, having a free
action of its own, for it is only valuable as
being a regulating body, calmly considering
the legislation initiated by the popular branch,
and preventing any hasty or ill considered
legislation which may come from that body,
but it will never set itself in opposition against
the deliberate and understood wishes of the
people.
Even the House of Lords, which as an
hereditary body, is far more independent than
one appointed for life can be, whenever it
ascertains what is the calm, deliberate will of
the people of England, it yields, and never in
modern times has there been, in fact or act, any
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attempt to overrule the decisions of that House
by the appointment of new peers, excepting,
perhaps, once in the reign of Queen Anne.
It is true that in 1832 such an increase was
threatened in consequence of the reiterated
refusal of the House of Peers to pass the
Reform Bill26. I have no doubt the threat would
have been carried into effect, if necessary; but
every one, even the Ministry who advised that
step, admitted that it would be a revolutionary
act, a breach of the Constitution to do so, and
it was because of the necessity of preventing
the bloody revolution which hung over the
land, if the Reform Bill had been longer
refused to the people of England, that they
consented to the bloodless revolution of
overriding the independent
•
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opinion of the House of Lords on that
question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Since that time it has never
been attempted, and I am satisfied it will never
be attempted again. Only a year or two ago the
House of Lords rejected the Paper Duties Bill,
and they acted quite constitutionally,
according to the letter and as many think,
according to the spirit of the Constitution in
doing so. Yet when they found they had
interfered with a subject which the people’s
house claimed as belonging of right to
themselves, the very next session they
abandoned their position, not because they
were convinced they had done wrong, but
26
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because they bad ascertained what was the
deliberate voice of the representatives of the
people on the subject.
In this country, we must remember, that the
gentlemen who will be selected for the
Legislative Council stand on a very different
footing from the peers of England. They have
not like them any ancestral associations or
position derived from history. They have not
that direct influence on the people themselves,
or on the popular branch of the legislature,
which the peers of England exercise, from
their great wealth, their vast territorial
possessions, their numerous tenantry, and that
prestige with which the exalted position of
their class for centuries has invested them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The members of our Upper
House will be like those of the Lower, men of
the people, and from the people. The man put
into the Upper House is as much a man of the
people the day after, as the day before his
elevation. Springing from the people, and one
of them, he takes his seat in the Council with
all the sympathies and feelings of a man of the
people, and when he returns home, at the end
of the session, he mingles with them on equal
terms, and is influenced by the same feelings
and associations, and events, as those which
affect the mass around him. And is it, then, to
be supposed that the members of the upper
branch of the legislature will set themselves
deliberately at work to oppose what they
know to be the settled opinions and wishes of
the people of the country? They will not do it.

Reform Act (U.K., 1832). The House of Lords successfully blocked the bill twice over the span of 1831-1832. The Bill sought
to incorporate into the Constitution the electoral enfranchisement of the working and middle classes. Led by Charles [Earl]
Grey, Whig reformers in the Commons believed this reform was necessary to preserve the existing social and political
order—and believed it may have even become necessary to prevent violent revolution, while Tory opposition in both the
Commons and Lords fervently argued for safer and more practical reform. The first Bill passed the Commons on Mar. 22,
1831, by a single vote of 302-301, but a dissolution of the House followed when adverse amendments were carried in
committee. A large majority of Whig Reformers returned, and a second Reform Bill was carried in the Commons in Jul.
1831 but thrown out by the House of Lords in Sep. 1831. Violent riots ensued the month after across England. A third
Reform Bill passed the Commons in Dec. 1831 by a majority of 162, but adverse amendments successfully passed by the
House of Lords in May 1832. While talk of creating new peers was threatened by this time, the measure was actually acted
upon by Earl Grey and refused by King William IV in May 1832. Earl Grey’s resignation in May led to what is known as
the crisis of the “Days of May”. The failure of Lord Wellington to form a Tory government, along with significant extraparliamentary conflict and public dissatisfaction, led to the abstention of Tory Lords from the vote and the enactment of
the third Reform Bill in July 1832.
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There is no fear of a dead lock between the two
houses. There is an infinitely greater chance of
a dead lock between the two branches of the
legislature, should the elective principle be
adopted, than with a nominated chamber—
chosen by the Crown, and having no mission
from the people.
The members of the Upper Chamber would
then come from the people as well as those of
the Lower House, and should any difference
ever arise between both branches, the former
could say to the members of the popular
branch—”We as much represent the feelings
of the people as you do, and even more so; we
are not elected from small localities and for a
short period; you as a body were elected at a
particular time, when the public mind was
running in a particular channel: you were
returned to Parliament, not so much
representing the general views of the country,
on general questions, as upon the particular
subjects which happened to engage the minds
of the people when they went to the polls. We
have as much right, or a better right, than you
to be considered as representing the deliberate
will of the people on general questions, and
therefore we will not give way.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—There is, I repeat, a greater
danger of an irreconcilable difference of
opinion between the two branches of the
legislature, if the upper be elective, than if it
holds its commission from the Crown. Besides,
it must be remembered that an Upper House,
the members of which are to be appointed for
life, would not have the same quality of
permanence as the House of Lords; our
members would die; strangers would succeed
them, whereas son succeeded father in the
House of Lords.
Thus the changes in the membership and
state of opinion in our Upper House would
always be more rapid than in the House of
Lords. To show how speedily changes have
occurred in the Upper House, as regards life
27

members, I will call the attention of the House
to the following facts:—At the call of the
House, in February, 1856, forty-two life
members responded; two years afterwards, in
1858, only thirty-five answered to their names;
in 1862 there were only twenty-five life
members left, and in 1864, but twenty-one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—This shows how speedily
changes take place in the life membership. But
remarkable as this change has been, it is not so
great as that in regard to the elected members.
Though the elective principle only came into
force in 185627, and although only twelve men
were elected that year, and twelve more every
two years since, twenty-four changes have
already taken place by the decease of
members, by the acceptance of office, and by
resignation. So it is quite clear that, should
there be on any question a difference of
opinion between the Upper and Lower
•
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Houses, the government of the day being
obliged to have the confidence of the majority
in the popular branch—would, for the
purpose of bringing the former into accord
and sympathy with the latter, fill up any
vacancies that might occur, with men of the
same political feelings and sympathies with
the Government, and consequently with those
of the majority in the popular branch; and all
the appointments of the Administration
would be made with the object of maintaining
the sympathy and harmony between the two
houses.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—There is this additional
advantage to be expected from the limitation.
To the Upper House is to be confided the
protection of sectional interests; therefore is it
that the three great divisions are there equally
represented, for the purpose of defending
such interests against the combinations of

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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majorities in the Assembly. It will, therefore,
become the interest of each section to be
represented by its very best men, and the
members of the Administration who belong to
each section will see that such men are chosen,
in case of a vacancy in their section. For the
same reason each state of the American Union
sends its two best men to represent its interests
in the Senate.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—It is provided in the
Constitution that in the first selections for the
Council, regard shall be had to those who now
hold similar positions in the different colonies.
This, it appears to me, is a wise provision. In
all the provinces, except Prince Edward, there
are gentlemen who hold commissions for the
Upper House for life. In Canada, there are a
number who hold under that commission; but
the majority of them hold by a commission,
not, perhaps, from a monarchical point of view
so honorable, because the Queen is the
fountain of honor,—but still, as holding their
appointment from the people, they may be
considered as standing on a par with those
who have Her Majesty’s commission.
There can be no reason suggested why those
who have had experience in legislation,
whether they hold their positions by the
election of the people or have received
preferment from the Crown—there is no valid
reason why those men should be passed over,
and new men sought for to form the
Legislative Council of the Confederation. It is,
therefore, provided that the selection shall be
made from those gentlemen who are now
members of the upper branch of the
Legislature in each of the colonies, for seats in
the Legislative Council of the General
Legislature.
The arrangement in this respect is somewhat
similar to that by which Representative Peers
are chosen from the Peers of Scotland and
Ireland, to sit in the Parliament of the United
Kingdom. In like manner, the members of the
Legislative Council of the proposed
Confederation will be first selected from the
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existing Legislative Councils of the various
provinces. In the formation of the House of
Commons, the principle of representation by
population has been provided for in a manner
equally
ingenious
and
simple.
The
introduction of this principle presented at first
the apparent difficulty of a constantly
increasing body until, with the increasing
population, it would become inconveniently
and expensively large.
But by adopting the representation of Lower
Canada as a fixed standard—as the pivot on
which the whole would turn—that province
being the best suited for the purpose, on
account of the comparatively permanent
character of its population, and from its
having neither the largest nor least number of
inhabitants—we have been enabled to
overcome the difficulty I have mentioned.
We have introduced the system of
representation by population without the
danger of an inconvenient increase in the
number of representatives on the recurrence of
each decennial period. The whole thing is
worked by a simple rule of three. For instance,
we have in Upper Canada 1,400,000 of a
population; in Lower Canada 1,100,000. Now,
the proposition is simply this—if Lower
Canada, with its population of 1,100,000, has a
right to 65 members, how many members
should Upper Canada have, with its larger
population of 1,400,000? The same rule applies
to the other provinces—the proportion is
always observed and the principle of
representation by population carried out,
while, at the same time, there will not be
decennially an inconvenient increase in the
numbers of the Lower House.
At the same time, there is a constitutional
provision that hereafter, if deemed advisable,
the total number of representatives may be
increased from 194, the number fixed in the
first instance. In that case, if an increase is
made, Lower Canada is still to remain the
pivot on which the whole calculation will turn.
If Lower Canada, instead of sixty-five, shall
have seventy members, then the calculation
will be, if Lower Canada has seventy
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members, with such a population,
•

(p. 39)

how many shall Upper Canada have with a
larger population? I was in favor of a larger
House than one hundred and ninety-four, but
was overruled.
I was perhaps singular in the opinion, but I
thought it would be well to commence with a
larger representation in the lower branch. The
arguments against this were, that, in the first
place, it would cause additional expense; in
the next place, that in a new country like this,
we could not get a sufficient number of
qualified men to be representatives. My reply
was that the number is rapidly increasing as
we increase in education and wealth; that a
larger field would be open to political
ambition by having a larger body of
representatives; that by having numerous and
smaller constituencies, more people would be
interested in the working of the union, and
that there would be a wider field for selection
for leaders of governments and leaders of
parties.
These are my individual sentiments,—
which, perhaps, I have no right to express
here—but I was overruled, and we fixed on
the number of one hundred and ninety-four,
which no one will say is large or extensive,
when it is considered that our present number
in Canada alone is one hundred and thirty.
The difference between one hundred and
thirty and one hundred and ninety-four is not
great, considering the large increase that will
be made to our population when
Confederation is carried into effect.
While the principle of representation by
population is adopted with respect to the
popular branch of the legislature, not a single
member of the Conference, as I stated before,
not a single one of the representatives of the
government or of the opposition of any one of
the Lower Provinces was in favor of universal
suffrage. Every one felt that in this respect the
principle of the British Constitution should be
28
29

carried out, and that classes and property
should be represented as well as numbers.
Insuperable difficulties would have presented
themselves if we had attempted to settle now
the qualification for the elective franchise.
We have different laws in each of the
colonies fixing the qualification of electors for
their own local legislatures; and we therefore
adopted a similar clause to that which is
contained in the Canada Union Act of 1841 28,
viz., that all the laws which affected the
qualification of members and of voters, which
affected the appointment and conduct of
returning officers and the proceedings at
elections, as well as the trial of controverted
elections in the separate provinces, should
obtain in the first election to the Confederate
Parliament, so that every man who has now a
vote in his own province should continue to
have a vote in choosing a representative to the
first Federal Parliament.
And it was left to the Parliament of the
Confederation, as one of their first duties, to
consider and to settle by an act of their own the
qualification for the elective franchise, which
would apply to the whole Confederation. In
considering the question of the duration of
Parliament, we came to the conclusion to
recommend a period of five years. I was in
favor of a longer period. I thought that the
duration of the local legislatures should not be
shortened so as to be less than four years, as at
present, and that the General Parliament
should have as long a duration as that of the
United Kingdom. I was willing to have gone
to the extent of seven years; but a term of five
years was preferred, and we had the example
of the New Zealand carefully considered, not
only locally, but by the Imperial Parliament,
and which gave the provinces of those islands
a general parliament with a duration of five
years29. But it was a matter of little importance
whether five years or seven years was the
term, the power of dissolution by the Crown
having been reserved.

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K). Supra footnote 12.
New Zealand Constitution Act (U.K., 1852). Clause 40.
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I find, on looking at the duration of
parliaments since the accession of George III to
the Throne, that excluding the present
parliament, there have been seventeen
parliaments, the average period of whose
existence has been about three years and a
half. That average is less than the average
duration of the parliaments in Canada since
the union, so that it was not a matter of much
importance whether we fixed upon five or
seven years as the period of duration of our
General Parliament.
A good deal of misapprehension has arisen
from the accidental omission of some words
from the 24th resolution30. It was thought that
by it the local legislatures were to have the
power of arranging hereafter, and from time to
time of readjusting the different constituencies
and settling the size and boundaries of the
various electoral districts.
The meaning of the resolution is simply this,
that for the first General Parliament, the
arrangement of constituencies shall be made
by the existing local legislatures; that in
Canada, for instance, the present Canadian
Parliament shall arrange what are to be the
constituencies of Upper Canada, and to make
such changes as may be necessary in arranging
•

(p. 40)

for the seventeen additional members given to
it by the Constitution; and that it may also, if it
sees fit, alter the boundaries of the existing
constituencies of Lower Canada. In short, this
Parliament shall settle what shall be the
different constituencies electing members to
the first Federal Parliament.
And so the other provinces, the legislatures
of which will fix the limits of their several
constituencies in the session in which they
adopt the new Constitution. Afterwards the
local legislatures may alter their own electoral
limits as they please, for their own local
elections. But it would evidently be improper
to leave to the Local Legislature the power to
30

441

alter the constituencies sending members to
the General Legislature after the General
Legislature shall have been called into
existence.
Were this the case, a member of the General
Legislature might at any time find himself
ousted from his seat by an alteration of his
constituency by the Local Legislature in his
section. No, after the General Parliament
meets, in order that it may have full control of
its own legislation, and be assured of its
position, it must have the full power of
arranging and re-arranging the electoral limits
of its constituencies as it pleases, such being
one of the powers essentially necessary to such
a Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I shall not detain the House
by entering into a consideration at any length
of the different powers conferred upon the
General Parliament as contradistinguished
from those reserved to the local legislatures;
but any honorable member on examining the
list of different subjects which are to be
assigned to the General and Local Legislatures
respectively, will see that all the great
questions which affect the general interests of
the Confederacy as a whole, are confided to
the Federal Parliament, while the local
interests and local laws of each section are
preserved intact, and entrusted to the care of
the local bodies. As a matter of course, the
General Parliament must have the power of
dealing with the public debt and property of
the Confederation.
Of course, too, it must have the regulation of
trade and commerce, of customs and excise.
The Federal Parliament must have the
sovereign power of raising money from such
sources and by such means as the
representatives of the people will allow. It will
be seen that the local legislatures have the
control of all local works; and it is a matter of

Quebec Resolution 24, which reads in full, “The Local Legislature of each Province may, from time to time, alter the Electoral
Districts for the purposes of Representation in such Local Legislature, and distribute the Representatives to which the Province is
entitled in such Local Legislature, in any manner such Legislature may see fit.” Supra footnote 11.
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great importance, and one of the chief
advantages of the Federal Union and of local
legislatures, that each province will have the
power and means of developing its own
resources and aiding its own progress after its
own fashion and in its own way. Therefore all
the local improvements, all local enterprises or
undertakings of any kind, have been left to the
care and management of the local legislatures
of each province.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—It is provided that all “lines of
steam or other ships, railways, canals and
other works, connecting any two or more of
the provinces together or extending beyond
the limits of any province,”31 shall belong to
the General Government, and be under the
control of the General Legislature. In like
manner “lines of steamships between the
Federated Provinces and other countries,
telegraph
communication
and
the
incorporation of telegraph companies, and all
such works as shall, although lying within any
province, be specially declared by the Acts
authorizing them, to be for the general
advantage,”32 shall belong to the General
Government. For instance, the Welland Canal,
though lying wholly within one section, and
the St. Lawrence Canals in two only, may be
properly considered national works, and for
the general benefit of the whole Federation.
Again, the census, the ascertaining of our
numbers and the extent of our resources,
must, as a matter of general interest, belong to
the General Government. So also with the
defences of the country. One of the great
advantages of Confederation is, that we shall
have a united, a concerted, and uniform
system of defence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—We are at this moment with a
different militia system in each colony—in
some of the colonies with an utter want of any
31
32

system of defence. We have a number of
separate staff establishments, without any
arrangement between the colonies as to the
means, either of defence or offence. But, under
the union, we will have one system of defence
and one system of militia organization.
In the event of the Lower Provinces being
threatened, we can send the large militia forces
of Upper Canada to their rescue. Should we
have to fight on our lakes against a foreign foe,
we will have the hardy seamen of the Lower
Provinces coming to our assistance and
manning our vessels.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—We will have one system of
defence and be one people, acting together
alike in peace and in war.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The criminal
•

(p. 41)

law too—the determination of what is a crime
and what is not and how crime shall be
punished—is left to the General Government.
This is a matter almost of necessity. It is of
great importance that we should have the
same criminal law throughout these
provinces—that what is a crime in one part of
British America, should be a crime in every
part—that there should be the same protection
of life and property as in another. It is one of
the defects in the United States system, that
each separate state has or may have a criminal
code of its own,—that what may be a capital
offence if one state, may be a venial offence,
punishable slightly, in another.
But under our Constitution we shall have one
body of criminal law, based on the criminal
law of England, and operating equally
throughout British America, so that a British
American, belonging to what province he
may, or going to any other part of the
Confederation, knows what his rights are in
that respect, and what his punishment will be

Quebec Resolution 29 (8). Supra footnote 11.
Resolutions 29 (9), (10), & (11). ibid.

(pp. 25-45 in the primary document)

February 6 1865, Legislative Assembly

if an offender against the criminal laws of the
land. I think this is one of the most marked
instances in which we take advantage of the
experience derived from our observations of
the defects in the Constitution of the
neighboring Republic.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The 33rd provision is of very
great importance to the future well-being of
these colonies. It commits to the General
Parliament the “rendering uniform all or any
of the laws relative to property and civil rights
in Upper Canada, Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince
Edward Island, and rendering uniform the
procedure of all or many of the courts in these
provinces.”33 The great principles which
govern the laws of all the provinces, with the
single exception of Lower Canada, are the
same, although there may be a divergence in
details; and it is gratifying to find, on the part
of the Lower Provinces, a general desire to join
together with Upper Canada in this matter,
and to procure, as soon as possible, an
assimilation of the statutory laws and the
procedure in the courts, of all these provinces.
At present there is a good deal of diversity.
In one of the colonies, for instance, they have
no municipal system at all. In another, the
municipal system is merely permissive, and
has not been adopted to any extent. Although,
therefore, a legislative union was found to be
almost impracticable, it was understood, so far
as we could influence the future, that the first
act of the Confederate Government should be
to procure an assimilation of the statutory law
of all those provinces, which has, as its root
and foundation, the common law of England.
But to prevent local interests from being overridden, the same section makes provision,
that, while power is given to the General
Legislature to deal with this subject, no change
in this respect should have the force and
authority of law in any province until
33
34
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sanctioned by the Legislature of that province.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The General Legislature is to
have power to establish a general Court of
Appeal for the Federated Provinces. Although
the Canadian Legislature has always had the
power to establish a Court of Appeal, to which
appeals may be made from the courts of Upper
and Lower Canada, we have never availed
ourselves of the power. Upper Canada has its
own Court of Appeal, so has Lower Canada.
And this system will continue until a General
Court of Appeal shall be established by the
General Legislature. The Constitution does
not provide that such a court shall be
established.
There are many arguments for and against
the establishment of such a court. But it was
thought wise and expedient to put into the
Constitution a power to the General
Legislature, that, if after full consideration
they think it advisable to establish a General
Court of Appeal from all the Superior Courts
of all the provinces, they may do so.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I shall not go over the other
powers that are conferred on the General
Parliament. Most of them refer to matters of
financial and commercial interest, and I leave
those subjects in other and better hands.
Besides all the powers that are specifically
given in the 37th and last item of this portion
of the Constitution, confers on the General
Legislature the general mass of sovereign
legislation, the power to legislate on “all
matters of a general character, not specially
and exclusively reserved for the local
governments and legislatures.”34 This is
precisely the provision which is wanting in the
Constitution of the United States. It is here that
we find the weakness of the American
system—the point where the American
Constitution breaks down.

Quebec Resolution 29(33). Supra footnote 11.
Resolution 29 (37). Supra footnote 11.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—It is in itself a wise and
necessary provision. We thereby strengthen
the Central Parliament, and make the
Confederation
one
people
and
one
government, instead of five peoples and five
governments, with merely a point of authority
connecting us to a limited and insufficient
extent.
•

(p. 42)

With respect to the local governments, it is
provided that each shall be governed by a
chief executive officer, who shall be
nominated by the General Government. As
this is to be one united province, with the local
governments and legislatures subordinate to
the General Government and Legislature, it is
obvious that the chief executive officer in each
of the provinces must be subordinate as well.
The General Government assumes towards
the local governments precisely the same
position as the Imperial Government holds
with respect to each of the colonies now; so
that as the Lieutenant Governor of each of the
different provinces is now appointed directly
by the Queen, and is directly responsible, and
reports directly to Her, so will the executives
of the local governments hereafter be
subordinate to the Representative of the
Queen, and be responsible and report to him.
Objection has been taken that there is an
infringement of the Royal prerogative in
giving the pardoning power to the local
governors, who are not appointed directly by
the Crown, but only indirectly by the Chief
Executive of the Confederation, who is
appointed by the Crown.
This provision was inserted in the
Constitution on account of the practical
difficulty which must arise if the power is
confined to the Governor General. For
example, if a question arose about the
discharge of a prisoner convicted of a minor
offence, say in Newfoundland, who might be
in imminent danger of losing his life if he
remained in confinement, the exercise of the

pardoning power might come too late if it
were necessary to wait for the action of the
Governor General. It must be remembered
that the pardoning power not only extends to
capital cases, but to every case of conviction
and sentence, no matter how trifling—even to
the case of a fine in the nature of a sentence on
a criminal conviction.
It extends to innumerable cases, where, if the
responsibility for its exercise were thrown on
the General Executive, it could not be so
satisfactorily discharged, Of course there must
be, in each province, a legal adviser of the
Executive, occupying the position of our
Attorney General, as there is in every state of
the American Union. This officer will be an
officer of the Local Government; but, if the
pardoning power is reserved for the Chief
Executive, there must, in every case where the
exercise of the pardoning power is sought, be
a direct communication and report from the
local law officer to the Governor General.
The practical inconvenience of this was felt
to be so great, that it was thought well to
propose the arrangement we did, without any
desire to infringe upon the prerogatives of the
Crown, for our whole action shows that the
Conference, in every step they took, were
actuated by a desire to guard jealously these
prerogatives.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—It is a subject, however, of
Imperial interest, and if the Imperial
Government and Imperial Parliament are not
convinced by the arguments we will be able to
press upon them for the continuation of that
clause, then, of course, as the over-ruling
power, they may set it aside.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—There are numerous subjects
which belong, of right, both to the Local and
the General Parliaments. In all these cases it is
provided, in order to prevent a conflict of
authority, that where there is concurrent
jurisdiction in the General and Local
Parliaments, the same rule should apply as
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now applies in cases where there is concurrent
jurisdiction in the Imperial and in the
Provincial Parliaments, and that when the
legislation of the one is adverse to or
contradictory of the legislation of the other, in
all such cases the action of the General
Parliament must overrule, ex-necessitate, the
action of the Local Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—We have introduced also all
those provisions which are necessary in order
to the full working out of the British
Constitution in these provinces. We provide
that there shall be no money votes, unless
those votes are introduced in the popular
branch of the Legislature on the authority of
the responsible advisers of the Crown—those
with whom the responsibility rests of
equalizing revenue and expenditure—that
there can be no expenditure or authorization
of expenditure by Address or in any other way
unless initiated by the Crown on the advice of
its responsible advisers.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—As regards the financial
features of the scheme, the arrangements
made as to the present liabilities of the several
provinces, and the future liabilities of the
Confederation, on these and kindred matters,
I have no doubt that my honorable friends, the
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt] and the
President of the Council [George Brown], will
speak at full length, and that they will be able
to show you that this branch of the subject has
received the fullest consideration. I feel I
would be intruding myself unnecessarily on
the House if, with my inferior knowledge of
those subjects I were to detain you by
venturing to speak of them, when I know that
they will be so ably
•
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and fully gone into by my two honorable
friends. The last resolution of any importance
35
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is one which, although not affecting the
substance of the Constitution, is of interest to
us all. It is that “Her Majesty the Queen be
solicited to determine the rank and name of
the federated provinces.”35 I do not know
whether there will be any expression of
opinion in this House on this subject—
whether we are still to retain our name and
rank as a province. But I have no doubt Her
Majesty will give the matter Her gracious
consideration, that She will give us a name
satisfactory to us all, and that the rank She will
confer upon us will be a rank worthy of our
position, of our resources, and of our future.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Let me again, before I sit
down, impress upon this House the necessity
of meeting this question in a spirit of
compromise, with a disposition to judge the
matter as a whole, to consider whether really
it is for the benefit and advantage of the
country to form a Confederation of all the
provinces; and if honorable gentlemen,
whatever may have been their preconceived
ideas as to the merits of the details of this
measure, whatever may still be their opinions
as to these details, if they really believe that the
scheme is one by which the prosperity of the
country will be increased, and its future
progress secured, I ask them to yield to their
own views, and to deal with the scheme
according to its merits as one great whole.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—One argument, but not a
strong one, has been used against this
Confederation, that it is an advance towards
independence. Some are apprehensive that the
very fact of our forming this union will hasten
the time when we shall be severed from the
mother country. I have no apprehension of
that kind. I believe it will have the contrary
effect. I believe that as we grow stronger, that,
as it is felt in England we have become as a
people, able from our union, our strength, our
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population, and the development of our
resources, to take our position among the
nations of the world, she will be less willing to
part with us than she would be now, when we
are broken up into a number of insignificant
colonies, subject to attack piece-meal without
any concerted action or common organization
of defence. I am strongly of opinion that year
by year, as we grow in population and
strength, England will more see the
advantages of maintaining the alliance
between British North America and herself.
Does any one imagine that, when our
population instead of three and a-half, will be
seven millions, as it will be ere many hears
pass, we would be one whit more willing than
now to sever the connection with England?
Would not those seven millions be just as
anxious to maintain their allegiance to the
Queen and their connection with the Mother
Country, as we are now? Will the addition to
our numbers of the people of the Lower
Provinces, in any way lesson our desire to
continue our connection with the Mother
Country? I believe the people of Canada East
and West to be truly loyal. But, if they can by
possibility be exceeded in loyalty, it is by the
inhabitants of the Maritime Provinces. Loyalty
with them is an overruling passion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—In all parts of the Lower
Provinces there is a rivalry between the
opposing political parties as to which shall
most strongly express and most effectively
carry out the principle of loyalty to Her
Majesty, and to the British Crown.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—When this union takes place,
will be at the outset no inconsiderable people.
We find ourselves with a population
approaching four millions of fouls. Such a
population in Europe would make a second,
or at least, a third rate power. And with a
rapidly increasing population—for I a
satisfied that under this union our population
will increase in a still greater ratio than ever

before—with increased credit—with a higher
position in the eyes of Europe—with the
increased security we can offer to immigrants,
who would naturally prefer to seek a new
home in what is known to them as a great
country, than in any one little colony or
another—with all this I am satisfied that, great
as has been our increase in the last twenty-five
years since the union between Upper and
Lower Canada, our future progress, during
the next quarter of a century, will be vastly
greater.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—And when, by means of this
rapid increase, we become a nation of eight or
nine millions of inhabitants, our alliance will
be worthy of being sought by the great nations
of the earth.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I am proud to believe that our
desire for a permanent alliance will be
reciprocated in England. I know that there is a
party in England—but it is inconsiderable in
numbers, though strong in intellect and
power—which speaks of the desirability of
getting rid of the colonies; but I believe such is
not the feeling of the statesmen and the people
of England. I believe
•
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it will never be the deliberately expressed
determination of the Government of Great
Britain.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The colonies are now in a
transition state. Gradually a different colonial
system is being developed—and it will
become, year by year, less a case of
dependence on our part, and of overruling
protection on the part of the Mother Country,
and more a case of a healthy and cordial
alliance. Instead of looking upon us as a
merely dependent colony, England will have
in us a friendly nation—a subordinate but still
a powerful people—to stand by her in North
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America in peace or in war.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—The people of Australia will
be such another subordinate nation. And
England will have this advantage, if her
colonies progress under the new colonial
system, as I believe they will, that, though at
war with all the rest of the world, she will be
able to look to the subordinate nations in
alliance with her, and owning allegiance to the
same Sovereign, who will assist in enabling
her again to meet the whole world in arms, as
she has done before.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—And if, in the great
Napoleonic war, with every port in Europe
closed against her commerce, she was yet able
to hold her own, how much more will that be
the case when she has a colonial empire
rapidly increasing in power, in wealth, in
influence, and in position.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—It is true that we stand in
danger, as we have stood in danger again and
again in Canada, of being plunged into war
and suffering all its dreadful consequences, as
the result of causes over which we have no
control, by reason of their connection. This,
however, did not intimidate us. At the very
mention of the prospect of a war some time
ago, how were the feelings of the people
aroused from one extremity of British America
to the other, and preparations made for
meeting its worst consequences. Although the
people of this country are fully aware of the
horrors of war—should a war arise,
unfortunately, between the United States and
England, and we all pray it never may—they
are still ready to encounter all perils of that
kind, for the sake of the connection with
England. There is not one adverse voice, not
one adverse opinion on that point. We all feel
the advantages we derive from our connection
with England. So long as that alliance is
maintained, we enjoy, under her protection,
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the privileges of constitutional liberty
according to the British system. We will enjoy
here that which is the great test of
constitutional freedom—we will have the
rights of the minority respected.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—In all countries the rights of
the majority take care of themselves, but it is
only in countries like England, enjoying
constitutional liberty, and safe from the
tyranny of a single despot or of an unbridled
democracy, that the rights of minorities are
regarded. So long, too, as we form a portion of
the British Empire, we shall have the example
of her free institutions, of the high standard of
the character of her statesmen and public men,
of the purity of her legislation, and the upright
administration of her laws. In this younger
country one great advantage of our connection
with Great Britain will be, that, under her
auspices, inspired by her example, a portion of
her empire, our public men will be actuated by
principles similar to those which actuate the
statesmen at home These although not
material, physical benefits, of which you can
make an arithmetical calculation, are of such
overwhelming advantage to our future
interests and standing as a nation, that to
obtain them is well worthy of any sacrifices we
may be called upon to make, and the people of
this country are ready to make them.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—We should feel, also,
sincerely grateful to beneficent Providence
that we have had the opportunity vouchsafed
us of calmly considering this great
constitutional
change,
this
peaceful
revolution—that we have not been hurried
into it, like the United States, by the exigencies
of war—that we have not had a violent
revolutionary period forced on us, as in other
nations, by hostile action from without, or by
domestic dissensions within.
Here we are in peace and prosperity, under
the fostering government of Great Britain—a
dependent people, with a government having
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only a limited and delegated authority, and
yet allowed, without restriction, and without
jealousy on the part of the Mother Country, to
legislator for ourselves, and peacefully and
deliberately to consider and determine the
future of Canada and of British North
America. It is our happiness to know the
expression of the will of our Gracious
Sovereign, through Her Ministers, that we
have her full sanction for our deliberations,
that Her only solicitude is that we shall adopt
a system which shall be really for our
advantage, and that She promises to sanction
whatever conclusion after full deliberation we
may arrive at as to the best
•
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mode of securing the well-being,—the present
and future prosperity of British America.—
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—It is our privilege and
happiness to be in such a position, and we
cannot be too grateful for the blessings thus
conferred upon us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—I must apologize for having
detained you so long—for having gone
perhaps too much into tedious details with
reference to the questions bearing on the
Constitution now submitted to this House.—
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “no, no” and
“go on.”
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—In conclusion, I would again
implore the House not to let this opportunity
to pass. It is an opportunity that may never
recur. At the risk of repeating myself, I would
say, it was only by a happy concurrence of
circumstances, that we were enabled to bring
this great question to its present position. If we
36
37

38

39

do not take advantage of the time, if we show
ourselves unequal to the occasion, it may
never return, and we shall hereafter bitterly
and unavailingly regret having failed to
embrace the happy opportunity now offered
of founding a great nation under the fostering
care of Great Britain, and our Sovereign Lady,
Queen Victoria.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers, amidst
which the honorable gentleman resumed his seat.36
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]37 asked how
the Government would deal with the
suggestions in the Colonial Secretary’s
[Edward Cardwell] despatch38. Would they
adhere to every part of the scheme, or adopt
the suggestions? Had the Lower Provinces
been communicated with?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—At the time the Conference
was dissolved, it was understood that all the
colonial Governments would present the
scheme as a whole to their respective
Parliaments. That agreement remained in
force. Nor did they do that without the hope
that the Imperial authorities would accept the
scheme such as the Colonial Parliaments sent
it to them.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] hoped the
Government would explain what parts would
be incorporated in the Bill, and what left out,
referring to the Intercolonial Railway clause39
as one example.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General West] rose to speak, saying
he would go on then or to-morrow, as the
House wished. He should probably speak two
hours to two hours and a half.
The House, at eleven, P.M., adjourned.

The debate ends here in the Hunter & Rose edition.
These follow up questions and debate are not part of the original and have been added from “Legislative Assembly.
Monday, Feb. 6,” The Globe (Feb. 7), 1865.
Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864). Correspondence presented to the
Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
Quebec Resolution 68, which reads, “The General Government shall secure, without delay, the completion of the Intercolonial
Railway from Rivière du Loup, through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova Scotia.” Supra footnote 13.

(pp. 25-45 in the primary document)

February 7 1865, Legislative Assembly

449

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday last, proposed,—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

G
Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
tuesday,
february 7, 1865

1

2

3
4

eorge-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East] rose to continue
the debate on Confederation. He said that he
approached this subject with a certain amount
of diffidence, knowing it was not the first time
he had had the honour of speaking upon it in
the Lower Provinces and elsewhere. He felt
that this was a momentous occasion, as for
anything that he said on this grave question,
he was responsible to his constituents and the
country. Respecting this grave question, it had
been said that the Taché-Macdonald
Government2 had taken upon themselves the
solution of a problem which was not at the
time of its formation before the country, and
had not even been mooted. Those saying so
were ignorant of the parliamentary history of
the past few years. He would briefly refer to
the history of this great question, as far as it
had been brought before the Parliament and
country.
When the Cartier-Macdonald Government 3
was constructed, after the downfall of the
Brown-Dorion Administration4, a programme

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 83. Added for completeness. The Hunter & Rose version
begins with Cartier’s speech.
Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864). The administration was defeated by two votes
on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous 1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The
motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall, brought a censure of the government for a $100,000
transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight – an advance of sum authorized by the also then
Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of retributive justice” for the previous CartierMacdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the 1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The
Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great Coalition was hashed out. See
“Memorandum—Confidential”, Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862). The government was formed on Aug. 6, 1858.
Led by George Brown & Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Aug. 2-Aug. 6, 1858).
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of the policy of the former was laid before
Parliament. Among the subjects contained in
this programme of 7th August, 1858, was one
referred to in the following terms:
“The late Government felt themselves
bound to carry out the law of the land
respecting the seat of Government, but, in the
face of the recent vote on that subject, the
Administration did not consider themselves
warranted in incurring any expenditure for
the public buildings, until Parliament has had
an opportunity of considering the whole
question in all its bearings; and the expediency
of a Federal Union of the British North
American Provinces will be anxiously
considered, and communication with the
Home Government and the Lower Provinces
entered into forthwith on the subject; and the
result of this communication will be submitted
to Parliament at its next session. The
Government will, during the recess, examine
into the organization and working of the
public departments, and carry out such
administrative reforms as will be conducive to
economy and efficiency.”5
Here was this scheme of a union of the
provinces mentioned in the programme of the
Cartier-Macdonald Government, in 1858: He
merely quoted this passage to show that
neither Parliament nor the country was now
taken by surprise with regard to this scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We had had general
and special elections since 1858, and to
pretend that
•
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this subject, which had been so often
canvassed, was new to the country, was to
assert an untruth. At the close of that session,

5

6

7

8

Sir Edmund Head, in his Speech proroguing
Parliament, made use of the following
language: “I propose, in the course of the
recess, to communicate with Her Majesty’s
Government, and with the Governments of
the sister colonies, on another matter of very
great importance. I am desirous of inviting
them to discuss with us the principles on
which a bond of a federal character, uniting
the Provinces of British North America, may
perhaps hereafter be practicable.”6 In
accordance with that announcement of policy,
a deputation was sent to England, composed
of his then colleagues, Hons. Messrs. Galt and
Ross and himself. We pressed the matter
before the Imperial Government, whom we
asked to authorize a meeting of delegates from
the British North American Governments, to
consider this subject and report upon it, said
report to be communicated to the Colonial
Secretary [Edward Cardwell].7
Of course we wanted, at that time, to act
with the sanction and approval of the Imperial
Government. We pressed the matter as
strongly as we could before it. Of all the
provinces that responded to the call of the
Imperial Government, Newfoundland, he
thought, was the only one which professed her
readiness to appoint delegates when the
opportune moment arrived.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Although the other
provinces were not opposed to Confederation,
still, as the question had not been brought
conspicuously before their people, they did
not like then to join in the measure and in the
proceedings which the Canadian delegates
had urged upon the Imperial Government in
18588. At this time the Canadian Delegates had
a duty to perform towards the illustrious

George-Étienne Cartier, Legislative Assembly (Aug. 7, 1858). “Provincial Parliament”, [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Aug.
12, 1858).
Governor General Edmund Head, Legislative Council, Prorogation of Parliament (Aug. 16, 1858). Journals of the Legislative
Council of the Province of Canada (1858), p. 525.
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
ibid.
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Administrator of the Government, Sir E. Head,
to fulfil the promise he had made, on
proroguing Parliament9, by pressing the
measure upon the attention of the Imperial
Administration.
The Canadian Government also kept its
promise to report to the House the result of the
mission to England, at the next session of
Parliament. The hon. gentleman here read the
despatch dated October, 1858 10, which was
transmitted to the Imperial Government,
setting forth the sectional difficulties which
had arisen between Upper and Lower Canada,
principally on account of the former’s demand
for increased representation in Parliament, on
the ground of its much larger population.
Every one who knew anything of his past
public course was aware that he was opposed
to the principle of representation by
population while Upper and Lower Canada
were under one Government.
He did not regret his opposition. If such a
measure had been passed, what would have
been the consequence? There would have been
constant political warfare between Upper and
Lower Canada. True it was that the members
from Upper Canada, being in the majority, it
might have been imagined they would have
carried everything before them; but as far as
justice to Lower Canada was concerned, such
might not have been the case. The
consequence of representation by population
would have been that one territory would
have governed another, and this fact would
have presented itself session after session in
the House, and day after day in the public
prints.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The moment this
principle had been conceded as the governing
element, it would have initiated between the
two provinces a warfare which would have
been unremitting.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
9
10
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George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—He wished that
Upper Canada should understand him in this
matter. He was accused of being opposed to
Upper Canada’s rights, because during fifteen
or twenty years he had to oppose his
honourable friend the President of the Council
(Hon. Mr. Brown).
His honourable colleague took the ground
that representation should be arranged
according to population in each section of the
province. He (Hon. Mr. Cartier) had resisted
that position, believing that the moment such
a principle was applied, his honourable friend,
who, no doubt, wanted to maintain the
peaceful government of the country, would
have been disappointed in his wish. It would
have given rise to one of the bitterest struggles
between the two provinces that ever took
place between two nations. He did not mean
to say that the majority from Upper Canada
would have tyrannized over Lower Canada;
but the idea that Upper Canada, as a territory,
had the preponderance in the Government by
a large number of representatives, would have
been sufficient to generate that sectional strife
to which he had alluded.
In 1858 he first saw that representation by
population, though unsuited for application as
a governing principle as between the two
provinces, would not involve the same
objection if other partners were drawn in by a
federation. In a struggle between two—one a
weak, and the other a strong party—the
weaker could not but be overcome; but if three
parties were concerned, the stronger would
not have the same advantage; as when it was
seen by the third that there was too much
strength on one side, the third would club with
the weaker
•
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combatant to resist the big fighter.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers and laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,

Governor General Edmund Head, Legislative Council, Prorogation Speech (Aug. 16, 1858), p. 525.
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858).

(pp. 53-71 in the primary document)

452

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

Attorney-General East]—He did not oppose
the principle of representation by population
from an unwillingness to do justice to Upper
Canada. He took this ground, however, that
when justice was done to Upper Canada, it
was his duty to see that no injustice was done
to Lower Canada. He did not entertain the
slightest apprehension that Lower Canada’s
rights were in the least jeopardized by the
provision that in the General Legislature the
French Canadians of Lower Canada would
have a smaller number of representatives than
all the other origins combined.
It would be seen by the resolutions that in
the questions which would be submitted to the
General Parliament there could be no danger
to the rights and privileges of either French
Canadians, Scotchmen, Englishmen or
Irishmen. Questions of commerce, of
international communication, and all matters
of general interest, would be discussed and
determined in the General Legislature; but in
the exercise of the functions of the General
Government, no one could apprehend that
anything could be enacted which would harm
or do injustice to persons of any nationality.
He did not intend to go into the details of the
question of Confederation, but merely to bring
before the House the most conspicuous
arguments in order to induce members to
accept the resolutions submitted by the
Government. Confederation was, as it were, at
this moment almost forced upon us. We could
not shut our eyes to what was going on
beyond the lines, where a great struggle was
going on between two Confederacies, at one
time forming but one Confederacy. We saw
that a government, established not more than
80 years ago, had not been able to keep
together the family of states which had broke
up four or five years since. We could not deny
that the struggle now in progress must
necessarily influence our political existence.
We did not know what would be the result of
that great war—whether it would end in the
establishment of two Confederacies or in one
as before. However, we had to do with five
colonies, inhabited by men of the same

sympathies and interests, and in order to
become a great nation they required only to be
brought together under one General
Government. The matter resolved itself into
this; either we must obtain British North
American Confederation or be absorbed in an
American Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
dissent.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Some entertained
the opinion that it was unnecessary to have
British North American Confederation to
prevent absorption into the vortex of
American Confederation. Such parties were
mistaken. We knew the policy of England
towards us—that she was determined to help
and support us in any struggle with our
neighbours. The British Provinces, separated
as at present, could not defend themselves
alone, and the question resolved itself into
this: shall the whole strength of the empire be
concentrated into Prince Edward Island, or
Canada, as the case may be, in case of a war
with the United States—or shall the provinces
be left to fight single-handed, disunited? We
were not sufficiently united. We had our
duties, with regard to England, to perform. In
order to secure the exercise of her power in our
defence we must help her ourselves. We could
not do this satisfactorily or efficiently unless
we had a Confederation.
When all united, the enemy would know
that, if he attacked any part of those
provinces—Prince
Edward
Island
or
Canada—he would have to encounter the
combined strength of the empire. Canada,
separate, would be, although comparatively
strong in population and wealth, in a
dangerous position should a war ensue. When
we had organized our good defensive force,
and united for mutual protection, England
would send freely here both men and treasure
for our defence.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—He had stated
before audiences in the Lower Provinces that,
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as far as territory, population and wealth were
concerned, Canada was stronger than any of
the other provinces, but at the same time was
wanting in one element necessary to national
greatness—the maritime one; and that, owing
to the large trade and commerce of Canada,
extensive communication with Great Britain at
all seasons was absolutely necessary.
Twenty years ago our commerce for the year
could be managed by communication with
Great Britain in the summer months only. At
present, however, this system was insufficient,
and for winter communication with the
seaboard we were left to the caprice of our
American neighbours, through whose
territory we must pass. He had also alluded to
the bonding system, which if the Americans
were to withdraw, Canada would be left in
winter without any winter harbours. Canada,
having two or three elements of national
greatness—territory and population—wanted
the maritime element; and as he had said, the
Lower Provinces had this element and a
seaboard, but not a back country or large
population, which Canada possessed, and for
the mutual benefit and prosperity of all the
provinces, all these elements ought to be
united
•
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together.
Those who pretended that the British North
American Provinces would be in as safe a
position, remaining separate, while they
belonged to the British Crown, as under
Confederation,
were
under
great
misapprehension. Now was the time for us to
form a great nation of the several provinces.
Now was the time to look the matter in the face
and adopt the only safe and prudent course
open to us in the shape of Confederation. He
maintained it was necessary for our own
commercial interests, prosperity and efficient
defence. That was what we had now to
discuss, and not the manner in which
Confederation was to be brought about, which
would be discussed when the details of the
scheme came up for consideration.
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At present the question was: Was
Confederation of the British North American
Provinces necessary in order to increase our
strength and power and secure to us the
continuance of the benefits of British
connection? He had no doubt that the measure
was necessary for those objects. It would be
observed that the English speaking opponent
of the scheme, in Lower Canada, pretended a
fear of this element being absorbed by the
French Canadian; while the opponents,
composed of the latter origin—of men who
might be called the old Papineau Tail whose
sole idea was annexation to the United
States—said they were afraid of the extinction
of French Canadian nationality in the great
Confederation.
The annexation party in Montreal, including
the followers of Mr. John Dougall, the
proprietor of the Witness, opposed the scheme
on the ground of supposed danger to the
British of Lower Canada. The annexation
party could not, however, be supposed to be
sincere in their opposition to the scheme,
except in so far as they desired to carry Canada
into the American Union. The absorption of
this province into the United States had long
been contemplated, as would be seen from the
7th article in the original draft of the American
Constitution, which he would read. It was as
follows:
“Art. 7. Canada, according to this
Confederation and joining in the measures of
the United States, shall be admitted into, and
entitled to all the advantages of this union; and
shall be equally with any other of the United
States, solemnly bound to a strict observance
of, and obedience to, these articles; as shall be
also any other colony which shall be admitted
into this Confederacy. The eleven votes in
Congress shall be increased in proportion as
the Confederacy is extended. But, except
Canada, no other colony shall be admitted into
the Confederacy without the assent of eleven
or more votes, as the case may require, by the
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Confederation being extended.” 11 By that
article, no new state could go into the union
except by the vote of the number of states
required to admit a new partner. But, as
regarded Canada, no such assent was
required; on knocking at the door of the union,
she would, as a matter of course, be admitted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The honourable
gentleman went on to say that the papers
lately contained a report of a meeting at
the Institut Canadien of Montreal, where it was
resolved that it was for the interests of Lower
Canada (in the interests of the French
Canadians), were the province to become a
part of the American Union.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] said
that was not the case. The honourable
gentleman had misquoted what had passed
there.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East] said he was right. If
resolutions were not passed, sentiments were
expressed to that effect. Then the organ of the
Institute—L’Ordre, he thought—had set forth
that the interests of Lower Canada would be
better secured by annexation to the United
States than entering into a Confederation with
the British American Provinces.
It was no wonder, then, that the French
Canadian annexationists betrayed their
purpose in opposition to British North
American Confederation, and that their
English-speaking colleagues pretended a fear
of the rights of their class being jeopardized
under Confederation. We knew their object in
this—that they were aware that as soon as this
project was adopted, there would be no avail
in any cry of separation to form a part of the
American Union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—There had been a

11

12

good deal of fault-finding and complaint as to
the proceedings of the delegates having been
conducted with closed doors. Such a course
was an absolute necessity. Every one could
understand that if all the difficulties arising
among the representatives of the five colonies,
during the Conference, had gone every
morning to the public, it would have been
impossible for the delegates to continue to
meet, or compromise any of the difficulties
that might be expected to spring up.
Besides, the proceedings of the American
Congress of 1782 was held with closed doors,
and their proceedings were not published
while matters were progressing. With regard
to this, he would quote from a letter of Col.
Mason, a member of the Convention: “All
communications of the proceedings are
forbidden during the sitting of this
Convention; this, I think, was a necessary
precaution to
•
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prevent misrepresentations or mistakes; there
being a material difference between the
appearance of a subject in its first crude and
indigested shape and after it shall have been
properly matured and arranged.” 12 On the
same principle the Conference at Quebec very
properly sat with closed doors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—We
wished,
however, that the British Canadian public
should know the result of our labours when
concluded, and that result the Parliament and
people of Canada had before their
consideration, and it was for them to discuss
its merits.
We, on this side of the House—the members
of the Government and their supporters—had
come to the conclusion that Federation was
desirable and necessary; and we were ready to
hear the honourable gentlemen on the other
side who necessarily, from their standing,

Draft of the U.S. Articles of Confederation [n.d.]. Hezekiah Niles, Principles and Acts of the Revolution in America (1822), p.
368.
Letter from George Mason to George Mason Jr (Jun. 1, 1787).
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were supposed to have devoted their attention
to it and appreciated their position, stating
what in their opinion would be sufficient in
order to maintain ourselves as a British colony
on this side of the Atlantic, and to increase in
wealth and power.
He was aware that some members of the
House, and a number of people in Upper
Canada, in Lower Canada and in the Lower
Provinces, were of the opinion that a
Legislative Union ought to have taken place
instead of a Federal Union. He would say,
however, at the outset, that it was impossible
to have one Government to deal with all the
private and local interests of the several
sections of the several provinces forming the
combined whole.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The next question to
be considered, therefore, by those who had set
to work to discover a solution of the
difficulties under which we had laboured was;
what was the best and most practicable mode
of bringing the provinces together, so that
particular rights and interests should be
properly guarded and protected? No other
scheme presented itself but the Federation
system, and that was the project which now
recommended itself to the Parliament of
Canada. Some parties—through the press and
by other modes, pretended that it was
impossible to carry out Federation, on account
of the differences of races and religions. Those
who took this view of the question were in
error. It was just the reverse. It was precisely
on account of the variety of races, local
interests, etc. that the Federation system ought
to be resorted to, and would be found to work
well.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We were in the
habit of seeing in some public journals, and
hearing from some public men, that it was a
great misfortune indeed that there should be a
13
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difference of races in this colony—that there
should be the distinction of French Canadian
from British Canadian. Now, he (Hon. Mr.
Cartier) desired on this point to vindicate the
rights, the merits, the usefulness, so to speak,
of those belonging to the French Canadian
race.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—In order to bring
these merits and this usefulness more
prominently before his hearers, it would be
only necessary to allude to the efforts made by
them to sustain British power on this
continent, and to point out their adherence to
British supremacy in trying times.
We were all conversant with the history of
the circumstances which had brought about
the difficulties between England and her
former American colonies in 1775. Lower
Canada, (or rather he should say, the Province
of Quebec, for the colony was not then known
by the name of Canada, but was called the
Province of Quebec), contained the most dense
population of any British colony in North
America at that time.
The accession of Lower Canada was of
course an object of envy to the other American
colonies, and strenuous efforts were made by
those who had resolved to overthrow British
power on this continent to induce Canada to
ally herself to their cause. As early as 1775, the
French Canadians were solemnly addressed in
a proclamation by General Washington 13, who
called upon them to abandon the flag of their
new masters, inasmuch as they could not
expect anything from those who differed from
them in language, in religion, in race, and in
sympathies.
But what was the conduct of the French
Canadian people under these circumstances?
What was the attitude of the clergy and the
seigniors? It was right in treating this chapter
of our history, to render justice to whom
justice was due, and it was truth to say that the
seigniors, forming, as they did, the educated

George Washington’s Address to the Inhabitants of Canada (Sep. 14, 1775).
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class of our population at that early epoch, had
fully understood that the object and aim of
those who appealed to them was the downfall
of the monarchical system in America.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—A few years only
had elapsed at that time since the transfer of
the country and its population from the
Crown of France to the Crown of Great Britain;
but even within that brief interval of time, they
were enabled to appreciate the advantages of
their new position, notwithstanding the fact
that they were still struggling and
complaining. The people, as well as the clergy
and aristocracy, had understood that it was
better for them to remain under the English
and Protestant Crown of England, rather than
to become republicans.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—They were proof
against the insidious offers of
•
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George Washington; and not only so, but
when the Americans came as invaders, they
fought against the armed forces of Arnold,
Montgomery and others.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Attempts were
made to excite hostility to Federation on the
ground that, under the regime of a local
legislature, the English Protestant minority
would not be fairly dealt with. He thought the
way in which the French Canadians had stood
by British connection, when there were but
few British in the province, was a proof that
they would not attempt to deal unjustly now
by the British minority, when their numbers
were so much greater.
On this point, appealing to the evidence of
history, he would quote from the work which
he had already quoted. At a time when there
were, perhaps, hardly a few hundred English
14

Protestant residents in Lower Canada, the
address in the name of Washington14, to which
he had already briefly referred, was circulated
throughout the country by Arnold’s invading
army. The hon. gentleman here read a number of
extracts from General Washington’s proclamation,
addressed to the inhabitants of Canada.
It made the most earnest appeals to the
Lower Canadians to join the other colonies.
“We rejoice,” said General Washington, “that
our enemies have been deceived with regard
to you; they have persuaded themselves, they
have even dared to say, that the Canadians
were not capable of distinguishing between
the blessings of liberty and the wretchedness
of slavery; that gratifying the vanity of a little
circle of nobility would blind the people of
Canada. By such artifices they hoped to bend
you to their views, but they have been
deceived….
Come then, my brethren, unite with us in an
indissoluble union; let us run together to the
same goal….Incited by these motives, and
encouraged by the advice of many friends of
liberty among you, the grand American
Congress have sent an army into your
province, under the command of General
Schuyler, not to plunder but to protect you, to
animate and bring forth into action those
sentiments of freedom you have disclosed,
and which the tools of despotism would
extinguish through the whole creation.
To co-operate with this design, and to
frustrate those cruel and perfidious schemes,
which would deluge our frontiers with the
blood of women and children, I have
dispatched Colonel Arnold into your country,
with a part of the army under my command. I
have enjoined upon him, and I am certain that
he will consider himself, and act as in the
country of his patrons and best friends.
Necessaries and accommodations of every
kind which you may furnish he will thankfully
receive and render the full value.
I invite you, therefore, as friends and
brethren, to provide him with such supplies as
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your country affords; and I pledge myself not
only for your safety and security, but for an
ample compensation. Let no man desert his
habitation, let no one flee as before an enemy.
The cause of America and of liberty is the
cause of every virtuous American citizen,
whatever may be his religion or descent. The
united colonies know no distinction but such
as slavery, corruption and arbitrary dominion
may create. Come then, ye generous citizens,
range yourselves under the standard of
general liberty, against which all the force of
artifice and tyranny will never be able to
prevail.”15
It appeared by this address that the most
tempting offers and promises had been made
by the republican general; but they had failed,
nevertheless, to accomplish the desired effect.
This, however, was not the only trait of this
nature in the history of the French Canadian
people. There was another despatch, or rather
proclamation, issued in 1778, by Baron
D’Estaing, commander of the French fleet,
which was acting in aid of the American
revolutionary
party.
The
honourable
gentleman read some extracts from this
proclamation, as follows:
“I shall not ask the military companions of
the Marquis of Levis, those who shared his
glory, who admired his talents and genius for
war, who loved his cordiality and frankness,
the principal characteristics of our nobility,
whether there be other names in other nations
among which they would be better pleased to
place their own. Can the Canadians, who saw
the brave Montcalm fall in their defence, can
they become the enemies of his nephews? Can
they fight against their former leaders, and
arm themselves against their kinsmen?
At the bare mention of their names, the
weapons would fall out of their hands. I shall
not observe to the ministers of the altars, that
their evangelic efforts will require the special
protection of Providence, to prevent faith

15
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being diminished by example, by worldly
interest, and by sovereigns whom force has
imposed upon them, and whose political
indulgence will be lessened proportionably as
those sovereigns shall have less to fear.
I shall not observe that it is necessary for
religion that those who preach it should form
a body in the state; and that in Canada no other
body would be more considered, or have more
power to do good than that of the priests,
taking a part in the Government, since their
respectable conduct has merited the
•
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confidence of the people.
I shall not represent to that people, nor to all
my countrymen in general, that a vast
monarchy, having the same religion, the same
manners, the same language, where they find
kinsmen, old friends and brethren, must be an
inexhaustible source of commerce and wealth,
more easily acquired and better secured by
their union with powerful neighbours, than
with strangers of another hemisphere, among
whom everything is different, and who,
jealous and despotic sovereigns would, sooner
or later, treat them as a conquered people, and
doubtless much worse than their late
countrymen, the Americans, who made them
victorious.
I shall not urge to a whole people that to join
with the United States is to secure their own
happiness, since a whole people, when they
acquire the right of thinking and acting for
themselves, must know their own interest. But
I will declare, and I now formally declare in
the name of His Majesty, who has authorized
and commanded me to do it, that all his former
subjects in North America, who shall no more
acknowledge the supremacy of Great Britain,
may depend upon his protection and
support.”16
D’Estaing had appealed to their ancestry
and their prejudices; he had invoked the
names of Levis and Montcalm, and
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endeavoured to influence their clergy; but the
French Canadians understood their position
too well. If they had their institutions, their
language and their religion intact today, it was
precisely because of their adherence to the
British Crown. Had they yielded to the
appeals of Washington and Baron D’Estaing,
it is probable that there would not have been
now a vestige of British power on this
continent. But, with the disappearance of
British power, they too would have
disappeared as French Canadians.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—These historical
facts taught that there should be a mutual
feeling of gratitude from the French
Canadians towards the British, and from the
British towards the French Canadians, for our
present position, that Canada is still a British
colony.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—He had occasion, a
moment ago, to refer to the French Canadian
clergy in connection with D’Estaing’s
address 17, and he would say this, to their
honour and credit, that, if today Canada was a
portion of the British Empire, it was due to the
conservatism of the French Canadian clergy.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—It was a pleasure to
him thus to be able to quote from these old
documents proofs of the honour, loyalty, and
liberality of the French Canadian people. He
(Hon. Mr. Cartier) was as devoid of prejudice
as any honourable gentleman in this House;
but when he heard or read the statements
occasionally made, that there was some
danger that, under the Federation system, the
French Canadians would have too much
power, and that the power thus obtained
would be used to the prejudice of the British
and Protestant minority, the history of the
past, in many instances, was the best reply to
17

such attacks.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Baron D’Estaing
issued his tempting proclamation in 1778, and
it was sent into Canada frequently afterwards,
and circulated at the instigation of
Rochambeau and Lafayette; but our clergy
and our aristocracy, the leaders of our people
in these days, saw that it was not their interest
to cast their lot with the democratic element—
they knew the hollowness of democracy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We found ourselves
at the present day discussing the question of
the Federation of the British North American
Provinces, while the great Federation of the
United States of America was broken up and
divided against itself. There was, however,
this important difference to be observed in
considering the action of the two peoples.
They had founded Federation for the purpose
of carrying out and perpetuating democracy
on this continent; but we, who had the benefit
of being able to contemplate republicanism in
action during a period of eighty years, saw its
defects, and felt convinced that purely
democratic institutions could not be
conducive to the peace and prosperity of
nations.
We were not now discussing the great
problem presented to our consideration, in
order to propagate democratic principles. Our
attempt was for the purpose of forming a
Federation with a view of perpetuating the
monarchical
element. The distinction,
therefore, between ourselves and our
neighbours was just this: In our Federation the
monarchical principle would form the leading
feature, while on the other side of the lines,
judging by the past history and present
condition of the country, the ruling power was
the will of the mob, the rule of the populace.
Every person who had conversed with the
most intelligent American statesmen and
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writers must have learned that they all
admitted that the governmental powers had
become too extended, owing to the
introduction of universal suffrage, and mob
rule had consequently supplanted legitimate
authority; and we now saw the sad spectacle
of a country torn by civil war, and brethren
fighting against brethren.
The question for us to ask ourselves was this:
Shall we be content to remain separate—shall
we be content to maintain a mere provincial
existence, when, by combining together,
•
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we could become a great nation?
It had never yet been the good fortune of any
group of communities to secure national
greatness with such facility. In past ages,
warriors had struggled for years for the
addition to their country of a single province.
We had too, for instance, in our own days, the
case of Napoleon III, who, after great
expenditure of blood and treasure in the
Italian difficulty, had acquired Savoy and
Nice, by which he bad obtained an addition of
nearly one million inhabitants to France—only
one million souls, and if any person were for a
moment to make a calculation of the value of
the provinces acquired on one side, and the
great cost on the other, he would at once see
the great disproportion between the one and
the other, and so ascertain the fact that the
territory acquired did not compensate the
outlay. Here, in British North America, we had
five different communities inhabiting five
separate colonies.
We had the same sympathies, and we all
desired to live under the British Crown. We
had our commercial interests besides. It was of
no use whatever that New Brunswick, Nova
Scotia and Newfoundland should have their
several custom houses against our trade, or
that we should have custom houses against
the trade of those provinces. In ancient times,
the manner in which a nation grew up was
different from that of the present day.
18
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Then the first weak settlement increased into
a village, which, by turns, became a town and
a city, and the nucleus of a nation. It was not
so in modern times. Nations were now formed
by the agglomeration of communities having
kindred interests and sympathies. Such was
our case at the present moment. Objection had
been taken to the scheme now under
consideration, because of the words ‘new
nationality’18.
Now, when we were united together, if
union were attained, we would form a
political nationality with which neither the
national origin, nor the religion of any
individual, would interfere.
It was lamented by some that we had this
diversity of races, and hopes were expressed
that this distinctive feature would cease. The
idea of unity of races was Utopian—it was
impossible. Distinctions of this kind would
always exist. Dissimilarity, in fact, appeared to
be the order of the physical world and of the
moral world, as well as in the political world.
But with regard to the objection based on this
fact, to the effect that a great nation could not
be formed because Lower Canada was in great
part French and Catholic, and Upper Canada
was British and Protestant, and the Lower
Provinces were mixed, it was futile and
worthless in the extreme. Look, for instance, at
the United Kingdom, inhabited as it was by
three great races.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Had the diversity of
race impeded the glory, the progress, the
wealth of England? Had they not rather each
contributed their share to the greatness of the
Empire? Of the glories of the senate, the field,
and the ocean, of the successes of trade and
commerce, how much was contributed by the
combined talents, energy and courage of the
three races together?
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—In
our
own
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Federation we should have Catholic and
Protestant, English, French, Irish and Scotch,
and each by his efforts and his success would
increase the prosperity and glory of the new
Confederacy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We viewed the
diversity of races in British North America in
this way: we were of different races, not for the
purpose of warring against each other, but in
order to compete and emulate for the general
welfare.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We could not do
away with the distinctions of race. We could
not legislate for the disappearance of the
French Canadians from American soil, but
British and French Canadians alike could
appreciate and understand their position
relative to each other.
They were placed like great families beside
each other, and their contact produced a
healthy spirit of emulation. It was a benefit
rather than otherwise that we had a diversity
of races. Of course, the difficulty, it would be
said, would be to deal fairly by the minority.
In Upper Canada the Catholics would find
themselves in a minority; in Lower Canada the
Protestants would be in a minority, while the
Lower Provinces were divided. Under such
circumstances, would any one pretend that
either the local or general governments would
sanction any injustice? What would be the
consequence, even supposing any such thing
were attempted by any one of the local
governments? It would be censured
everywhere. Whether it came from Upper
Canada or from Lower Canada, any attempt to
deprive the minority of their rights would be
at once thwarted.
Under the Federation system, granting the
control of the General Government these large
questions of general interest in which the
differences of race or religion had no place, it
could not be pretended that the rights of either
race or religion could be invaded at all. We

were to have a General Parliament to deal with
the matters of defence, tariff, excise, public
works, and these matters absorbed all
individual interest.
Now, he would ask those self-styled
nationalists who accused him of bartering
fifty-eight
•
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counties in Lower Canada to John Bull, and his
honourable colleague beside him (Hon. Mr.
Brown)—he would ask them, under what
supposition could they think it possible for
any injustice to be done to the French
Canadians by the General Government?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—He came now to the
subject of Local Governments. We could easily
understand how a feeling against the
Federation project was raised in the minds of
a few of the British residents of Lower Canada
by fears of such difficulties as those which
occurred in the days of Mr. Papineau, relative
to the passing of laws relating to commercial
matters.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—These difficulties
had been of a very inconvenient nature, Mr.
Papineau not being a commercial man, and
not understanding the importance of these
measures. He considered Mr. Papineau was
right in the struggle he maintained against the
oligarchy at that time in power; but he had
never approved of the course he took with
reference to commercial matters, and in
opposition to measures for the improvement
of the country. But this precedent could not be
urged as an objection to Federation, inasmuch
as it would be for the General Government to
deal with our commercial matters. There could
be no reason for well-grounded fear that the
minority could be made to suffer by means of
any laws affecting the rights of property. If
any such enactments were passed, they would
fall upon the whole community.
But even supposing such a thing did occur,
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there was a remedy provided under the
proposed Constitution. The magnitude of the
scheme now submitted was, perhaps, the
reason why those who had not made
themselves conversant with the question felt
some apprehension in contemplating it; but,
when we came to discuss it clause by clause,
he would be ready to state that no interest
would be harmed in any way if Federation
took place. It was true that opposition was
being offered in Montreal, by Mr. John
Dougall, of the Witness.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—And,
while
referring to the opponents of Federation, he
could not help adverting to the strange
manner in which extremes met and worked in
unison to oppose Federation.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—For instance, we
had the party who formerly composed what
might be styled Mr. Papineau’s Tail—the
extreme democratic party—joined with Mr.
Dougall’s Tail19.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, cheers,
and laughter.
Joseph Perrault [Richelieu]—And members
of the clergy oppose it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East] said the honourable
gentleman was mistaken. The clergy were for
it. But the honourable gentleman would have
an opportunity of speaking afterwards. This
scheme, he repeated, met with the approval of
all moderate men. The extreme men, the
socialists, democrats and annexationists were
opposed to it. The French Canadian opponents
of the project were, it appeared, afraid that
their religious rights would suffer under the
new
arrangement.
Fancy
the
celebrated Institut Canadien, of Montreal,
under the lead of citizen Blanchet, taking
religion under their protection!
19
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Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Mr. Dougall loudly
proclaimed that the British Protestant
minority would be entirely placed at the
mercy of the French Canadians. He (Hon. Mr.
Cartier) thought the arguments of the young
French gentlemen belonging to the national
democratic party who cried out that their
religion and nationality would be destroyed,
ought in all reason to be sufficient to satisfy the
scruples and calm the fears of Mr. Dougall.
The True Witness, which was also one of the
enemies of the scheme, said that if it were
adopted the French Canadians were doomed;
while his brother in violence, the Witness, said
that the Protestants were doomed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—At a meeting
recently held in Montreal on the subject, he
(Hon. Mr. Cartier) observed that Mr. Cherrier
had enrolled himself among the enemies of the
project. Well, this fine, quiet, old gentleman
announced that he had come out of his
political retirement for the purpose of
opposing Federation. All he (Hon. Mr. Cartier)
could say was that he never knew Mr. Cherrier
was a strong politician. However, it appeared
that he had come out once more on the
political stage for the purpose of opposing this
villainous scheme, which was intended to
destroy the nationality and religion of the
French Canadians, all brought about by that
confounded Cartier!
Some Hon. Members—Laughter and cheers.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Allusion had been
made to the opinion of the clergy. Well, he
would say that the opinion of the clergy was
for Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Those who were
high in authority, as well as those who
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occupied more humble positions, were in
favour of Federation, not only because they
saw in it so much security for all they held
dear, but because it was just to their Protestant
fellow-subjects as well, because they were
opposed to political bickering and strife.
This opposition to a state of political
dissension and trouble was the general feeling
of the clergy, and because they saw in
Confederation a solution of those difficulties
which had existed for some time, due regard
being had to just
•
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rights, they were favourable to the project. The
fact, however, was that when we saw such
extreme opponents as Mr. Clerk, of the True
Witness, Mr. Dougall of the Witness, and the
young
gentlemen
of
the Institut
Canadien combined to resist Confederation,
(because each party argued it would produce
the most widely different results) we might
look upon this fact, he repeated, as one of the
strongest
arguments
in
favour
of
Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We had, on the
other hand, all the moderate men, all that was
respectable and intelligent, including the
clergy, favourable to Federation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and oh,
oh.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—He did not, of
course, mean to say that there were not
respectable opponents to the project—what he
did mean, however, was that it met general
approval from the classes referred to. He was
opposed, he might as well state most
distinctly, to the democratic system obtained
in the United States. In this country of British
North America we should have a distinct form
of government, the characteristic of which
would be to possess the monarchical element.
When we had Confederation secured, there
was not the least doubt but that our
Government would be more respectable—that

it would have more prestige, and command
more respect from our neighbours.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The great want
under the American form—the point which
they all admitted formed the great defect—
was the absence of some respectable executive
element. How was the head of the United
States Government chosen? Candidates came
forward, and of course each one was abused
and vilified as corrupt, ignorant, incapable
and unworthy by the opposite party. One of
them attained the presidential chair; but even
while in that position he was not respected by
those who had opposed his election, and who
tried to make him appeal the most corrupt and
contemptible being in creation. Such a system
could not produce an executive head who
would command respect. Under the British
system, ministers might be abused and
assailed; but that abuse never reached the
Sovereign. Whether we were made a kingdom
or a viceroyalty—whatever name or grade was
assigned to us—we would undoubtedly have
additional prestige.
He would now conclude his remarks by
asking honourable gentlemen to consider well
this scheme. It was his hope, his cherished
hope, that it would be adopted by the House.
The time was opportune, as his honourable
colleague (Attorney General Macdonald) had
so ably stated last evening; the opportunity
might never offer itself again in such a facile
and propitious manner.
We knew we had, in all our proceedings, the
approbation of the Imperial Government. So if
these resolutions were adopted by Canada, as
he had no doubt they would, and by the other
Colonial
Legislatures,
the
Imperial
Government would be called upon to pass a
measure which would have for its effect to
give a strong central or general government
and local governments, which would at once
secure and guard the persons, the properties
and the civil and religious rights belonging to
the population of each section.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
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Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance] said,—Mr. Speaker, I trust the House
will, on this occasion, extend to me the
indulgence with which I have often previously
been favoured when I have addressed it on
subjects relating to the commercial and
financial interests of this province; for I am
now required to follow the very able and
eloquent speeches of the two Attorneys
General, East [George-Étienne Cartier] and
West [John A. Macdonald], who have
discussed, as none were more able than those
gentlemen to discuss, the most important
political and philosophical questions which
are involved in the Confederation of the
British North American colonies; and the
material interests of the country upon which it
is my province this night to dwell, though
unquestionably those which are intended to be
served through the political alterations we
have to consider, are, nevertheless, likely to
prove tedious to the House. Explanations
respecting them are, however, imperatively
called for when we are considering the
question now at issue.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—There is one advantage which I feel
that I enjoy on this occasion, and it is that this
House is not called upon, in dealing with the
commercial and financial interests involved in
the proposed changes, to consider the form or
mode of government by which such interests
are to be promoted. It makes little difference to
the consideration of this branch of the subject
whether the Constitution of the new
Government be that of a Legislative or Federal
Union—the points with which I am about to
deal, are those which concern the public at
large, and bear no reference to what may be
the creed, nationality or language of portions
of the people.
The subjects on which I propose to address
the House are those connected with the trade,
resources and financial condition of the
several provinces of British North America,
and certain questions present themselves for
decision, upon a satisfactory answer to which
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the determination of the House upon the
whole plan that is submitted should depend, I
•
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will divide my remarks into five distinct
heads:—
First.—Do the commercial and material
interests of the several provinces point to their
union as an advantageous measure?
Secondly.—Is their financial condition such
as to permit of this union being carried into
practical effect at this moment, with justice to
them all?
Thirdly.—Are the measures proposed in the
resolutions before the House fair to each and
to all?
Fourthly.—Is there a reason able prospect
that the machinery through which these
interests are proposed to be governed, will
work smoothly and harmoniously?
Lastly.—Does the proposed system for the
Government of the United Provinces appear
likely to prove so expensive as to render it
impossible for the people of Canada to consent
to it?
In dealing with the first question, whether
the material interests of the provinces will be
promoted by their union, it may be well for me
to offer, to the House some few remarks as to
the resources of British North America.
Possessing as we do, in the far western part of
Canada, perhaps the most fertile wheatgrowing tracts on this continent, in central and
eastern Canada facilities for manufacturing
such as cannot anywhere be surpassed, and in
the eastern or Maritime Provinces an
abundance of that most useful of all minerals,
coal, as well as the most magnificent and
valuable fisheries in the world; extending as
this country does for two thousand miles,
traversed by the finest navigable river in the
world, we may well look forward to our future
with hopeful anticipation of seeing the
realization, not merely of what we have
hitherto thought would be the commerce of
Canada, great as that might become, but to the
possession of Atlantic ports, which we shall
help to build to a position equal to that of the
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chief cities of the American Union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—But it is not so much by the extent
of a country that its power and real greatness
are to be estimated, as by its containing within
itself the elements of different interests, for it
is in the diversity of employment that security
is found against those sad reverses to which
every country, depending mainly on one
branch of industry, must always be liable.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—A most remarkable illustration of
this has recently occurred in our own Mother
Country. No one would have ventured to say,
a few years ago, that England could have lost
its immense cotton supply without having its
system of commercial industry almost entirely
overthrown, and having its people sunk into
the deepest misery. Yet we have seen, within
the last few years, the cotton supply cut off.
We have seen, it is true, a considerable
portion of the people reduced to great want,
but, at the same time, the wonderful diversity
of employment which exists in the country
opened new channels for the employment of
the distressed operatives, and though there
was great pressure for a time, it was only
temporary in its operations; and at this
moment, after a short pause, we see the
industry of England greater than it was at the
beginning of the American war.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—We may therefore rejoice that, in
the proposed Union of the British North
American Provinces, we shall obtain some
security against those providential reverses to
which, as long as we are dependent on one
branch of industry as a purely agricultural
country, we must always remain exposed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—The resources of these great
colonies, and the extent to which the industry
and intelligence of their inhabitants have
developed them, are most significantly shown

in the Trade and Navigation Tables, which are
in the possession of the public. I am afraid to
weary the House by going at any length into
statements relating to them, but I feel that in
order to place the question of union fairly
before the House and the country, I am called
upon to glance, however briefly, at the
position in which the trade and tonnage of
each of the British North American Provinces
at the present moment stands. The returns of
the trade of Canada in 1863, taking exports
and imports conjointly, show an aggregate of
$87,795,000.
Taking the census of 1861, this trade
represents thirty-five dollars per head of the
population. The value of the import and
export trade of New Brunswick, for the same
year, reaches $16,729,680, amounting to sixtysix dollars per head of its population. The
aggregate trade of Nova Scotia for the same
period, amounted to $18, 622,359, or fifty-six
dollars per head of its people. And in the case
of Prince Edward Island, the import and
export trade amounted to $3,055,568,
representing thirty-seven dollars per head of
the population of that colony. The value of the
total trade of Newfoundland was $11,245,032,
or eighty-six dollars per head.
The whole of these figures represent an
aggregate trade of all the provinces amounting
to $137,447,567. Notwithstanding the large
population and the very large amount
represented by the trade of Canada, when it is
divided par head it falls considerably short
•
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of the trade of New Brunswick and Nova
Scotia, being a little more than half per head of
the former, and not more than two-thirds of
that of Nova Scotia. All the statistics to which
I have had access show that the commercial
and financial position of our sister colonies is
such as to enable them creditably to seek an
alliance with any country on earth; and it
cannot be said that, in seeking or consenting to
an alliance with Canada, they have any local,
or sectional, or selfish object in view.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
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Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—Passing from trade, I will turn to
another subject—the ship building and
tonnage of those colonies—and will take the
returns of 1863. In that year, the number of
ships built in all those colonies was no less
than 645, with a tonnage amounting to 219,763
tons. This statement of the enormous amount
of tonnage built in one year is as good
evidence as can be offered of the facilities we
possess for becoming an important maritime
power. The industry represented by those
figures shows an export value of nearly nine
million dollars!
The sea-going tonnage of Canada, including
that of the inland lakes, amounts to about nine
million tons, a great portion of which,
however, represents the tonnage of vessels
performing coasting service, many of which
frequently clear and arrive in the course of one
day.
It is gratifying to know that the trade
between Canada and the States on the other
side of the lakes is of a nature to give
employment to a large portion of this lake
tonnage—amounting to 6,907,000 tons—but it
cannot be classed in the same category as the
tonnage arriving at Quebec and Montreal,
which in most cases can make only two or
three trips per annum. The sea-going tonnage
of Canada amounted to 2,133,000 tons; of New
Brunswick, 1,386,000; of Nova Scotia,
1,432,000 tons. Consequently the amount of
sea-going tonnage, subject only to a small
deduction, was actually about five million
tons, of which about 2,133,000 was that of
vessels trading between the St. Lawrence and
foreign ports.
In making this statement it is due to the
House that it should be made aware that some
portion of this trade will not be represented
after the contemplated union has taken place.
At present, the internal commerce between
these colonies appears in the returns of each as
imports and exports, but I should be glad if I
20
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were able to make on this account a large
deduction from the figures I have given. It is
matter for regret on the part of all of us that the
trade between these colonies, subject all to the
same Sovereign, connected with the same
empire, has been so small.
Intercolonial trade has been, indeed, of the
most insignificant character; we have looked
far more to our commercial relations with the
neighbouring—though a foreign country—
than to the interchange of our own products,
which would have retained the benefits of our
trade within ourselves; hostile tariffs have
interfered with the free interchange of the
products of the labor of all the colonies, and
one of the greatest and most immediate
benefits to be derived from their union, will
spring from the breaking down of these
barriers and the opening up of the markets of
all the provinces to the different industries of
each.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—In this manner we may hope to
supply Newfoundland and the great fishing
districts of the Gulf, with the agricultural
productions of Western Canada; we may hope
to obtain from Nova Scotia our supply of coal;
and the manufacturing industry of Lower
Canada may hope to find more extensive
outlets in supplying many of those articles
which are now purchased in foreign markets.
For instance, Newfoundland produces
scarcely
anything
by
agriculture,
manufactures hardly an article of clothing,
and a considerable trade may thus be expected
to arise; while, instead of having payments
made, as they are now, through Lombard
street, they will be made through our own
bankers in Montreal and elsewhere.
If we require to find an example of the
benefits of free commercial intercourse, we
need not look beyond the effects that have
followed from the working of the Reciprocity
Treaty20 with the United States. In one short

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in January 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
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year from the time when that treaty came into
operation, our trade in the natural productions
of the two countries swelled from less than
$2,000,000 to upwards of $20,000,000 per
annum, and now, when we are threatened
with an interruption of that trade—when we
have reason to fear that the action of the
United States will prove hostile to the
continuance of free commercial relations with
this country, when we know that the
consideration of this question is not grounded
on just views of the material advantages
resulting to each country but that the irritation
connected with political events exercises a
predominant influence over the minds of
American statesmen, it is the duty of the
House to provide, if possible, other outlets for
our productions. If we have reason to fear that
one door is about to be closed to our trade, it is
the duty of the House to endeavour to open
another; to provide against a coming evil of
the kind feared by timely expansion in
•
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another direction; to seek by free trade with
our own fellow colonists for a continued and
uninterrupted commerce which will not be
liable to be disturbed at the capricious will of
any foreign country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—On this ground, therefore, we may
well come to the conclusion that the union
between these colonies is demanded alike on
account of their extensive resources, and
because of the peculiar position in which they
stand relatively to each other, to Great Britain,
and to the United States. All these are
questions which fall within the province of the
General Government, as proposed in the
resolutions before the House, and whatever
may be the doubts and fears of any one with
respect to the details of the organization by
which it is proposed to work the new system
of Confederation, no one can doubt that the
great interests of trade and commerce will be
best promoted and developed by being
entrusted to one central power, which will

wield them in the common interest.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I now come, Mr. Speaker, to the
consideration of the second, and perhaps I
may say the third division of my subject also—
whether the material condition of these
provinces is such as to make the union
practicable, and whether the details of the
measures proposed are equitable to each and
to all. In considering this point, it is necessary
for us first to review the liabilities of each
province, the reasons why they were incurred,
the objects which have been sought. In doing
so, the House will not fail to remark that the
same policy has animated the legislatures of
all the provinces, or perhaps I should speak
more exactly in saying those of Canada, New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia.
The public debt of all these provinces has,
with some slight exceptions, been incurred for
public improvements, intended to develop the
resources of the country, to attract
immigration and wealth to their respective
shores, to cheapen the means whereby the
products of their farms were to be taken to
market, and to reduce the cost of freight of
articles which enter largely into the
consumption of their inhabitants. Nor will
anyone fail to observe the intimate connection
which all these public works have with each
other, a connection which singularly
illustrates the natural union which exists
between these several provinces.
If we consider the public improvements of
Canada, her great canals intended to bring the
trade of the vast countries bordering on the
lakes down to the Gulf of St. Lawrence; if we
look at the railway system forced upon us in
our competition with American channels of
trade, stretching from the extreme west to the
extreme east of the province; and if we then
look at the public works that have been
undertaken in Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick, we find that, practically, they form
parts of one great whole.
It is through the St. Lawrence that the people
of the Lower Provinces will send their fish, oils
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and other exports to the west, and it is through
our canals and river that they will import the
necessaries they require from the west.
Through these canals and the river St.
Lawrence, and along the railway systems of all
the provinces, when hereafter connected, a
great trade will flow in one uninterrupted
stream, enriching in its course not only the
cities of Canada, but also swelling the tide of a
new commerce we may hope to see called into
being in the open Atlantic ports of St. John and
Halifax.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I will now proceed, sir, briefly to
lay before the House a statement of the present
engagements of the several provinces,
beginning with Canada. I find that our whole
debt, exclusive of the Common School Fund,
which does not form a portion of our
engagements relatively to the Lower
Provinces, amounts to $67,263,995. The debt of
Nova Scotia is $4,858,547, and that of New
Brunswick $5,702,991; and I may notice, with
reference to the debts of Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick, that in the case of Nova Scotia a
portion of their liabilities, to the amount of
nearly half a million of dollars, consists of
treasury notes, while the policy has been
pursued both in that province and in New
Brunswick of retaining in the hands of the
Government the Savings Bank deposits of the
people, which form, therefore, a part of the
liabilities I have named to the extent of
$1,167,000.
It must, therefore, be observed that the rate
of interest on the debts of these two colonies is
not, on the whole amount, higher than that
which the bulk of the Canadian debt now
bears. Newfoundland has only incurred
liabilities to the extent of $946,000, bearing
interest at five per cent., while Prince Edward
Island owes $240,073. The total liabilities of
those provinces are, therefore, $11,748,211,
against the interest on which may be placed
the net revenues of the railways which are the
property of those provinces, and which
produced last year a net amount of about
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$100,000. In addition to the existing liabilities
of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, there are
certain further engagements they have
incurred for the extension of their railway
system requiring future provision to the
extent, in the case of Nova Scotia, of
•
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$3,000,000, and in that of New Brunswick of
$1,300,000.
It must be evident to the House that, in
entering into such a partnership as is
proposed, some common basis must be
arrived at on which each province must enter
into the Confederation. Taking all the
engagements, present and future, of Nova
Scotia and New Brunswick, it was found that,
relatively to their populations, they amounted
to about $25 per head, and this amount, as
applied to Canada, would entitle us to enter
the union with a debt of $62,500,000. Some
difficulty might have occurred in reducing our
debt to this amount had it not been apparent,
on examination, that a considerable portion of
it was connected with local advances, such as
the Municipal Loan Fund, which does not
properly belong to the same category as debt
contracted in connection with our system of
public improvements, and the management of
which is intended to be confided to the
General Government, but rather partakes of a
local character, and should more properly be
left in the hands of the local legislatures.
It will therefore be found provided in the
resolutions, that in assuming for itself, apart
from the General Government, the surplus of
debt of about five millions ($5,000,000), the
Province of Canada became entitled to
withdraw from the general assets all those
items which were of a local character, and for
which a portion of its debt had been incurred.
Had not this means been adopted, it would
have been necessary to permit all the Lower
Provinces to increase their obligations beyond
those for which their legislatures have hitherto
had to provide, and bring in larger debts to the
Confederation than they will now do, and a
most unnecessary and prodigal expenditure of
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public money would have been the
consequence. It was wise, then, to confine the
liabilities of the General Government simply
to those debts which had been incurred for
purposes of general improvement, and to
provide locally, in this country, for the
assumption of the surplus, together with the
assets which had been created by it.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Do
the $67,263,995, stated as the debt of Canada,
include the original seigniorial indemnity
given to Upper and Lower Canada, under the
Act of 185421?
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—Yes; that amount does include the
indemnity, and among the arrangements
contemplated by the Government, assuming
that Confederation does take place, they will
submit, for the consideration of this House, a
project for the assumption by Lower Canada
of the seigniorial indemnity provided by the
Act of 185922, whereby it will be rendered
unnecessary to give an equivalent indemnity
to Upper Canada, thus saving upwards of
three millions of dollars.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I would desire again, Mr. Speaker,
to refer to the position of the Lower Provinces,
and to call the attention of the House to the fact
that both in the case of Newfoundland and in
that of Prince Edward Island, their liabilities
are very much less in proportion to the
population than those of the three larger
provinces; and in order to permit of their
entering into the union upon fair terms, it was
necessary to provide that they should be
allowed to receive from the general exchequer
a sum equal to the interest upon the amount of
debt which they had not been obliged to
contract. By this means provision was in fact
made for the maintenance of their local
governments, while at the same time a cause
of future complaint was removed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
21
22

Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—It now becomes my duty to submit
to the House a statement of the resources
which the several provinces propose to bring
into the common stock, and I may add that for
the purpose of this statement being more
readily verified, the financial returns of 1863
have been taken as the standard. From these
returns it would appear that the income and
expenditure of the several provinces stood in
that year as follows: Nova Scotia, with a
population of 338,857, had an income of
$1,185,629, her outlay being $1,072,274; New
Brunswick, with a population of 252,047, had
an income of $894,836, and an outlay of
$884,613; Newfoundland, with a population of
130,000, had an income of $480,000, the outlay
being $479,420; Prince Edward Island, with a
population of 80,000, had an income of
$197,384, the outlay being $171,718. The total
revenue of all these colonies amounted to
$2,763,004, and the total expenditure to
$2,608,025—the
united
surplus
over
expenditure for 1863 being $154,979.
It will be observed that as regards these
provinces their income and expenditure are
such that they will enter the Confederation
with a financial position in no respect inferior
to that of Canada. If an objection were made
with respect to any province in regard to its
financial position, it would be against Canada.
The Lower Provinces have been and are now
in a position to meet, from their taxation, all
their expenses, and cannot be regarded as
bringing any burden to the people of Canada.
It is not necessary for me to say anything in
reference to the financial position of Canada in
1863, but it must be gratifying to the House to
know that the deficiency
•
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which unfortunately existed during that year
was removed in 1864, and that, therefore, we
are not obliged now to propose to enter the
Confederation in an inferior position, in this

An Act for the abolition of feudal rights and duties in Lower Canada (Province of Canada, 1854).
The Seigniorial Amendment Act of 1859 (Province of Canada, 1859).
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respect, to that of our sister colonies.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—The revenues of each of these
provinces are, as the House is well aware,
collected under different systems of taxation,
suited to the local industry and the wants of
their several populations. It is, therefore,
manifest that one of the first duties of the
General Legislature will be to consider the
modes by which the burden of taxation can be
most easily borne by the industry of the whole
country, and to assimilate the several sources
of revenue which are now in existence in such
manner as will least interfere with the
profitable exercise of the industry of the
people.
It would be entirely out of place for me, sir,
to attempt on this occasion to indicate what
the policy of the General Government may be,
but one thing must be evident to all, and that
is, that where the taxation is about equal per
head, the adjustment of it cannot be attended
with any injustice to the people of any of the
several provinces.
Reductions may be made in our customs, on
the one hand; and, perhaps, on the other, some
portions of our commerce may be relieved
from the exactions to which they are now
subjected. Apart from the advantages which
will manifestly flow from the free trade which
will hereafter exist between us, it must be clear
to every member of the House that the credit
of each and all the provinces will be greatly
advanced by a union of their resources. A
larger fund will be available as security to the
public creditor, larger industries will be
subjected to the action of the Legislature for
the maintenance of public credit, and we will
also see removed some of those apprehensions
which have latterly affected the public credit
of this country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—It must be evident, for it is proved
by the fluctuating quotations of the securities
of these provinces in London that the
apprehension of war with the United States—
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which has, unfortunately, affected the prices
of Canadian bonds—has not to the same
extent effected those of New Brunswick and
Nova Scotia, which are less exposed to hostile
attack; and we may therefore hope that the
union, while it affords us greater resources,
will, at the same time, carry with it a greater
sense of security.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I must now enquire whether the
proposed system of general and local
governments, as regards the interests to which
I have already alluded, is likely to work
beneficially; and this brings me to the
consideration of the question of the means that
will be at the disposal of the general and local
governments. It must be admitted that having
the power of taxation in their own hands, it
will be the fault of the General Legislature if
any embarrassment is felt in meeting the
expenditure of the General Government.
Before,
however,
passing
to
the
consideration of the means at the disposal of
the local governments, I would take this
opportunity of replying to the honourable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion], in reference to the export duty on
timber in New Brunswick, and the royalty in
Nova Scotia on the produce of the mines. This
has arisen from the circumstance that in the
former province it was found both expensive
and inconvenient to attempt to levy their
timber dues in the forest, and they therefore
adopted the plan of causing them to be paid in
the form of an export duty upon the clearances
of vessels at the custom house.
If, therefore, provision had not been made
for securing to New Brunswick the payment of
these dues, that province would have been
deprived of the large amount which its
territorial timber contributes to the revenue,
and the General Legislature would have been
required to increase the proposed grant to that
province by an amount equal to those dues—
somewhere about $90,000 per annum. In the
case of Nova Scotia—not possessing any
public lands or timber to any extent—her
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territorial revenue is almost wholly derived
from her mines, and collected in the form of
royalty.
Her representatives at the Conference
pointed out that if the policy of the General
Government should be to impose an export
duty on her coal, it would virtually oblige her
either to relinquish the royalty, which now
forms a large source of her revenue, or submit
to be placed in a most disadvantageous
position in competing in the American
markets with the coal of that country. For
these reasons an exception was made in the
case of both of these provinces, such as has
been alluded to by the honourable member.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—In the case of Newfoundland, an
arrangement has been made whereby the
whole of the territorial rights of that colony
have been ceded to the General Government,
and I will take the opportunity, when
adverting to the means of supporting the Local
Government of that colony, to explain the
manner and the consideration for which these
rights were so ceded.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I now propose, sir, to refer to the
means which will be at the disposal of the
several local governments to enable them to
administer
•
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the various matters of public policy which it is
proposed to entrust to them, and it is evident
that unless ample provision is made in the
arrangements, great danger will arise that the
machinery whereby the local wants of the
people are intended to be met will speedily
become impaired, causing complaint on the
part of the inhabitants of the respective
localities, and involving considerable danger
to the whole machinery of government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—In the case of Canada it will be
remembered that the sum of nearly five

millions of the public debt has to be borne by
Upper and Lower Canada. It will hereafter be
for the House to decide how this sum shall be
apportioned, but the probability is that the
Government will recommend that it shall be
divided on the basis of population.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—It must be remembered that
Canada will have at its disposal a large
amount of the local assets, including especially
the sums due to the municipal loan fund,
which will produce an income for the support
of their local institutions. As a matter of
account between Upper and Lower Canada
and the General Government, they will be
charged with the interest on their respective
proportions of the five millions against the
subsidy which it is proposed shall be given to
them, while they themselves will collect from
the municipalities and other local sources all
the revenue and amounts which now enter
into the general revenue of the Province of
Canada.
The question of the sub-division of the local
assets of Canada is not, however, before the
House. What we have now to consider is
whether the bargain as between Canada as a
whole and the Lower Provinces ought to be
assented to. If it be assented to the question
will arise, how shall we deal with the local
matters between Upper and Lower Canada?
And a proposition will be brought down
which I hope and believe will satisfy both
sections, and do them substantial justice.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Will
Lower Canada be charged with the municipal
loan fund, the seigniorial indemnity, and the
educational indemnity?
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I must repeat that, no matter what
views the Government may have on the
distribution of the liabilities as between Upper
and Lower Canada, they will be susceptible of
alteration in any way the House may see fit,
this being a matter solely of local arrangement,
and in no respect involving the agreement
entered into with the other provinces; but I
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must point out that, as regards the original
seigniorial indemnity and the municipal loan,
they are both included in the sixty-seven
millions already stated as the liabilities of
Canada, and cannot, therefore, form any
additional charge against Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—Indeed, as regards the Municipal
Loan Fund, instead of being stated as a
liability, it appears that the sums due under it
are, in connection with the question as I now
view it, to be regarded in the light of assets,
because we are considering now the sums
received as assets by Lower Canada. The
Municipal Loan Fund being one of them, the
sums due to it under the existing provincial
arrangements will become payable as an asset
to that section of the province.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—It will be observed that in the plan
proposed there are certain sources of local
revenue reserved to the Local Governments,
arising from territorial domain, lands, mines,
etc. In the case of Canada, a large sum will be
received from these resources, but it may be
that some of them, such as the Municipal Loan
Fund, will become exhausted in course of
time. We may, however, place just confidence
in the development of our resources, and
repose in the belief that we shall find in our
territorial domain, our valuable mines and our
fertile lands, additional sources of revenue far
beyond the requirements of the public service.
If, nevertheless, the local revenues become
inadequate, it will be necessary for the local
governments to resort to direct taxation; and I
do not hesitate to say that one of the wisest
provisions in the proposed Constitution, and
that which affords the surest guarantee that
the people will take a healthy interest in their
own affairs and see that no extravagance is
committed by those placed in power over
them, is to be found in the fact that those who
are called upon to administer public affairs
will feel, when they resort to direct taxation,
that a solemn responsibility rests upon them,
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and that that responsibility will be exacted by
the people in the most peremptory manner.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—If the men in power find that they
are required, by means of direct taxation, to
procure the funds necessary to administer the
local affairs, for which abundant provision is
made in the scheme, they will pause before
they
enter
upon
any
career
of
extravagance. Indeed, I do not hesitate to say,
that if the public men of these provinces were
sufficiently educated to understand their own
interests in the true light of the principles of
political economy, it would be found better
now to substitute direct taxation for some of
the indirect modes by which taxation, has been
imposed upon the industry
•
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of the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I do not, however, believe that at
this moment it is possible, nor do I think the
people of this country would support any
government in adopting this measure unless it
were forced upon them by the pressure of an
overwhelming necessity—the necessity of
providing, by extraordinary means, against
dangers by which the peace, happiness and
prosperity of the country may be threatened,
in fact, by some of those great disturbing
causes which are frequently the beginning of
the most important financial changes.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—The local revenue of Upper Canada
during the last four years has averaged the
sum of $739,000, and that of Lower Canada,
$557,239; together they amount to nearly
$1,300,000, independent of the eighty cents per
head which it is proposed to allow the local
governments out of the general exchequer, for
the purpose of meeting their local
expenditures.
These local expenditures include such items
as the administration of justice, the support of
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education, grants to literary and scientific
societies, hospitals and charities, and such
other matters as cannot be regarded as
devolving upon the General Government. The
whole charge, exclusive of the expenses of
local government and legislation, on an
average of the last four years, has in Lower
Canada amounted to $997,000, and in Upper
Canada to $1,024,622 per annum.
In addition to these sums, will have now to
be added such amounts as may be required to
meet the cost of the Civil Government of the
country and of the Legislation for local
purposes. It may be difficult to form any
reliable estimate of the sums required for this
purpose, but when the House considers that,
according to the statements given of the
expenditure during the last four years, there
will be available in the whole Province of
Canada the sum of no less than $1,043,015, it
must, I think, be admitted that if those charged
with the administration of local affairs in
Upper and Lower Canada exceed this amount
they will be guilty of a degree of profligacy
and extravagance for which a speedy remedy
will be found by the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—With reference to the Lower
Provinces, the delegates from them to the
Conference were asked what reductions they
could make in the existing cost of the
government of their several colonies, and the
figures I am about to give will be found most
satisfactory, as showing their disposition to
reduce their requirements to the lowest
possible sum. In the case of Nova Scotia, the
estimate of outlay in 1864 for objects of a local
character required an expenditure of no less
than $667,000. Some portion of this
expenditure was for services that did not
require again to be performed, but it is
gratifying to observe that they have
undertaken to perform the whole service in
future for $371,000.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—In the case of New Brunswick, in

1864 the estimated expenditure was $404,000,
which they have undertaken to reduce to
$353,000, and at the same time they have
further undertaken within ten years to make
an additional reduction of $63,000, thus
reducing the whole expenditure in the future
to $290,000.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—Prince Edward Island, with an
expenditure of $124,000, proposes to perform
the same local duties that formerly required
$170,000; and in Newfoundland an outlay of
$479,000 has been similarly reduced to
$350,000.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—The House must now, sir, consider
the means whereby these local expenditures
have to be met. I have already explained that,
in the case of Canada, and also in that of the
Lower Provinces, certain sources of revenue
are set aside as being of a purely local
character and available to meet the local
expenditure; but I have been obliged in my
explanations with regard to Canada to advert
to the fact that it is contemplated to give a
subsidy of 80 cents per head to each of the
Provinces. In transferring to the General
Government all the large sources of revenue,
and in placing in their hand with a single
exception, that of direct taxation, all the means
whereby the industry of the people may be
made to contribute to the wants of the state, it
must be evident to every one that some
portion of the resources thus placed at the
disposal of the General Government must in
some form or other be available to supply the
hiatus that would otherwise take place
between the sources of local revenue and the
demands of local expenditure.
The members of the Conference considered
this question with the most earnest desire to
reduce to the lowest possible limits the sum
that was thus required, and I think the figures
that I have already given to the House afford
the best possible evidence that no disposition
existed, at any rate on the part of our friends
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from the Lower Provinces, to take from the
public exchequer one shilling more than the
necessities of their respective communities
absolutely demanded.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—In the ease of Canada, perhaps it
will be said that a smaller sum would have met
our immediate wants, but it was felt that it
would be impossible to justify any distinction
being drawn between subjects of the same
•
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country. And if in Canada we receive perhaps
a somewhat larger amount than we absolutely
require, it ought rather to be a subject of
gratification to this House that it will possess
the means of giving greater encouragement to
our educational system, and greater
development to those interests which are
peculiarly entrusted to the charge of the local
governments, and this, too, without making
any greater demand than is at this time made
upon the resources of the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—A subsidy of 80 cents per head was
provided, based upon the population
according, to the census of 1861. The amount,
if taken upon the basis of the present
population,
would
undoubtedly
be
considerably less; and it must be observed that
the agreement does not contemplate any
future extension of this amount. It is hoped
that being in itself fixed and permanent in its
character, the local governments will see the
importance—I may say the necessity—of their
exercising a rigid and proper control over the
expenditure of their several provinces. We
thus obtain one of the greatest securities that
can be offered to us that those influences
which, in such a Legislature as we now
possess in Canada, are brought to bear for the
purpose of swelling the public expenditure,
will not exist in the local legislatures, but will
meet with such a resistance, from the mere fact
of the inability of the local governments to
obey them, as to produce a very considerable
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saving in the general expense of the whole
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I have now, Mr. Speaker, only to
advert to the last question which I have stated
is necessary to be decided on the present
occasion; and that is, whether under the
proposed Confederation such additional
expenses will be incurred as to render it
undesirable. In considering this point, I must
state that in my opinion the question of
expense alone is by no means a fair criterion
by which to judge the advantages of a measure
such as that now before the House. If it be
looked at in its most restricted sense, the only
point in which additional expense can be
incurred, must be that of the simple cost of
governing the country. In no other way that I
am able to see, can there be additional expense
charged upon the people; and looking at it in
this point of view, we may well doubt whether
the aggregate charge will be greater for the
General Government, caring for the general
interests of the whole, and for the local
governments, attending merely to the local
business of each section, we may well doubt, I
say, whether that expense will be greater, in
any considerable degree, than that which is
required for our Government under the
present system.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—On the one hand we shall be free
from the empty parade of small Courts
entailed by our present system on each of
these provinces, keeping up a pretence of regal
show when the reality is wanting; we shall
have the legislation of the General
Government restricted to those great
questions which may properly occupy the
attention of the first men in the country; we
shall not have our time frittered away in
considering the merits of petty local bills, and
therefore we may reasonably hope that the
expenses of the General Legislature will be
considerably less than even those of the
Legislature of Canada at the present
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moment,—while, on the other hand, the local
legislatures having to deal rather with
municipal than great general questions, will be
able to dispose of them in a manner more
satisfactory to the people, and at infinitely less
expanse than now.
I believe, therefore, the simple cost of the
Government of the country will not be in
reality any greater under the new than under
the old system: but there are other items of
expenditure for great public objects, the
absence of which from the estimates of any
country is an indication rather of weakness
and of dependence than a subject that ought to
form a source of satisfaction. If such items are
not now found in the public expenditure,
either of Canada or the Lower Provinces, it is
the best proof that could be given that our
position is one of inferiority, and that we do
not possess either the power or the means to
undertake such works as make such items
necessary.
Let me give one or two points as examples of
my meaning; and first I will instance the great
question of defence—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—the absence of items of expenditure
for which can only be an indication that we are
lacking in one of the chief elements of national
greatness, that we do not properly value the
institutions under which we live, and that we
are not willing to make the sacrifices that
every free people must make if they are
desirous of preserving them.
The same argument applies to public works,
in connection with which it might be said that
great advantage would arise from large
expenditure; but with limited resources and
an undeveloped territory it might be
impossible for any small country to undertake
the necessary outlay. Many works of this kind
are not directly productive of revenue,
although indirectly of the utmost advantage,
and if the resources of a country generally
cannot
•

(p. 71)

be applied to that outlay, the absence of such
expenditure ought to be a subject of regret in
the community, and not of rejoicing.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—In this view let us look at the
immense extent of territory that stretches
away west of Upper Canada. The reason why
we have not been able to assume possession of
that territory and open it up to the industry of
the youth of this country who, in consequence
of the want of some such field for the
employment of their energies, have been
obliged to go off to the States in thousands,
especially to those states possessing the
boundless resources of the great North-West,
is because these sources of Canada—great as
they have been, considering the disadvantages
under which she has laboured—have been
inadequate for the development of this great
district.
Now, one of the resolutions of the scheme
before the House refers to this same question,
and I believe that one of the first acts of the
General Government of the United Provinces
will be to enter into public obligations for the
purpose of opening up and developing that
vast region, and of making it a source of
strength instead of a burden to us and to the
Mother Country also.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—Looking, however, to the whole
question of expense, I must say that if the
benefits of Confederation are to be weighed
against the loss of three or four hundred
thousand dollars, the House had better
carefully consider whether the people of this
country will not accept the former at such
comparatively trifling cost—whether they will
not feel that a union with a million of their
fellow colonists is worth much more to them
than any small pecuniary question of this kind
that may arise.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—I trust the House will not permit
the question to be judged of in a small,
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contracted manner. I trust it will keep in view
the desire the country manifests for the utmost
possible development of its resources. Let us
endeavour by this measure to afford a better
opening than we now possess for the industry
and intelligence of the people. Let us seek by
this scheme to give them higher and worthier
objects of ambition. Let us not reject the
scheme with the bright prospect it offers of a
nobler future for our youth, and grander
objects for the emulation of our public men.
Let us not refuse it on small questions of detail,
but judge it on its general merits. Let us not
lose sight of the great advantages which union
offers because there may be some small
matters which, as individuals, we may not
like. Let us trust that this machinery, however
faulty it may be, will yet under Providence
open up for this country a happy career; while
at the same time the House must not forget
that it will for ever remove the great, and
crying evils and dissensions which have
existed in Canada for the last ten years, and
which have threatened to plunge the country
into the most disastrous and lamentable state
of discord and confusion.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—Surely this last fact alone will
commend the project to the House. It should
induce the Legislature and the people to make
every allowance for the men who have been
engaged in the work, and lead them to
approach the result of their labours as now
submitted, not in a hypercritical spirit so that
the public mind may be led astray on mere
matters of detail. Let the House frankly and
kindly look at it as a great measure brought
down for the purpose of relieving the country
from distress and depression, and give it that
consideration which is due, not to the
arguments of the Government, feeble as they
may be in view of the great interests involved,
but to the fact that the country desires and
cries for, at the hands of the House, some
measure whereby its internal prosperity,
peace and happiness may be developed and
maintained.
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Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
On motion of George Brown [Oxford South,
President Executive Council], the debate was
then adjourned.
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The Order of the Day for resuming the debate on
the Resolution for a Union of the British North
American Colonies, having been read,—
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1
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eorge Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council] rose and said: Mr.
Speaker, it is with no ordinary gratification I
rise to address the House on this occasion. I
cannot help feeling that the struggle of half a
life-time for constitutional reform—the
agitations in the country, and the fierce
contests in this chamber—the strife and the
discord and the abuse of many years,—are all
compensated by the great scheme of reform
which is now in your hands.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The Attorney General
for Upper Canada [John A. Macdonald], as
well as the Attorney General for Lower
Canada
[George-Étienne
Cartier],
in
addressing the House last night, were anxious
to have it understood that this scheme for
uniting
British
America
under
one
government, is something different from
“representation
by
population,”—is
something different from “joint authority,” 2—
but is in fact the very scheme of the
Government of which they were members in

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 88. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Brown’s speech.
The Reform Convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 9-10, 1859). Joint authority is referring to resolution 5, which reads, “That
in the opinion of this assembly, the best practicable remedy for the evils now encountered in the government of Canada is to be found
in the formation of two or more local governments, to which shall be committed the control of all matters of a local or sectional character,
and some joint authority charged with such matters as are necessarily common to both sections of the Province.” The Reformers of
Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper Canada,” The Globe (Nov.
10-11, 1859), “The Convention Yesterday,” The Globe (Nov. 11, 1859), “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper
Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 12-16, 1859), and Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the
Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper Canada (1859). This resolution was also tabled in the Legislative
Assembly in 1860 and negatived on May 8, 1860. Journals (1860), p. 337.
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18583. Now, sir, it is all very well that my
honorable friends should receive credit for the
large share they have contributed towards
maturing the measure before the House; but I
could not help reflecting while they spoke,
that if this was their very scheme in 1858, they
succeeded wonderfully in bottling it up from
all the world except themselves—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—and I could not help
regretting that we had to wait till 1864 until
this mysterious plant of 1858 was forced to
fruition.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—For myself, sir, I care not
who gets the credit of this scheme,—I believe
it contains the best features of all the
suggestions that have been made in the last ten
years for the settlement of our troubles; and
the whole feeling in my mind now is one of joy
and thankfulness that there were found men
of position and influence in Canada who, at a
moment of serious crisis, had nerve and
patriotism enough to cast aside political
partisanship,
to
banish
personal
considerations,
and
unite
for
the
accomplishment of a measure so fraught with
advantage to their common country.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It was a bold step in the
then existing state of public feeling for many
members of the House to vote for the
Constitutional Committee moved for by me
last session4—it was a very bold step for many
of the members of that committee to speak and
vote candidly upon it—it was a still bolder
thing for many to place their names to the
report that emanated from that committee,—
but it was an infinitely bolder step for the
gentlemen who now occupy these treasury

3

4

benches, to brave the misconceptions and
suspicions that would certainly attach to the
act, and enter the same Government. And it is
not to be denied that such a Coalition
demanded no ordinary justification. But who
does not feel that every one of us has to-day
ample justification and reward for all we did
in the document now under discussion?
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But seven short months
have passed away since the Coalition
Government was formed, yet already are we
submitting a scheme well-weighed and
matured, for the erection of a future empire,—
a scheme which has been received at home
and abroad with almost universal approval.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—(Ironically)
Hear! Hear!!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—My hon. friend dissents
from that, but is it possible truthfully to deny
it? Has it not been approved and endorsed by
the governments of five separate colonies?—
Has it not received the all but unanimous
approval of the press of Canada?—Has it not
been heartily and unequivocally endorsed by
the electors of Canada?
Some Hon. Members—Cries of hear, hear,
and no, no.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—My honorable friend
opposite cries “no, no,” but I say “yes, yes.”
Since the Coalition was formed, and its policy
of Federal union announced, there have been
no fewer than twenty-five parliamentary
elections—fourteen for members of the Upper
House, and eleven for members of the Lower
House. At the fourteen Upper House contests,
but three candidates dared to show
themselves before the people in opposition to
the Government scheme; and of these, two
were rejected, and one—only one—succeeded
in finding a seat.

Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
George Brown, Legislative Assembly (Mar. 14, 1864). Journals, p. 91.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—At the eleven contests
for the Lower House, but one candidate on
either side of politics ventured to oppose the
scheme, and I hope that even he will yet cast
his vote in favor of Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Of these twenty-five
electoral contests, fourteen were in Upper
Canada, but not at one of them did a candidate
appear in opposition to our scheme. And let it
be observed how large a portion of the country
these twenty-five electoral districts embraced.
It is true that the eleven Lower House elections
only included that number of counties, but the
fourteen Upper House elections embraced no
fewer than forty counties.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Of
the
130
constituencies, therefore, into which Canada is
divided for representation
•

(p. 85)

in this chamber, not fewer than fifty have been
called on since our scheme was announced to
pronounce at the polls their verdict upon it,
and at the whole of them but four candidates
on both sides of politics ventured to give it
opposition.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Was I not right then in
asserting that the electors of Canada had, in
the most marked manner, pronounced in
favor of the scheme?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And will honorable
gentlemen deny that the people and press of
Great Britain have received it with
acclamations
of
approval?—that
the
Government of England have cordially
endorsed and accepted it?—aye, that even the
press and the public men of the United States
have spoken of it with a degree of respect they
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never before accorded to any colonial
movement?
Sir, I venture to assert that no scheme of
equal magnitude, ever placed before the
world, was received with higher eulogiums,
with more universal approbation, than the
measure we have now the honor of submitting
for the acceptance of the Canadian Parliament.
And no higher eulogy could, I think, be
pronounced than that I heard a few weeks ago
from the lips of one of the foremost of British
statesmen, that the system of government we
proposed seemed to him a happy compound
of the best features of the British and American
Constitutions.
And well, Mr. Speaker, might our present
attitude in Canada arrest the earnest attention
of other countries. Here is a people composed
of two distinct races, speaking different
languages, with religious and social and
municipal and educational institutions totally
different; with sectional hostilities of such a
character as to render government for many
years
well-nigh
impossible;
with
a
Constitution so unjust in the view of one
section as to justify any resort to enforce a
remedy. And yet, sir, here we sit, patiently and
temperately discussing how these great evils
and hostilities may justly and amicably be
swept away forever.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We are endeavouring to
adjust harmoniously greater difficulties than
have plunged other countries into all the
horrors of civil war. We are striving to do
peacefully and satisfactorily what Holland
and Belgium, after years of strife, were unable
to accomplish. We are seeking by calm
discussion to settle questions that Austria and
Hungary, that Denmark and Germany, that
Russia and Poland, could only crush by the
iron heel of armed force. We are seeking to do
without foreign intervention that which
deluged in blood the sunny plains of Italy. We
are striving to settle forever issues hardly less
momentous than those that have rent the
neighbouring republic and are now exposing
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it to all the horrors of civil war.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Have we not then, Mr.
Speaker, great cause of thankfulness that we
have found a better way for the solution of our
troubles than that which has entailed on other
countries such deplorable results? And should
not every one of us endeavour to rise to the
magnitude of the occasion, and earnestly seek
to deal with this question to the end in the
same candid and conciliatory spirit in which,
so far, it has been discussed?
Some Hon. Members—Loud cries of hear,
hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The scene presented by
this chamber at this moment, I venture to
affirm, has few parallels in history. One
hundred years have passed away since these
provinces became by conquest part of the
British Empire. I speak in no boastful spirit—I
desire not for a moment to excite a painful
thought—what was then the fortune of war of
the brave French nation, might have been ours
on that well-fought field. I recall those olden
times merely to mark the fact that here sit today the descendants of the victors and the
vanquished in the fight of 1759, with all the
differences of language, religion, civil law, and
social habit, nearly as distinctly marked as
they were a century ago.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Here we sit to-day
seeking amicably to find a remedy for
constitutional evils and injustice complained
of—by the vanquished? No, sir—but
complained of by the conquerors!
Some Hon. Members—Cheers by the French
Canadians.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Here
sit
the
representatives of the British population
claiming justice—only justice; and here sit the
representatives of the French population,
discussing in the French tongue whether we
shall have it. One hundred years have passed

away since the conquest of Quebec, but here
sit the children of the victor and the
vanquished, all avowing hearty attachment to
the British Crown—all earnestly deliberating
how we shall best extend the blessings of
British institutions—how a great people may
be established on this continent in close and
hearty connection with Great Britain.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Where, sir, in the page of
history, shall we find a parallel to this? Will it
not stand as an imperishable monument to the
generosity of British rule? And it is not in
Canada alone that this scene is being
witnessed. Four other colonies are at this
moment occupied as we are—declaring their
hearty love for the parent State, and
deliberating with us how they may best
discharge the great duty entrusted to their
hands, and give their aid in developing the
teeming resources of these vast
•
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possessions. And well, Mr. Speaker, may the
work we have unitedly proposed rouse the
ambition and energy of every true man in
British America.
Look, sir, at the map of the continent of
America,
and
mark
that
island
(Newfoundland) commanding the mouth of
the noble river that almost cuts our continent
in twain. Well, sir, that island is equal in extent
to the kingdom of Portugal. Cross the straits to
the main land, and you touch the hospitable
shores of Nova Scotia, a country as large as the
kingdom of Greece. Then mark the sister
province of New Brunswick—equal in extent
to Denmark and Switzerland combined. Pass
up the river St. Lawrence to Lower Canada—a
country as large as France. Pass on to Upper
Canada,—twenty thousand square miles
larger than Great Britain and Ireland put
together. Cross over the continent to the
shores of the Pacific, and you are in British
Columbia, the land of golden promise,—equal
in extent to the Austrian Empire. I speak not
now of the vast Indian Territories that lie
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between—greater in extent than the whole soil
of Russia—and that will ere long, I trust, be
opened up to civilization under the auspices of
the British American Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Well, sir, the bold
scheme in your hands is nothing less than to
gather all these countries into one—to
organize them all under one government, with
the protection of the British flag, and in
heartiest sympathy and affection with our
fellow-subjects in the land that gave us birth.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Our scheme is to
establish a government that will seek to turn
the tide of European emigration into this
northern half of the American continent—that
will strive to develop its great natural
resources—and that will endeavour to
maintain liberty, and justice, and Christianity
throughout the land.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—
When?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Very soon!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The hon. member for
North Hastings [Thomas Wallbridge] asks
when all this can be done? Sir, the whole great
ends of this Confederation may not be realized
in the lifetime of many who now hear me. We
imagine not that such a structure can be built
in a month or in a year. What we propose now
is but to lay the foundations of the structure—
to set in motion the governmental machinery
that will one day, we trust, extend from the
Atlantic to the Pacific. And we take especial
credit to ourselves that the system we have
devised, while admirably adapted to our
present situation, is capable of gradual and
efficient expansion in future years to meet all
the great purposes contemplated by our
scheme.
But if the honorable gentleman will only
recall to mind that when the United States
seceded from the Mother Country, and for
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many years afterwards their population was
not nearly equal to ours at this moment; that
their internal improvements did not then
approach to what we have already attained;
and that their trade and commerce was not
then a third of what ours has already reached;
I think he will see that the fulfilment of our
hopes may not be so very remote as at first
sight might be imagined—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And he will be
strengthened in that conviction if he
remembers that what we propose to do is to be
done with the cordial sympathy and assistance
of that great Power of which it is our
happiness to form a part.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Such, Mr. Speaker, are
the objects of attainment to which the British
American Conference pledged itself in
October. And said I not rightly that such a
scheme is well fitted to fire the ambition and
rouse the energies of every member of this
House? Does it not lift us above the petty
politics of the past, and present to us high
purposes and great interests that may well call
forth all the intellectual ability and all the
energy and enterprise to be found among us?
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I readily admit all the
gravity of the question—and that it ought to be
considered cautiously and thoroughly before
adoption. Far be it from me to deprecate the
closest criticism, or to doubt for a moment the
sincerity or patriotism of those who feel it their
duty to oppose the measure. But in
considering a question on which hangs the
future destiny of half a continent, ought not
the spirit of mere faultfinding to be hushed?—
Ought not the voice of partisanship to be
banished from our debates?—Ought we not to
sit down and discuss the arguments presented
in the earnest and candid spirit of men, bound
by the same interests, seeking a common end,
and loving the same country?
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Some
honorable
gentlemen seem to imagine that the members
of Government have a deeper interest in this
scheme than others—but what possible
interest can any of us have except that which
we share with every citizen of the land? What
risk does any one run from this measure in
which all of us do not fully participate? What
possible inducement could we have to urge
this scheme, except our earnest and heartfelt
conviction that it will inure to the solid and
lasting advantage of our country?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—There
is
one
consideration, Mr. Speaker, that cannot be
banished from this discussion, and that ought,
I think, to be remembered
•
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in every word we utter; it is that the
constitutional system of Canada cannot
remain as it is now.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cries of hear,
hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Something must be
done. We cannot stand still. We cannot go back
to chronic, sectional hostility and discord—to
a state of perpetual Ministerial crises. The
events of the last eight months cannot be
obliterated; the solemn admissions of men of
all parties can never be erased. The claims of
Upper Canada for justice must be met, and
met now. I say, then, that every one who raises
his voice in hostility to this measure is bound
to keep before him, when he speaks, all the
perilous consequences of its rejection,—I say
that no man who has a true regard for the wellbeing of Canada, can give a vote against this
scheme, unless he is prepared to offer, in
amendment, some better remedy for the evils
and injustice that have so long threatened the
peace of our country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And not only must the
scheme proposed in amendment be a better
scheme—it must be something that can be
carried.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I see an honorable friend
now before me, for whose opinions I have the
very highest respect, who says to me: “Mr.
Brown, you should not have settled this part
of the plan as you have done; here is the way
you should have framed it.” “Well, my dear
sir,” is my reply, “I perfectly agree with you,
but it could not be done. Whether we ask for
parliamentary reform for Canada alone or in
union with the Maritime Provinces, the French
Canadians must have their views consulted as
well as us. This scheme can be carried, and no
scheme can be that has not the support of both
sections of the province.”
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Hear, hear! There is
the question!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Yes, that is the question
and the whole question. No constitution ever
framed was without defect; no act of human
wisdom was ever free from imperfection; no
amount of talent and wisdom and integrity
combined in preparing such a scheme could
have placed it beyond the reach of criticism.
And the framers of this scheme had immense
special difficulties to overcome. We had the
prejudices of race and language and religion to
deal with; and we had to encounter all the
rivalries of trade and commerce, and all the
jealousies of diversified local interests. To
assert, then, that our scheme is without fault,
would be folly.
It was necessarily the work of concession;
not one of the thirty-three framers but had, on
some points, to yield his opinions; and, for
myself, I freely admit that I struggled
earnestly, for days together, to have portions
of the scheme amended. But, Mr. Speaker,
admitting all this—admitting all the
difficulties that beset us—admitting frankly
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that defects in the measure exist—I say that,
taking the scheme as a whole, it has my
cordial, enthusiastic
support, without
hesitation or reservation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I believe it will
accomplish all, and more than all, that we,
who have so long fought the battle of
parliamentary reform, ever hoped to see
accomplished. I believe that, while granting
security for local interests, it will give free
scope for carrying out the will of the whole
people in general matters—that it will draw
closer the bonds that unite us to Great
Britain—and that it will lay the foundations
deep and strong of a powerful and prosperous
people.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And if the House will
allow me to trespass to a somewhat unusual
degree on its indulgence, I am satisfied that I
can clearly establish that such are the results
fairly to be anticipated from the measure. Mr.
Speaker, there are two views in which this
scheme may be regarded, namely, the existing
evils it will remedy, and the new advantages it
will secure for us as a people. Let us begin by
examining its remedial provisions. First, then,
it applies a complete and satisfactory remedy
to the injustice of the existing system of
parliamentary representation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The people of Upper
Canada have bitterly complained that though
they numbered four hundred thousand souls
more than the population of Lower Canada,
and though they have contributed three or
four pounds to the general revenue for every
pound contributed by the sister province, yet
the Lower Canadians send to Parliament as
many representatives as they do. Now, sir, the
measure in your hands brings this injustice to
an end;—it sweeps away the line of
demarcation between the two sections on all
matters common to the whole province; it
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gives representation according to numbers
wherever found in the House of Assembly;
and it provides a simple and convenient
system for re-adjusting the representation
after each decennial census.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—To this proposed
constitution of the Lower Chamber, I have
heard only two objections. It has been alleged
that until after the census of 1871, the number
of members is to remain as at present; but this
is a mistake. Upper Canada is to receive from
the start eighty-two representatives, and
Lower Canada sixty-five; and whatever
increase the census of 1871 may establish will
be then adjusted. It has also been objected that
though the resolutions provide that the
existing Parliament
•
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of Canada shall establish the electoral
divisions for the first organization of the
Federal Parliament, they do not determine in
whose hands the duty of distributing any
additional members is to be vested. No doubt
on this head need exist; the Federal Parliament
will of course have full power to regulate all
arrangements for the election of its own
members. But I am told by Upper Canadians—
the constitution of the Lower House is all well
enough, it is in the Upper House arrangements
that the scheme is objectionable. And first, it is
said that Upper Canada should have had in
the Legislative Council a greater number of
members than Lower Canada.—
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—
Hear, hear!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The honorable member
for North Hastings [Thomas Wallbridge] is of
that opinion; but that honorable gentleman is
in favor of a legislative union, and had we
been forming a legislative union, there might
have been some force in the demand. But the
very essence of our compact is that the union
shall be federal and not legislative. Our Lower
Canada friends have agreed to give us
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representation by population in the Lower
House, on the express condition that they shall
have equality in the Upper House. On no other
condition could we have advanced a step; and,
for my part, I am quite willing they should
have it.
In maintaining the existing sectional
boundaries and handing over the control of
local matters to local bodies, we recognize, to
a certain extent, a diversity of interests; and it
was quite natural that the protection for those
interests, by equality in the Upper Chamber,
should be demanded by the less numerous
provinces. Honorable gentlemen may say that
it will erect a barrier in the Upper House
against the just influence that Upper Canada
will exercise, by her numbers, in the Lower
House, over the general legislation of the
country. That may be true, to a certain extent,
but honorable gentlemen will bear in mind
that that barrier, be it more or less, will not
affect money bills.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hitherto we have been
paying a vast proportion of the taxes, with
little or no control over the expenditure. But,
under this plan, by our just influence in the
Lower Chamber, we shall hold the purse
strings. If, from this concession of equality in
the Upper Chamber, we are restrained from
forcing through measures which our friends of
Lower Canada may consider injurious to their
interests, we shall, at any rate, have power,
which we never had before, to prevent them
from forcing through whatever we may deem
unjust to us. I think the compromise a fair one,
and am persuaded that it will work easily and
satisfactorily.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But it has been said that
the members of the Upper House ought not to
be appointed by the Crown, but should
continue to be elected by the people at large.
On that question my views have been often
5

expressed. I have always been opposed to a
second elective chamber, and I am so still,
from the conviction that two elective houses
are inconsistent with the right working of the
British parliamentary system. I voted, almost
alone, against the change when the Council
was made elective5, but I have lived to see a
vast majority of those who did the deed wish
it had not been done. It is quite true, and I am
glad to acknowledge it, that many evils
anticipated from the change, when the
measure was adopted, have not been realised.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I readily admit that men
of the highest character and position have
been brought into the Council by the elective
system, but it is equally true that the system of
appointment brought into it men of the
highest character and position. Whether
appointed by the Crown or elected by the
people,
since
the
introduction
of
parliamentary government, the men who have
composed the Upper House of this Legislature
have been men who would have done honor
to any legislature in the world. But what we
most feared was, that the Legislative
Councillors would be elected under party
responsibilities; that a partisan spirit would
soon show itself in the chamber; and that the
right would soon be asserted to an equal
control with this House over money bills. That
fear has not been realised to any dangerous
extent. But is it not possible that such a claim
might ere long be asserted? Do we not hear,
even now, mutterings of a coming demand for
it?
Nor can we forget that the elected members
came into that chamber gradually; that the
large number of old appointed members
exercised much influence in maintaining the
old forms of the House, the old style of debate,
and the old barriers against encroachment on
the privileges of the commons. But the
appointed members of the Council are
gradually passing away, and when the elective

An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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element becomes supreme, who will venture
to affirm that the Council would not claim that
power over money bills which this House
claims as of right belonging to itself? Could
they not justly say that they represent the
people as well as we do, and that the control
of the purse strings ought, therefore, to belong
to them as much as to us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is said they have not
•
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the power. But what is to prevent them from
enforcing it? Suppose we had a conservative
majority here, and a reform majority above—
or a conservative majority above and a reform
majority here—all elected under party
obligations,—what is to prevent a dead-lock
between the chambers? It may be called
unconstitutional—but what is to prevent the
Councillors (especially if they feel that in the
dispute of the hour they have the country at
their back) from practically exercising all the
powers that belong to us? They might amend
our money bills, they might throw out all our
bills if they liked, and bring to a stop the whole
machinery of government. And what could
we do to prevent them? But, even supposing
this were not the case, and that the elective
Upper House continued to be guided by that
discretion which has heretofore actuated its
proceedings,—still, I think, we must all feel
that the election of members for such
enormous districts as form the constituencies
of the Upper House has become a great
practical inconvenience. I say this from
personal experience, having long taken an
active interest in the electoral contests in
Upper Canada.
We have found greater difficulty in inducing
candidates to offer for seats in the Upper
House, than in getting ten times the number
for the Lower House. The constituencies are so
vast, that it is difficult to find gentlemen who
have the will to incur the labor of such a
contest, who are sufficiently known and
popular enough throughout districts so wide,
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and who have money enough—
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—to pay the enormous
bills, not incurred in any corrupt way,—do not
fancy that I mean that for a moment—but the
bills that are sent in after the contest is over,
and which the candidates are compelled to
pay if they ever hope to present themselves for
re-election.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—But
honorable
gentlemen say—“This is all very well, but you
are taking an important power out of the
hands of the people, which they now possess.”
Now this is a mistake. We do not propose to
do anything of the sort. What we propose is,
that the Upper House shall be appointed from
the best men of the country by those holding
the confidence of the representatives of the
people in this Chamber. It is proposed that the
Government of the day, which only lives by
the approval of this Chamber, shall make the
appointments, and be responsible to the
people for the selections they shall make.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Not
a
single
appointment could be made, with regard to
which the Government would not be open to
censure, and which the representatives of the
people, in this House, would not have an
opportunity of condemning. For myself, I have
maintained the appointed principle, as in
opposition to the elective, ever since I came
into public life, and have never hesitated,
when before the people, to state my opinions
in the broadest manner; and yet not in a single
instance have I ever found a constituency in
Upper Canada, or a public meeting declaring
its disapproval of appointment by the Crown
and its desire for election by the people at
large.
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When the change was made in 1855 6 there
was not a single petition from the people
asking for it—it was in a manner forced on the
Legislature. The real reason for the change
was, that before Responsible Government was
introduced into this country7, while the old
oligarchical system existed, the Upper House
continuously and systematically was at war
with the popular branch, and threw out every
measure of a liberal tendency.
The result was, that in the famous ninetytwo resolutions8 the introduction of the
elective principle into the Upper House was
declared to be indispensable. So long as Mr.
Robert Baldwin remained in public life, the
thing could not be done; but when he left, the
deed was consummated. But it is said, that if
the members are to be appointed for life, the
number should be unlimited—that, in the
event of a dead lock arising between that
chamber and this, there should be power to
overcome the difficulty by the appointment of
more members. Well, under the British
system, in the case of a legislative union, that
might be a legitimate provision. But honorable
gentlemen must see that the limitation of the
numbers in the Upper House lies at the base of
the whole compact on which this scheme rests.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is perfectly clear, as
was contended by those who represented
Lower Canada in the Conference, that if the
number of the Legislative Councillors was
made capable of increase, you would thereby
sweep away the whole protection they had
from the Upper Chamber. But it has been said
that, though you may not give the power to the
Executive to increase the numbers of the
Upper House, in the event of a dead-lock, you
might limit the term for which the members
6

7
8

are appointed. I was myself in favor of that
proposition. I thought it would be well to
provide for a more frequent change in the
composition of the Upper House, and lessen
the danger of the chamber being largely
composed of gentlemen whose advanced
years might forbid the punctual and vigorous
discharge of their public
•
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duties.
Still, the objection made to this was very
strong. It was said: “Suppose you appoint
them for nine years, what will be the effect?
For the last three or four years of their term
they would be anticipating its expiry, and
anxiously looking to the Administration of the
day for re-appointment; and the consequence
would be that a third of the members would
be under the influence of the Executive.” The
desire was to render the Upper House a
thoroughly independent body—one that
would be in the best position to canvass
dispassionately the measures of this House,
and stand up for the public interests in
opposition to hasty or partisan legislation.
It was contended that there is no fear of a
dead-lock. We were reminded how the system
of appointing for life had worked in past
years, since Responsible Government was
introduced; we were told that the complaint
was not then, that the Upper Chamber had
been too obstructive a body—not that it had
sought to restrain the popular will, but that it
had too faithfully reflected the popular will.
Undoubtedly that was the complaint formerly
pressed upon us—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—and I readily admit that
if ever there was a body to whom we could

Brown might be referring to when the legislation was passed in the Legislative Assembly on May 16, 1855, but this bill
did not pass the Legislative Council on May 30, 1855. See Journals of the Legislative Assembly (1854-1855), p. 1096;
and Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1854-1855), p. 581. The eventual act that was passed was An
Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
Responsible Government was granted to Canada in 1848.
The ninety-two resolutions were presented to the Canada House of Assembly on Feb. 21, 1834. Journals of the House of
Assembly of Lower Canada (1834), pp. 310-338.
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safely entrust the power which by this
measure we propose to confer on the members
of the Upper Chamber, it is the body of
gentlemen who at this moment compose the
Legislative Council of Canada.
The forty-eight Councillors for Canada are
to be chosen from the present chamber. There
are now thirty-four members from the one
section, and thirty-five from the other. I
believe that of the sixty-nine, some will not
desire to make their appearance here again,
others, unhappily, from years and infirmity,
may not have strength to do so; and there may
be others who will not desire to qualify under
the Statute. It is quite clear that when twentyfour are selected for Upper Canada and
twenty-four for Lower Canada, very few
indeed of the present House will be excluded
from the Federal Chamber; and I confess I am
not without hope that there may be some way
yet found of providing for all who desire it, an
honorable position in the Legislature of the
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And, after all, is it not an
imaginary fear—that of a dead-lock? Is it at all
probable that any body of gentlemen who may
compose the Upper House, appointed as they
will be for life, acting as they will do on
personal and not party responsibility,
possessing as they must, a deep stake in the
welfare of the country, and desirous as they
must be of holding the esteem of their fellowsubjects—would take so unreasonable a
course as to imperil the whole political fabric?
The British House of Peers itself does not
venture, à l’outrance9, to resist the popular will,
and can it be anticipated that our Upper
Chamber would set itself rashly against the
popular will? If any fear is to be entertained in
the matter, is it not rather that the Councillors
will be found too thoroughly in harmony with
the popular feeling of the day? And we have
this satisfaction at any rate, that, so far as its
first formation is concerned—so far as the
9

487

present question is concerned—we shall have
a body of gentlemen in whom every
confidence may be placed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But it is objected that in
the constitution of the Upper House, so far as
Lower Canada is concerned, the existing
electoral divisions are to be maintained, while,
as regards Upper Canada, they are to be
abolished—that the members from Lower
Canada are to sit as representing the divisions
in which they reside or have their property
qualification; while in Upper Canada there is
no such arrangement. Undoubtedly this is the
fact; it has been so arranged to suit the peculiar
position of this section of the province.
Our Lower Canada friends felt that they had
French Canadian interests and British interests
to be protected, and they conceived that the
existing system of electoral divisions would
give protection to these separate interests. We,
in Upper Canada, on the other hand, were
quite content that they should settle that
among themselves, and maintain there
existing divisions if they chose. But, so far as
we in the west were concerned, we had no
such separate interests to protect—we had no
diversities of origin or language to reconcile—
and we felt that the true interest of Upper
Canada was that her very best men should be
sent to the Legislative Council, wherever they
might happen to reside or wherever their
property was located.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—If there is one evil in the
American system which in my mind stands
out as pre-eminently its greatest defect, except
universal suffrage, it is that under that
Constitution the representatives of the people
must reside in the constituencies for which
they sit.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The result is that a

i.e. “to the limit.”
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public man,—no matter what his talent, or
what his position—no matter how necessary it
may be for the interest of the country that he
should be in public life, unless he happens to
belong to the political party popular for the
time being in the constituency where he
resides, cannot possibly find a seat
•
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in Congress. And over and over again have we
seen the very best men of the Republic, the
most illustrious names recorded in its political
annals, driven out of the legislature of their
country, simply because the majority in the
electoral division in which they lived was of a
different political party from them.
I do think the British system infinitely better
than that, securing as it does that public men
may be trained to public life, with the assured
conviction that if they prove themselves
worthy of public confidence, and gain a
position in the country, constituencies will
always be found to avail themselves of their
services, whatever be the political party to
which they may adhere. You may make
politicians by the other, but assuredly this is
the way that statesmen are produced. But it is
further objected that the property qualification
of the members of the Upper House from
Prince Edward Island and Newfoundland
may be either real or personal estate, while in
the others it is to be real estate alone.
This is correct; but I fancy it matters little to
us upon what species of property our friends
in Prince Edward Island or in Newfoundland
base their qualification. Here in Canada real
estate is abundant; every one can obtain it; and
admittedly by all it is the best qualification, if
it be advisable to have any property
qualification at all. But in Newfoundland it
would be exceedingly inconvenient to enforce
such a rule. The public lands there are not even
10

surveyed to any considerable extent; the
people are almost entirely engaged in fishing
and commercial pursuits, and to require a real
estate qualification would be practically to
exclude some of its best public men from the
Legislative Council.
Then in Prince Edward Island a large
portion of the island is held in extensive tracts
by absentee proprietors and leased to the
settlers. A feud of long standing has been the
result, and there would be some difficulty in
finding landed proprietors who would be
acceptable to the people as members of the
Upper House. This also must be remembered,
that it will be a very different thing for a
member from Newfoundland or Prince
Edward Island to attend the Legislature at
Ottawa from what it is for one of ourselves to
go there. He must give up not only his time,
but the comfort and convenience of being near
home—and it is desirable to throw no
unnecessary obstacle in the way of our getting
the very best men from these provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But it is further objected
that these resolutions do not define how the
legislative councillors are to be chosen at first.
I apprehend, however, there is no doubt
whatever as regards that.
Clause 14 says: “the first selection of the
members to constitute the Federal Legislative
Council shall be made from the members of
the now existing legislative councils, by the
Crown, at the recommendation of the General
Executive Government, upon the nomination
of the respective local governments.”10 The
clear meaning of this clause simply is, that the
present governments of the several provinces
are to choose out of the existing bodies—so far
as they can find gentlemen willing and
qualified to serve—the members who shall at

Quebec Resolution 14, which reads in full, “The first selection of the Members of the Legislative Council shall be made, except as
regards Prince Edward Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by the Crown at the recommendation of the General Executive Government,
upon the nomination of the respective Local Governments, and in such nomination due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members
of the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province, so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be fairly represented.”
Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
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starting compose the Federal Legislative
Council; that they are to present the names so
selected to the Executive Council of British
America when constituted—and on the advice
of that body the Councillors will be appointed
by the Crown.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And such has been the
spirit shown from first to last in carrying out
the compact of July last 11 by all the parties to
it, that I for one have no apprehension
whatever that full justice will not be done to
the party which may be a minority in the
Government, but is certainly not in a minority
either in the country or in this House. I speak
not only of Upper Canada but of Lower
Canada as well—
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Ha!
Ha!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—My honorable friend
laughs, but I assure him, and he will not say I
do so for the purpose of deceiving him, that
having been present in Conference and in
Council, having heard all the discussions and
well ascertained the feelings of all associated
with me, I have not a shadow of a doubt on my
mind that full justice will be done in the
selection of the first Federal Councillors, not
only to those who may have been in the habit
of acting with me, but also to those who have
acted with my honorable friend the member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion].
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Now, Mr. Speaker, I
believe I have answered every objection that
has come from any quarter against the
proposed constitution of the Federal
Legislature. I am persuaded there is not one
well-founded objection that can be urged
against it. It is just to all parties; it remedies the
gross injustice of the existing system; and I am
convinced it will not only work easily and
safely, but be entirely satisfactory to the great
11
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mass of our people. But I go further; I say that
were all the objections urged against this
scheme sound and cogent, they sink into utter
insignificance in view of all the miseries this
scheme will relieve us from,—in view of all the
difficulties
•
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that must surround any measure of
parliamentary reform for Canada that could
possibly be devised.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Will
honorable
gentlemen who spend their energies in
hunting out blemishes in this scheme,
remember for a moment the utter injustice of
the one we have at present? Public opinion has
made rapid strides in though last six months
on the representation question,—but think
what it was a week before the present coalition
was formed! Remember how short a time has
elapsed since the member for Peel (Hon. Mr. J.
Hillyard Cameron) proposed to grant one
additional member to Upper Canada, and
could not carry even that.
Remember that but a few weeks ago the hon.
member for Hochelaga (Hon. Mr. Dorion),
who now leads the crusade against this
measure, publicly declared that five or six
additional members was all Upper Canada
was entitled to, and that with these the Upper
Canadians would be content for many years to
come.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And when he has
reflected on all this, let the man who is
disposed to carp at this great measure of
representative reform, justify his conduct, if he
can, to the thousands of disfranchised
freeholders of Upper Canada demanding
justice at our hands.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—For myself, sir, I

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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unhesitatingly say, that the complete justice
which this measure secures, to the people of
Upper Canada in the vital matter of
parliamentary representation alone, renders
all the blemishes averred against it utterly
contemptible in the balance.—
Some Hon. Members—Continued cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, the
second feature of this scheme as a remedial
measure is, that it removes, to a large extent,
the injustice of which Upper Canada has
complained in financial matters. We in Upper
Canada have complained that though we paid
into the public treasury more than three
fourths of the whole revenue, we had less
control over the system of taxation and the
expenditure of the public moneys than the
people of Lower Canada. Well, sir, the scheme
in your hand remedies that. The absurd line of
separation between the provinces is swept
away for general matters; we are to have
seventeen additional members in the house
that holds the purse; and the taxpayers of the
country, wherever they reside, will have their
just share of influence over revenue and
expenditure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—We
have
also
complained that immense sums of public
money have been systematically taken from
the public chest for local purposes of Lower
Canada, in which the people of Upper Canada
had no interest whatever, though compelled to
contribute three-fourths of the cash. Well, sir,
this scheme remedies that. All local matters
are to be banished from the General
Legislature; local governments are to have
control over local affairs, and if our friends in
Lower Canada choose to be extravagant, they
will have to bear the burden of it themselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—No longer shall we have
to complain that one section pays the cash
while the other spends it; hereafter, they who
pay will spend, and they who spend more

than they ought will have to bear the brunt.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It was a great thing to
accomplish this, if we had accomplished
nothing more,—for if we look back on our
doings of the last fifteen years, I think it will be
acknowledged that the greatest jobs
perpetrated were of a local character—that our
fiercest contests were about local matters that
stirred up sectional jealousies and indignation
to its deepest depth.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We have further
complained that if a sum was properly
demanded for some legitimate local purpose
in one section, an equivalent sum had to be
appropriated to the other as an offset,—
thereby entailing prodigal expenditure, and
unnecessarily increasing the public debt. Well,
sir, this scheme puts an end to that. Each
province is to determine for itself its own
wants, and to find the money to meet them
from its own resources.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, sir, I am told that
though true it is that local matters are to be
separated and the burden of local expenditure
placed upon local shoulders, we have made an
exception from that principle in providing that
a subsidy of eighty cents per head shall be
taken from the federal chest and granted to the
local governments for local purposes.
Undoubtedly this is the fact—and I do not
hesitate to admit that it would have been
better if this had been otherwise.
I trust I commit no breach of discretion in
stating that in Conference I was one of the
strongest advocates for defraying the whole of
the local expenditures of the local
governments by means of direct taxation, and
that there were liberal men in all sections of the
provinces who would gladly have had it so
arranged. But, Mr. Speaker, there was one
difficulty in the way—a difficulty which has
often before been encountered in this world—
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and that difficulty was simply this, it could not
be done.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We could neither have
carried it in Conference nor yet in any one of
the existing provincial legislatures. Our
friends in Lower Canada, I am afraid, have a
constitutional disinclination to direct taxation,
and it was obvious that if the Confederation
scheme had had attached to it a provision for
the imposition of such a
•
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system of taxation, my honorable friends
opposite would have had a much better
chance of success in blowing the bellows of
agitation than they now have.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter, and cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The objection, moreover,
was not confined to Lower Canada—all the
Lower Provinces stood in exactly the same
position. They have not a municipal system
such as we have, discharging many of the
functions of government; but their General
Government performs all the duties which in
Upper Canada devolve upon our municipal
councils, as well as upon Parliament. If then
the Lower Provinces had been asked to
maintain their customs duties for federal
purposes, and to impose on themselves by the
same act direct taxation for all their local
purposes, the chances of carrying the scheme
of union would have been greatly lessened.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But I apprehend that if
we did not succeed in putting this matter on
the footing that would have been the best, at
least we did the next best thing. Two courses
were open to us—either to surrender to the
local governments some source of indirect
revenue, some tax which the General
Government proposed to retain,—or collect
the money by the federal machinery, and
distribute it to the local governments for local
purposes. And we decided in favor of the
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latter.
We asked the representatives of the
different, governments to estimate how much
they would require after the inauguration of
the federal system to carry on their local
machinery. As at first presented to us, the
annual sum required for all the provinces was
something like five millions of dollars—an
amount that could not possibly have been
allotted. The great trouble was that some of the
governments are vastly more expensive than
others—extensive countries, with sparse
populations, necessarily requiring more
money per head for local government than
countries more densely populated. But as any
grant given from the common chest, for local
purposes, to one province, must be extended
to all, on the basis of population, it follows that
for every $1,000 given, for example, to New
Brunswick, we must give over $1,300 to Nova
Scotia, $4,000 to Lower Canada, and $6,000 to
Upper Canada—thereby drawing from the
federal exchequer much larger sums than
these provinces needed for local purposes.
The course we adopted then was this: We
formed a committee of Finance Ministers and
made each of them go over his list of
expenditures, lopping off all unnecessary
services and cutting down every item to the
lowest possible figure. By this means we
succeeded in reducing the total annual
subsidy required for local government to the
sum of $2,030,000—of which Lower Canada
will receive annually $880,000, and Upper
Canada $1,120,000. But it is said that in
addition to her eighty cents per head under
this arrangement, New Brunswick is to receive
an extra grant from the federal chest of $63,000
annually for ten years.
Well, this is perfectly true. After cutting
down as I have explained the local
expenditures to the lowest mark, it was found
that New Brunswick and Newfoundland
could not possibly carry on their local
governments with the sum per head that
would suffice for all the rest. New Brunswick
imperatively required $63,000 per annum
beyond her share, and we had either to find
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that sum for her or give up the hope of union.
The question then arose, would it not be
better to give New Brunswick a special grant
of $63,000 for a limited number of years, so
that her local revenues might have time to be
developed, rather than increase the subsidy to
all the local governments, thereby placing an
additional burden on the federal exchequer of
over eight hundred thousand dollars per
annum? We came unanimously to the
conclusion that the extra sum needed by New
Brunswick was too small to be allowed to
stand in the way of union—we also
determined that it would be the height of
absurdity to impose a permanent burden on
the country of $800,000 a year, simply to
escape a payment of $63,000 for ten years—
and so it came about that New Brunswick got
this extra grant—an arrangement which
received and receives now my hearty
approval.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is only right to say,
however, that New Brunswick may possibly
be in a position to do without this money. The
House is aware that the Federal Government
is to assume the debts of the several provinces,
each province being entitled to throw upon it
a debt of $25 per head of its population.
Should the debt of any province exceed $25
per head, it is to pay interest on the excess to
the federal treasury; but should it fall below
$25 per head, it is to receive interest from the
federal treasury on the difference between its
actual debt and the debt to which it is entitled.
Now, it so happens that the existing debt of
New Brunswick is much less than it is entitled
to throw on the Federal Government. It is,
however, under liability for certain works,
which if proceeded with would bring its debt
up to the mark of $25 a head. But if these
works are not proceeded with New Brunswick
will be entitled to a large
•
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amount of annual interest from the federal
chest, and that money is to be applied to the

reduction of the sixty-three thousand extra
grant.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And this, moreover, is
not to be forgotten as regards New Brunswick,
that she brings into the union extensive
railways now in profitable operation, the
revenues from which are to go into the federal
chest.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—A similar arrangement
was found necessary as regards the Island of
Newfoundland—it, too, being a vast country
with a sparse population. It was found
absolutely essential that an additional grant
beyond eighty cents per head should be made
to enable her Local Government to be properly
carried on. But, in consideration of this extra
allowance, Newfoundland is to cede to the
Federal Government her Crown lands and
minerals—and assuredly, if the reports of
geologists are well founded, this arrangement
will be as advantageous to us as it will be to
the inhabitants of Newfoundland.
I am persuaded then, Mr. Speaker, that the
House will feel with me that we in Canada
have very little to complain of in regard to the
subsidies for local government. But if a doubt
yet remains on the mind of any honorable
member, let him examine the Trade Returns of
the several provinces, and he will see that,
from the large quantity of dutiable goods
consumed in the Maritime Provinces, they
have received no undue advantage under the
arrangement.
Let this too ever be kept in mind that the
$2,630,000 to be distributed to the local
governments from the federal chest is to be in
full and final extinguishment of all claims
hereafter for local purposes; and that if this
from any cause does not suffice, the local
governments must supply all deficiencies
from direct tax on their own localities.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And let honorable
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members from Upper Canada who carp at this
annual subsidy, remember for a moment what
we pay now, and they will cease their
grumbling. Of all the money raised by the
General Government for local purposes in
Canada, the tax-payers of Upper Canada now
pay more than three-fourths; but far from
getting back in proportion to what they
contribute, or even in proportion to their
population, they do not get one-half of the
money spent for local purposes. But how
different will it be under Federation! Nine
hundred thousand people will come into the
union, who will contribute to the revenue
quite as much, man for man, as the Upper
Canadians, and in the distribution of the local
subsidy we will receive our share on the basis
of population. A very different arrangement
from that we now endure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I confess to you, sir, that
one of the strongest arguments in my mind for
Confederation is the economical ideas of the
people of these Maritime Provinces, and the
conviction that the influence of their public
men in our legislative halls will be most
salutary in all financial matters. A more
economical people it would be difficult to find;
their prime ministers and their chief justices
get but £600 a year, Halifax currency, and the
rest of their civil list is in much the same
proportion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, there
is another great evil in our existing system that
this scheme remedies; it secures to the people
of each province full control over the
administration of their own internal affairs.
We in Upper Canada have complained that
the minority of our representatives, the party
defeated at the polls of Upper Canada, have
been, year after year, kept in office by Lower
Canada votes, and that all the local patronage
of our section has been dispensed by those
who did not possess the confidence of the
people. Well, sir, this scheme remedies that.
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The local patronage will be under local
control, and the wishes of the majority in each
section will be carried out in all local matters.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We have complained
that the land system was not according to the
views of our western people; that free lands
for actual settlers was the right policy for us—
that the price of a piece of land squeezed out
of an immigrant was no consideration in
comparison with the settlement among us of a
hardy and industrious family; and that the
colonization road system was far from
satisfactory. Well, sir, this scheme remedies
that. Each province is to have control of its
own crown lands, crown timber and crown
minerals,—and will be free to take such steps
for developing them as each deems best.—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We have complained
that local works of various kinds—roads,
bridges and landing piers, court houses, gaols
and other structures—have been erected in an
inequitable and improvident manner. Well,
sir, this scheme remedies that, all local works
are to be constructed by the localities and
defrayed from local funds. And so on through
the whole extensive details of internal local
administration will this reform extend. The
people of Upper Canada will have the entire
control of their local matters, and will no
longer have to betake themselves to Quebec
for leave to open a road, to select a county
town, or appoint a coroner. But I am told that
to this general principle of placing all local
matters under
•
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local control, an exception has been made in
regard to the common schools.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The clause complained
of is as follows:—
6. Education; saving the rights and privileges which the
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Protestant or Catholic minority in both Canadas may
possess as to their Denominational Schools at the time
when the Union goes into operation.12

Now, I need hardly remind the House that I
have always opposed and continue to oppose
the system of sectarian education, so far as the
public chest is concerned. I have never had any
hesitation on that point. I have never been able
to see why all the people of the province, to
whatever sect they may belong, should not
send their children to the same common
schools to receive the ordinary branches of
instruction. I regard the parent and the pastor
as the best religious instructors—and so long
as the religious faith of the children is uninterfered with, and ample opportunity
afforded to the clergy to give religious
instruction to the children of their flocks, I
cannot conceive any sound objection to mixed
schools. But while in the Conference and
elsewhere I have always maintained this view,
and always given my vote against sectarian
public schools, I am bound to admit, as I have
always admitted, that the sectarian system,
carried to the limited extent it has yet been in
Upper Canada, and confined as it chiefly is to
cities and towns, has not been a very great
practical injury.
The real cause of alarm was that the
admission of the sectarian principle was there,
and that at any moment it might be extended
to such a degree as to split up our school
system altogether. There are but a hundred
separate schools in Upper Canada, out of some
four thousand, and all Roman Catholic. But if
the Roman Catholics are entitled to separate
schools and to go on extending their
operations, so are the members of the Church
of England, the Presbyterians, the Methodists,
and all other sects. No candid Roman Catholic
will deny this for a moment; and there lay the
great danger to our educational fabric, that the
separate system might gradually extend itself
until the whole country was studded with
nurseries of sectarianism, most hurtful to the
12
13

best interests of the province, and entailing an
enormous expense to sustain the hosts of
teachers that so prodigal a system of public
instruction must inevitably entail.
Now it is known to every honorable member
of this House that an Act was passed in 1863 13,
as a final settlement of this sectarian
controversy. I was not in Quebec at the time,
but if I had been here I would have voted
against that bill, because it extended the
facilities for establishing separate schools. It
had, however, this good feature, that it was
accepted by the Roman Catholic authorities,
and carried through Parliament as a final
compromise of the question in Upper Canada.
When, therefore, it was proposed that a
provision should be inserted in the
Confederation scheme to bind that compact of
1863 and declare it a final settlement, so that
we should not be compelled, as we have been
since 1849, to stand constantly to our arms,
awaiting fresh attacks upon our common
school system, the proposition seemed to me
one that was not rashly to be rejected.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I admit that, from my
point of view, this is a blot on the scheme
before the House, it is, confessedly, one of the
concessions from our side that had to be made
to secure this great measure of reform. But
assuredly, I, for one, have not the slightest
hesitation in accepting it as a necessary
condition of the scheme of union, and doubly
acceptable must it be in the eyes of honorable
gentlemen opposite, who were the authors of
the bill of 1863.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But it was urged that
though this arrangement might perhaps be
fair as regards Upper Canada, it was not so as
regards Lower Canada, for there were matters
of which the British population have long
complained, and some amendments to the

Quebec Resolution 6. Supra footnote 10.
An Act to Restore Roman Catholics in Upper Canada Certain Rights in Respect to Separate Schools (Province of Canada, 1863).
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existing School Act were required to secure
them equal justice. Well, when this point was
raised, gentlemen of all parties in Lower
Canada at once expressed themselves
prepared to treat it in a frank and conciliatory
manner, with a view to removing any injustice
that might be shown to exist; and on this
understanding the educational clause was
adopted by the Conference.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—
That destroys the power of the local
legislatures to legislate upon the subject.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I would like to know
how much “power” the honorable gentleman
has now to legislate upon it? Let him introduce
a bill to-day to annul the compact of 1863 and
repeal all the sectarian school acts of Upper
Canada, and how many votes would he get for
it? Would twenty members vote for it out of
the one hundred and thirty who compose this
House? If the honorable gentleman had been
struggling for fifteen years, as I have been, to
save the school system of Upper Canada from
further extension of the sectarian element, he
would have found precious little diminution
of power over it in this very moderate
compromise. And what says the honorable
•
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gentleman to leaving the British population of
Lower Canada in the unrestricted power of the
Local Legislature? The Common Schools of
Lower Canada are not as in Upper Canada—
they are almost entirely non-sectarian Roman
Catholic Schools. Does the honorable
gentleman, then, desire to compel the
Protestants of Lower Canada to avail
themselves of Roman Catholic institutions, or
leave their children without instruction?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, I am
further in favor of this scheme because it will
bring to an end the sectional discord between
Upper and Lower Canada. It sweeps away the
boundary line between the provinces so far as
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regards matters common to the whole
people—it places all on an equal level—and
the members of the Federal Legislature will
meet at last as citizens of a common country.
The questions that used to excite the most
hostile feelings among us have been taken
away from the General Legislature, and
placed under the control of the local bodies.
No man need hereafter be debarred from
success in public life because his views,
however popular in his own section, are
unpopular in the other,—for he will not have
to deal with sectional questions; and the
temptation to the Government of the day to
make capital out of local prejudices will be
greatly lessened, if not altogether at an end.
What has rendered prominent public men in
one section utterly unpopular in the other in
past years? Has it been our views on trade and
commerce—immigration—land settlement—
the canal system—the tariff,—or any other of
the great questions of national interest?
No, sir, it was from our views as to the
applying of public money to local purposes—
the allotment of public lands to local
purposes,—the building of local roads,
bridges, and landing-piers with public
funds—the chartering of ecclesiastical
institutions—the granting of public money for
sectarian purposes—the interference with our
school system—and similar matters, that the
hot feuds between Upper and Lower Canada
have chiefly arisen, and caused our public
men, the more faithful they were to the
opinions and wishes of one section, to be the
more unpopular in the other. A most happy
day will it be for Canada when this bill goes
into effect, and all these subjects of discord are
swept from the discussion of our Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, I am
further in favor of this scheme as a remedial
measure, because it brings to an end the doubt
that has so long hung over our position, and
gives a stability to our future in the eyes of the
world that could not otherwise have been
attended. (Repeated marks of approval, but
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ironical cheers from Hon. Mr. Holton.)14
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The hon. member for
Chateauguay [Luther Holton] cries “hear,
hear” in a very credulous tone; but the hon.
member should be one of the very last to
express doubts on this point. Has he not, for
many years, admitted the absolute necessity of
constitutional changes, ere peace and
prosperity could be established in our land?
Has he not taken part in the contests to obtain
those changes? Has he not experienced the
harsh and hostile feelings that have pervaded
this House and the whole country? And did he
not sign the report of my committee last
session, declaring a Federal union to be the
true solution of our troubles, political and
constitutional?
And does the honorable member think these
matters were not well known in the United
States, and that the hope of our annexation to
the republic was not kept alive by them from
year to year? Does he fancy that our discords
and discontent were not well known in Great
Britain, and that the capitalist and the
emigrant were not influenced by our
distractions? Does he fancy that people
abroad, as well as at home, did not perfectly
understand that Upper Canada would not
much longer submit to the injustice from
which she suffered—and that until the future
relations of the two sections were adjusted, no
one could predict safely what our future
position might be? But when the measure
before us has been adopted—when justice has
been done to both sections—when all are
placed on an equal footing—when the
sectional matters that rent us have been
handed over to sectional control—when
sectional expenditure shall be placed on
sectional shoulders—will not a sense of
security and stability be inspired, which we
never before enjoyed and never could have
enjoyed under existing circumstances?
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
14

George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Viewed then, Mr.
Speaker, from a merely Canadian standpoint—viewed solely as a remedial measure—
I fearlessly assert that the scheme in your
hands is a just and satisfactory remedy for the
evils and injustice that have so long distracted
the province—
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—and so strongly do I feel
this, that were every word of objection urged
against our union with the Maritime Provinces
just and true to the very letter, I would not
hesitate to adopt the union as the price of a
measure of constitutional reform in Canada,
so just and so complete as now proposed.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, so far
from the objections urged against union with
the Maritime Provinces being sound, so far
from union with them being a drawback to
this
•
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measure, I regard it as the crowning
advantage of the whole scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Continued cheering.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Sir, I make no pretension
to having been in past years an advocate of the
immediate union of the British American
Colonies. I always felt and always said that no
statesman could doubt that such was the best
and almost the certain future destiny of these
colonies; but I doubted greatly whether the
right time for the movement had yet arrived. I
knew little of the Maritime Provinces or the
feelings of their people; the negotiations for a
union were likely to be difficult and long
protracted, and I was unwilling to accept the
hope of a measure so remote and so uncertain
in lieu of the practical remedy for practical
evils in Canada which we were earnestly

The editors are unable to disentangle this note and clearly state who is saying and doing what. Perhaps Luther Holton
giving ironical cheers, while other members gave marks of approval.
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seeking to obtain, and which our own
Legislature had the power immediately to
grant. But of late, sir, all this has been changed.
The circumstances are entirely altered.
A revolution has occurred in Great Britain
on the subject of colonial relations to the
parent state—the Government of the United
States has become a great warlike power—our
commercial relations with the republic are
seriously threatened—and every man in
British America has now placed before him for
solution the practical question, what shall be
done in view of the changed relations on
which we are about to enter? Shall we
continue to struggle along as isolated
communities, or shall we unite cordially
together to extend our commerce, to develop
the resources of our country and to defend our
soil?
But more than this—many of us have
learned, since we last met here, far more of the
Maritime Provinces than we ever did before.
We have visited the Maritime Provinces—we
have seen the country—we have met the
people and marked their intelligence and their
industry and their frugality—we have
investigated their public affairs and found
them satisfactory—we have discussed terms
of union with their statesmen and found that
no insuperable obstacle to union exists, and no
necessity for long delay.
We come to the consideration of the question
to-day in a totally different position from what
we ever did before—and if the House will
grant me its indulgence, I think I can present
unanswerable arguments to show that this
union of all British America should be heartily
and promptly accepted by all the provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Mr. Speaker, I am in
favor of a union of the British American
Colonies, first, because it will raise us from the
attitude of a number of inconsiderable
colonies into a great and powerful people.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The united population

497

of Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, is
at this moment very close on four millions of
souls. Now, there are in Europe forty-eight
Sovereign States, and out of that number there
are only eleven having a greater population
than these colonies united—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—while three of the eleven
are so little ahead of us, that before the nest
census is taken, in 1871, we shall stand equal
in population to the ninth Sovereign State of
Europe.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]— Then, sir, the public
revenues of the united provinces for 1864 were
$13,260,000, and their expenditures summed
up to $12,507,000. And, large as these sums
may appear, it is satisfactory to know that the
taxation of British America—were there no
reduction from present burdens, which I am
sure there will be—will be one-third less per
head than the taxation of England or France.
There are only five or six countries in Europe
in which the taxation is less than ours will be—
and these, moreover, are either petty
principalities or states which do not enjoy a
very high degree of civilization.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Then, sir, as regards the
Imports and Exports of the united provinces,
they summed up in 1863, to the following
dimensions:—
Imports
Exports
Total trade

$70,600,963
66,846,604
—
$137,447,567

Now, sir, I should like honorable gentlemen
to notice this fact, that in 1793—long after the
United
States
had
achieved
their
independence and established a settled
Government—their exports and imports did
not amount to one-third what ours do at this
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moment.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—There are few states in
Europe, and those with a vastly greater
population than ours, that can boast of
anything like the extent of foreign commerce
that now passes through our hands.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Then, sir, as to our
agricultural resources, I find that 45,638,854
acres have passed from the governments of
these colonies into private hands, of which
only 13,128,229 are yet tilled, and 32,510,625
acres have still to be brought into cultivation.
The whole of these forty-five millions are
picked lands—most of them selected by the
early settlers in this country; and it our annual
agricultural products are so great now, what
will they be when the thirty-two millions yet
to pass under the plough have been brought
into cultivation?—and what will they not be
when the vast tracts still held by Government
are peopled with hardy settlers?
•
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Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—According to the census
of 1861, the value of the agricultural
productions of the previous year in the united
provinces of British America was $120,000,000;
and if we add to that the garden products, and
the improvements made on new lands by the
agricultural labourers of the provinces, it will
be found that the actual product of the
industry of our farmers in that year was
$150,000,000.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The assessed value of
our farms—which is always greatly less than
the real value—was $550,000,000 in the year
1861.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Then, sir, in regard to

the minerals of the united provinces—what
vast fields of profitable industry will we have
in the great coal beds of Nova Scotia—in the
iron deposits found all over the provinces—in
the exhaustless copper regions of Lakes Huron
and Superior and the Eastern Townships of
Lower Canada—and in the gold mines of the
Chaudière and Nova Scotia. And if the mind
stretches from the western bounds of
civilization through those great north-western
regions, which we hope ere long will be ours,
to the eastern slope of the Rocky Mountains,
what vast sources of wealth to the fur trader,
the miner, the gold hunter and the
agriculturist, lie there ready to be developed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Nor can another source
of wealth be altogether forgotten. The
President of the United States is said recently
to have declared that the produce of the
petroleum wells of the United States will in
half a dozen years pay off the whole national
debt of the republic. Well, sir, we too have
“struck oil,” and every day brings us
intelligence of fresh discoveries—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And if the enormous
debt of our neighbours may possibly be met by
the oily stream, may we not hope that some
material addition to our annual industrial
revenue may flow from our petroleum
regions?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Another vast branch of
British American industry is the timber and
lumber trade. In the year 1862, our saw-mills
turned out not less than 772,000,000 feet of
manufactured lumber. And our whole timber
exports summed up to the value of fifteen
millions of dollars.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The manufacturing
interests of the provinces, too, are fast rising
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into importance; agricultural implement
works, woollen factories and cotton mills,
tanneries and shoe factories, iron works and
rolling mills, flax works and paper mills, and
may other extensive and profitable mechanical
establishments are springing up among us,
and rapidly extending their operations.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And to add to all, we
have already 2,500 miles of railway, 4,000
miles of electric telegraph, and the noblest
canal system in the world, but which, I hope,
will soon be infinitely improved.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—These, Mr. Speaker, are
some examples of the industrial spectacle
British America will present after the union
has been accomplished; and I ask any member
of this House to say whether we will not, when
thus united, occupy a position in the eyes of
the world, and command a degree of respect
and influence that we never can enjoy as
separate provinces?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Must it not affect the
decision of many an intending emigrant, when
he is told not of the fishing and mining
pursuits of Nova Scotia, or of the shipbuilding of New Brunswick, or of the timber
trade of Lower Canada, or of the agriculture of
Upper Canada, but when he is shown all these
in one view, as the collective industrial
pursuits of British America?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I am persuaded that this
union will inspire new confidence in our
stability, and exercise the most beneficial
influence on all our affairs. I believe it will
raise the value of our public securities, that it
will draw capital to our shores, and secure the
prosecution of all legitimate enterprises; and
what I saw, while in England, a few weeks
ago, would alone have convinced me of this.
Wherever you went you encountered the
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most marked evidence of the gratification with
which the Confederation scheme was received
by all classes of the people, and the deep
interest taken in its success. Let me state one
fact in illustration. For some time previous to
November last our securities had gone very
low down in the market, in consequence, as
my honorable friend the Finance Minister
[Alexander Galt] explained the other night, of
the war raging on our borders, the uncertainty
which hung over the future of this province,
and the fear that we might be involved in
trouble with our neighbours. Our five per cent,
debentures went down in the market so low as
71, but they recovered from 71 to 75, I think,
upon the day the resolutions for
Confederation, which we are now discussing,
reached London. Well, sir, the resolutions
were published in the London papers, with
eulogistic editorial articles, and the immediate
effect of the scheme upon the public mind was
such that our five per cents, rose from 75 to 92.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—What has
put them down since?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I will presently tell the
honorable gentleman what has put them
down since. But I say that, if anything could
show more clearly than another the
•
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effect this union is to have on our position over
the world, it is a fact like this, that our
securities went up 17 per cent, in consequence
of the publication of the details of our scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The honorable member
for Chateauguay [Luther Holton] asks, “What
put them down again?” I will tell him. They
remained at 91 or 92 until the news came that
a raid had been made from Canada into the
United States, that the raiders had been
arrested and brought before a Canadian
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Court15, and that upon technical legal grounds,
not only had they been set free, but the money
of which they had robbed the banks had been
handed over to the robbers. The effect of this
news, coupled with General Dix’s order16, was
to drive down our securities 11 per cent,
almost in one day.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, as my honorable
friend the Finance Minister [Alexander Galt]
suggests, this is but an additional proof of the
accuracy of the argument I have been
sustaining—for this would not have
happened, at all events to the same extent, if
all the provinces had been united and
prepared, as we are now proposing, not only
for purposes of commerce but for purposes of
defence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But secondly, Mr.
Speaker, I go heartily for the union, because it
will throw down the barriers of trade and give
us the control of a market of four millions of
people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—What one thing has
contributed so much to the wondrous material
progress of the United States as the free
passage of their products from one State to
another? What has tended so much to the
rapid advance of all branches of their industry,
as the vast extent of their home market,
creating an unlimited demand for all the
commodities of daily use, and stimulating the
energy and ingenuity of producers? Sir, I
confess to you that in my mind this one view
of the union—the addition of nearly a million
of people to our home consumers—sweeps
aside all the petty objections that are averred
against the scheme.

15

16

What, in comparison with this great gain to
our farmers and manufacturers, are even the
fallacious money objections which the
imaginations of honorable gentlemen opposite
have summoned up? All over the world we
find nations eagerly longing to extend their
domains, spending large sums and waging
protracted wars to possess themselves of more
territory, untilled and uninhabited.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Other countries offer
large inducements to foreigners to immigrate
to their shores—free passages, free lands, and
free food and implements to start them in the
world. We, ourselves, support costly
establishment to attract immigrants to our
country, and are satisfied when our annual
outlay brings us fifteen or twenty thousand
souls. But here, sir, is a proposal which is to
add, in one day, near a million of souls to our
population—to add valuable territories to our
domain, and secure to us all the advantages of
a large and profitable commerce, now existing.
And because some of us would have liked
certain of the little details otherwise arranged,
we are to hesitate in accepting this alliance!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Have
honorable
gentlemen forgotten that the United States
gladly paid twenty millions in hard cash to
have Louisiana incorporated in the Republic?
But what was Louisiana then to the
Americans, in comparison with what the
Maritime Provinces are at this moment to
Canada? I put it to honorable gentlemen
opposite—if the United States were now to
offer us the State of Maine, what possible sum
could be named within the compass of our
ability that we would not be prepared to pay
for that addition to our country?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

Confederate raiders robbed banks in St. Albans, Vermont on Oct. 19, 1864. They did so from the Province of Canada in the
U.S. Civil War.
After the raid, U.S. General Dix issued an order which said, “Put a discreet officer in command, and in case they are not found
on one side of the line pursue them into Canada, if necessary, and destroy them,” which threatened Canada’s neutrality.
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George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—If we were offered
Michigan, Iowa or Minnesota, I would like to
know what sum, within the compass of
Canada, we would not be prepared to pay?
These are portions of a foreign country, but
here is a people owning the same allegiance as
ourselves, loving the same old sod, enjoying
the same laws and institutions, actuated by the
same impulses and social customs,—and yet
when it is proposed that they shall unite with
us for purposes of commerce, for the defence
of our common country, and to develop the
vast natural resources of our united domains,
we hesitate to adopt it!
If a Canadian goes now to Nova Scotia or
New Brunswick, or if a citizen of these
provinces comes here, it is like going to a
foreign country. The customs officer meets
you at the frontier, arrests your progress, and
levies his imposts on your effects. But the
proposal now before us is to throw down all
barriers between the provinces—to make a
citizen of one, citizen of the whole; the
proposal is, that our farmers and
manufacturers and mechanics shall carry their
wares unquestioned into every village of the
Maritime Provinces; and that they shall with
equal freedom bring their fish, and their coal,
and their West India produce to our three
millions of inhabitants. The proposal is, that
the law courts, and the schools, and the
professional and industrial walks of life,
throughout all the provinces, shall be thrown
equally open to us all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, thirdly, Mr.
Speaker, I am in favor of a union of the
provinces because—and I call the attention of
honorable
•
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gentlemen opposite to it—because it will make
us the third maritime state of the world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—When this union is
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accomplished, but two countries in the world
will be superior in maritime influence to
British America—and those are Great Britain
and the United States.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—In 1863, no fewer than
628 vessels were built in British America, of
which the aggregate tonnage was not less than
230,312 tons.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—There were built—

In
“
“
“
“

Canada
Nova
Scotia
New
Brunswick
Prince
Edward
Island
Newfoundland
Total

Vessels
158

with

Tons
67,209

207

“

46,862

137

“

85,250

100

“

24,991

26
—
628

“

6,000
—
230,312

Now, sir, in 1861—the year preceding the
outbreak of the civil war—all the vessels built
in the United States, with their vast seaboard
and thirty millions of people, were in the
aggregate but 233,193 tons—only three
thousand to is in excess of the British
American Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And I hesitate not to
affirm that if the people of British America
unite cordially together in utilizing the
singular facilities we unitedly possess for the
extension of the shipping and ship-building
interests, many years will not elapse before we
greatly surpass our neighbours in this
lucrative branch of industry.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—How much
of the shipping built in that year do we own
now?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—How much of what the
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Americans built in 1861 do they own now?
Why is my honorable friend so anxious to
decry the industry of his country? If we have
not the ships it is because we sold them, and
the money is in our pockets, and we are ready
to build more. In 1863 we sold ships built by
our mechanics to the large amount of
$9,000,000 in gold.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But if my honorable
friend from Chateauguay [Luther Holton] will
permit me, I am going on to indoctrinate him
upon the point of the ownership of vessels—
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Don’t!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Ah! my honourable
friend does not require to be instructed; well,
will he tell us how many tons of shipping are
now owned by British America?
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I am aware
that most of the vessels my honorable friend
speaks of, and the building of which he cites as
a proof that we will be a great maritime power,
were sold abroad. Building ships is a good
thing, and selling them is a better, but that
does not prove us to be a great maritime
power.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—My honorable friend
cannot eat his cake and have it too. If we got
$9,000,000 for a portion of the ships we built in
1863, it is clear we cannot own them also. It did
not require a man of great wisdom to find out
that.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But I was going on to
show the amount of shipping that was owned
in these provinces. I hold in my hand a
statement of the vessels owned and registered
in British America, made up to the latest dates,
and I find that the provinces unitedly own not
fewer than 8,530 vessels, with an aggregate
tonnage of not less than 932,246 tons.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Sea-going?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Sea-going and inland.

Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—
(ironically)—Hear, hear!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Why is my honorable
friend from Chateauguay [Luther Holton] so
anxious to depreciate? Is it then so deplorable
a thing to own inland vessels? None knows
better than my honorable friend when to buy
and when to sell—and yet, I greatly mistake if
there was not a time when my honorable
friend thought it not so bad a thing to be the
owner of ships and steamers on our inland
seas.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Am I wrong in believing
that my honorable friend laid the foundation
of his well-merited fortune in the carrying
trade of the lakes?—and is it for him, from
momentary partisanship, to depreciate such
an important branch of national industry?
What matters where the ship floats, if she is a
good and a sound ship?—and the inland
tonnage includes so many steamers, that in
value it will compare favorably with that of
the sea-going. On the 31st December,—

1864
1863
1863
1863
1863

Canada
Owned
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
Prince Edward
Island
Newfoundland
Total

Vessels

Tons

2,311

287,187

3,539
891

309,554
211,680

360

34,222

1,429
—
8,530

89,603
—
932,246

Now, sir, it is quite true that the United
States have a much larger commercial navy
than this, and Great Britain a vastly larger
one—but it is equally true that the country
next to them in importance is France, and that
notwithstanding her thirty-five millions of
people, large foreign trade, and extensive seacoast, she owns but 60,000 tons of shipping
•
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more than British America.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—In 1860, the aggregate
commercial navy of France was but 996,124
tons. I say then, that even as ship-owners, the
British American Confederacy will occupy
from the first, a proud place among the
Maritime States of the world—and that when
all her ships hoist a distinctive flag alongside
the Cross of Red, there will be few seas in
which it will not be unfurled. And let me here
mention a fact which came under my notice
while recently in the Lower Provinces—a fact
of great importance, and from which, I think,
we, who are more inland, may well profit. I
learned that, as in the British Isles, a system of
joints stock ship-building has been spreading
over many parts of the Maritime Provinces.
Ships are built and owned in small shares—
say in sixteenth, thirty-second, for sixty-fourth
parts, and all classes of the people are taking
small ventures in the trade. Most of the ships
so built are sold, but a portion, and an
increasing portion, every year, are sailed, and
sailed with profit, by the original joint-stock
builders.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I was delighted to be
told that some of those clipper vessels which
we often hear of as making wonderful trips
from China and India and Australia to British
ports, are vessels built and owned in New
Brunswick, under this joint-stock system.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—So much for the building
and ownership of ships. Now let me show you
what will be the strength of the united
provinces in seafaring men. By the census of
1861, it appears that the numbers of sailors and
fishermen were then—
In Canada
In Nova Scotia
In Brunswick
In Prince Edward Island
In Newfoundland

5,958
19,637
2,765
2,318
38,578

Total
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69,256

Whether regarded merely as a lucrative
branch of industry, or as affecting our
maritime position before the world, or as a
bulwark of defence in time of need, this one
fact that British America will have a combined
force of seventy thousand seamen, appears to
me an immense argument in favor of the
union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And let us look at the
products of the labor of a portion of these
men—the fishermen. From the latest returns I
have been able to meet with, I find the joint
products of our sea-coasts and inland lakes
were, in the years named, estimated at the
following values;—
Upper Canada, 1859
Lower Canada, 1862
Nova Scotia, 1861
New Brunswick, 1861
Newfoundland, 1861
Total

$380,000
703,895
2,072,081
518,530
6,347,730
—
$10,022,236

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I was unable to find any
estimate as regards Prince Edward Island, but
fancy the amount there must be about
$200,000. But, be this as it may, so valuable a
fishing trade as this of the united provinces
does not exist in any part of the world. And no
doubt these estimates are far under the fact, as
a large portion of the delicious food drawn by
our people from the sea and inland waters
could not possibly be included in the returns
of the fishery inspectors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And let us observe, for a
moment, the important part played by this
fishing industry in the foreign commerce of
the provinces. The exports of products of the
sea in the year 1863 were as follows:—
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From
“
“
“
“

Canada
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
(1862)
Newfoundland
Prince Edward
Island

“
Total Exports

$789,913
2,390,661
303,447
4,090,970
121,000
—
$7,696,021

Add to this, nine millions of dollars received
in the same year for new ships, and we have
$16,696,021 as one year’s foreign exports of
our ship-building and fishing interests.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—With such facts before us
as the result of only a partially-developed
traffic, may we not fearlessly look forward to
the future in the confident hope of still more
gratifying results, when, by combined and
energetic action, a new impetus has been given
to these valuable branches of industry? But
there remains a still more singular comparison
to be made. The Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] referred to it last night—but
he scarcely did justice to our position, because
he excluded altogether the inland shipping. I
refer to the statement of ships annually
entering and leaving our ports. Of course
every one comprehends that a large amount of
the tonnage entering and leaving ports on the
upper lakes is repeated in the returns over and
over again. This is the case, for instance, with
the ferry boats between the American and
Canadian shores, that carry passengers and a
small quantity of goods. It would be unfair to
put down the tonnage of such boats every time
they enter or leave a port, as foreign
commerce.
Still there is a
•

tonnage between Canada and foreign ports
was as follows:—
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large amount of valuable shipping engaged in
the inland trade, and a vast amount of freight
is carried between the countries; and the only
just plan is to state separately that which is seagoing shipping and that which is inland.
Acting on this plan, I find that in 1863, the

Canada
Nova
Scotia
New
Brunswick
P.E. Island,
1862
Newfoundl
and

Inland
Total tons

Inwards
1,041,309

Outwards
1,091,895

Total
2,133,294

712,939

719,915

1,432,854

659,258

727,727

1,386,983

69,080

81,208

150,288

156,578

148,610

305,188

—
2,639,164
3,538,701
—
6,177,865

—
2,769,355
3,368,432
—
6,137,787

—
5,408,519
6,907,133
—
12,315,652

Now, sir, the United States are in the same
position as we are in respect to this inland
traffic, and they include it in their returns as is
done here. And what, sir, do you think is the
difference between their tonnage and ours?
Why ours is over twelve millions and theirs is
but sixteen millions. There are not four
millions of tons of difference between the two.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And let it be recollected
that the United States have had seventy years
start of us. As regards France, the whole
amount of shipping that entered and left the
ports of that great country in one year was but
8,456,734 tons—four millions of tons less than
that of the British American Provinces. May
we not then, when this union is accomplished,
fairly claim to be the third maritime state of the
world; and may we not even entertain the
hope that, at some future day, a still higher
position is not beyond our reach, when the
days of puberty have been passed and the
strength of manhood has been reached?
I ask honorable gentlemen, in looking at
these figures, to consider what the effect must
be when they are set down thus collectively,
side by side, in official commercial returns, in
comparison with the commerce of all the great
maritime states? Will it not strengthen our
position abroad?—will it not give us a degree
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of influence and importance to have it known
that British America wields so large a snare of
the world’s commerce?—And if honorable
gentlemen will still further consider the deep
importance to Canada, in her inland position,
of exercising her just influence in the control of
so valuable a maritime interest, I think they
will come to the conclusion that all the
objections urged against this union are, in the
balance
of
its
advantages,
utterly
contemptible.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, in the fourth place,
Mr. Speaker, I go for a union of the provinces,
because it will give a new start to immigration
into our country. It will bring us out anew
prominently before the world—it will turn
earnest attention to our resources, and bring to
our shores a stream of immigration greater,
and of a better class, than we ever had before.
I was in England when the first public
announcement of this scheme was made, and
witnessed, with pleasure, the marked
impression it produced. You could not go
abroad, you could not enter into any company,
in any class of society, where Canada or the
British American Provinces were mentioned,
but you heard this union movement spoken of
almost with enthusiasm.
And I say it is desirable that this scheme
should not be delayed, but be carried through
promptly and vigorously. I hesitate not to say
that it should be accompanied with a vigorous
effort to give a new impetus to our industrial
enterprises, to open up fresh lands for
settlement, and to cheapen the transport of our
produce to the sea-board. With the
consummation of this union, I trust we will
have a new immigration and a new land
settlement policy—that we will ascertain
every lot of land we actually own, so that a
printed list may be placed in the hands of
every immigrant—that the petty price we
have been heretofore exacting will no longer
be exacted, but that to actual settlers, who
come among us to hew out for themselves and
their children homes in the forest, no burthen
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or condition will be demanded, beyond
resident occupation for a certain number of
years, and a fixed amount of improvement on
the land.—
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—
Unfortunately for your argument, the lands
will be in the hands of the local governments.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—So much the better. My
honorable friend can manage his public lands
in Lower Canada as he likes, and we will
manage ours. And, speaking for the western
section, I am bound to say there are very few
shrewd men in Upper Canada who do not feel
that far more public benefit is to be gained
from the industry of a hardy actual settler
upon 100 acres of land given to him free, than
the trumpery $150 that can be squeezed out of
him as its price, the payment of which keeps
him in trouble perhaps for years, and retards
the progress of the country.
On this question of immigration turns, in my
opinion, the whole future success of this great
scheme which we are now discussing. Why,
sir, there is hardly a political or financial or
social problem suggested by this union that
•
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does not find its best solution in a large influx
of immigration. The larger our population, the
greater will be our productions, the more
valuable our exports, and the greater our
ability to develop the resources of our country.
The greater the number of tax-payers, and the
more densely they are settled, the more lightly
will the burden of taxation fall upon us all.
And in this question of immigration is found
the only true solution of the problem of
defence.
Fill up our vacant lands, double our
population, and we will at once be in a
position to meet promptly and effectually any
invader who may put his foot with hostile
intent upon our soil.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And this question of
immigration naturally brings me to the great
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subject of the North-West territories.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The resolutions before
us recognize the immediate necessity of those
great territories being brought within the
Confederation and opened up for settlement.
But I am told that, while the Intercolonial
Railroad has been made an absolute condition
of the compact, the opening up of the Great
West and the enlargement of our canals have
been left in doubt.
Now, sir, nothing can be more unjust than
this. Let me read the resolutions:—
The General Government shall secure, without delay, the
completion of the intercolonial Railway from Rivière du
Loup, through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova Scotia.
The communications with the North-Western Territory,
and the improvements required for the development of
the trade of the Great West with the seaboard, are
regarded by this Conference as subjects of the highest
importance to the Federated Provinces, and shall be
prosecuted at the earliest possible period that the state of
the finances will permit. 17

The Confederation is, therefore, clearly
committed to the carrying out of both these
enterprises. I doubt if there was a member of
the Conference who did not consider that the
opening up of the North-West and the
improvement of our canal system, were not as
clearly for the advantage of the Lower
Provinces as for the interests of Upper Canada.
Indeed, one gentleman held that the Lower
Provinces were more interested—they wished
to get their products into the west—they
wanted a back country as much as we did—
they wanted to be the carriers for that great
country—and they were, therefore, to say the
least, as much interested in these questions as
we were. But honorable gentlemen lay stress
upon the point, that, while the one enterprise
is to be undertaken at once, the other is not to
be commenced until the state of the finances
will permit.

17
18

No doubt this is correct, and the reason for it
is simply this—the money has already been
found for the Intercolonial Railway. They
must be well aware that the late Government
(the Macdonald-Sicotte Administration18)
agreed to build the Intercolonial Railway, and
obtained from the Imperial Government a
guarantee of the debentures for building it—
so that that money is ready at a very low rate
of interest, whenever required. We know
where to find the money for one enterprise at
a rate we are able to bear, and can thus at once
go on with a work which must be gone on with
if this union is to be consummated. But we
don’t know this of the other great work—and
we all felt that it would be exceedingly
indiscreet—I, myself, as the special advocate
of opening up the Great West and of the
enlargement of our canals,—felt that I could
not put my name to a document which
declared that at all hazards, while our five per
cent, debentures were quoted at 75 or 80 per
cent, in the money market—we would
commence at once, without an hour’s delay,
any great public work whatever.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Honorable gentlemen
opposite must not imagine that they have to
do with a set of tricksters in the thirty-three
gentlemen who composed that Conference.
What we have said in our resolutions was
deliberately adopted, in the honest sense of the
words employed, and not for purposes of
deception. Both works are to go on at the
earliest possible moment our finances will
permit, and honorable gentlemen will find the
members of the Cabinet from Lower, as well
us from Upper Canada, actuated by the hearty
desire to have this whole scheme carried out
in its fair meaning.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Hear, hear!
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—Hear, hear!

Quebec Resolutions 68-69. Supra footnote 10.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863).
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George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—When recently in
England, I was charged to negotiate with the
Imperial Government for the opening up of
the North-West territories. In a few days the
papers will be laid before the House19, and it
will then be seen whether or not this
Government is in earnest in that matter. Sir,
the gentlemen who formed the Conference at
Quebec did not enter upon their work with the
miserable idea of getting the advantage of
each other, but with a due sense of the
greatness of the work they had on hand, with
an earnest desire to do justice to all, and
keeping always in mind that what would
benefit one section in such a union must
necessarily benefit the whole.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It has always appeared
to me that the opening up of the North-West
ought to be one of the most cherished project
•
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of my honorable friends from Lower Canada.
During the discussion on the question for
some years back I had occasion to dip deep in
North-West lore—into those singularly
interesting narratives of life and travels in the
North-West in the olden time, and into the
history of the struggles for commercial
dominancy in the great fur-Bearing regions,—
and it has always struck me that the French
Canadian people have cause to look back with
pride to the bold and successful part they
played in the adventures of those days.
Nothing perhaps has tended more to create
their present national character than the
vigorous habits, the power of endurance, the
aptitude for out-door life, acquired in their
prosecution of the North-West fur-trade.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Well may they look
forward with anxiety to the realization of this

19
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part of our scheme, in confident hope that the
great north-western traffic shall be once more
opened up to the hardy French Canadian
traders and voyageurs.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Last year furs to the
value of £280,000 stg. ($1,400,000) were carried
from that territory by the Hudson’s Bay
Company—smuggled off through the ice
bound regions of James’ Bay, that the pretence
of the barrenness of the country and the
difficulty of conveying merchandise by the
natural route of the St. Lawrence may be kept
up a little longer. Sir, the carrying of
merchandise into that country, and bringing
down the bales of pelts ought to be ours, and
must ere long be ours, as in the days of yore—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—and when the fertile
plains of that great Saskatchewan territory are
opened up for settlement and cultivation, I am
confident that it will not only add immensely
to our annual agricultural products, but bring
us sources of mineral and other wealth on
which at present we do not reckon.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—While speaking on this
question of immigration, I would remind the
House, and it is impossible to urge it too
strongly, that these provinces are now
presented to the world in a very
disadvantageous
aspect,
as
different
communities. When a party in Europe thinks
of emigrating here, he has to ascertain
separately all about New Brunswick, and
Prince Edward Island, and Nova Scotia, and
Upper and Lower Canada; and if by chance he
meets a party from some one of these
provinces, he has to listen to a picture of the
merits of that one section in high contrast to
the demerits of all the rest, and the result is the
poor man’s ideas about us become a mass of

The North-West Territory papers would only be presented to the Assembly in the summer sitting. George Brown,
Legislative Assembly (Aug. 14, 1865), p. C:17.
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confusion.
On the other hand, if he seeks to know the
inducements for emigration to New South
Wales, or New Zealand, he gets it in one
picture—in an official form—and the offer is
made to pay his passage to these lands of
hope. A large amount of emigration, and of
money which the emigrant takes with him, are
thus carried off to a much more distant land
than this, and one that does not offer equal
inducements to the settler. But how different
will all this be when these provinces stand
united, and present to emigrants a
combination of so many branches of profitable
industry? In turning over some United States
statistics I recently fell upon a very curious
official calculation made by the United States
Government, as to the value of immigration.
By the census of 1861 the population of the
United States was over thirty millions; and this
calculation was to ascertain what the
population would have been had there been
no immigration into the country, but had the
population been left to advance solely by its
own natural increase. And what do you think,
sir, was the result? Why, it is shown that if the
United States had received all the immigrants
that came to them up to 1820, and then
stopped receiving them—the population, at
this moment, instead of thirty millions, would
have been but 14,601,485.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is shown that if
immigration had gone on until 1810, and
stopped then, the population now would have
been only 12,678,562. Had it stopped in 1800,
the population now would have been
10,462,944; and had it stopped in 1790, the
population now, instead of thirty millions,
would have been but 8,789,969.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President

20
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Executive Council]—These, sir, are most
valuable facts, which should be impressed on
the mind of every public man in British
America. If we wish our country to progress,
we should not leave a single stone unturned to
attract the tide of emigration in this direction;
and I know no better method of securing that
result, than the gathering into one of these five
provinces, and presenting ourselves to the
world in the advantageous light which, when
united, we would occupy.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, fifthly, Mr. Speaker,
I am in favor of a union of these provinces,
because it will enable us to meet, without
alarm, the abrogation of the American
Reciprocity Treaty20, in case the United States
should insist on its abolition.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]— I do not believe that the
American Government is so insane as to repeal
that treaty. But it is always well to be prepared
for contingencies—and I have no hesitation in
saying that if they do repeal it, should this
union of British America go on, a fresh outlet
for our commerce will be opened up to us
quite as advantageous as the American trade
has ever been.
•
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I have never heretofore ventured to make this
assertion, for I know well what a serious task
it is to change, in one day, the commercial
relations of such a country as this. When the
traffic of a country has passed for a lengthened
period through a particular channel, any
serious change of that channel tends, for a
time, to the embarrassment of business men,
and causes serious injury to individuals, if not
to the whole community. Such a change we in
Canada had in 184721. But as it was in 1847, so
it will be in 1866, if the Reciprocity Treaty is

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
The Canada Corn Act of 1843 (U.K.) was terminated in 1846 by British Parliament. It gave Canadian grains preferential
duties.
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abolished.
Our agricultural interest had been built up
on the protective legislation of Great Britain,
and in 1847 it was suddenly brought to an end.
We suffered severely, in consequence, for
some years; but, by degrees, new channels for
our trade opened up—the Reciprocity Treaty22
was negotiated—and we have been more
prosperous since 1847 than we ever were
before.
And so, I have not a doubt, will it be in the
event of the Reciprocity Treaty being
abolished. Profitable as that treaty has
unquestionably been to us—and it has been
more profitable to the Americans—still, were
it brought to an end to-morrow, though we
would suffer a while from the change, I am
convinced the ultimate result would be that
other foreign markets would be opened to us,
quite as profitable, and that we would
speedily build up our trade on a sounder basis
than at present.
A close examination of the working of the
Reciprocity Treaty discloses facts of vital
importance to the merits of the question, to
which you never hear the slightest allusion
made by American speakers or writers. Our
neighbours, in speaking of the treaty, keep
constantly telling us of the Canadian trade—
what they take from Canada and what Canada
takes from them. Their whole story is about
the buying and selling of commodities in
Canada. Not a whisper do you ever hear from
them about their buying and selling with the
Maritime Provinces—not a word about the
enormous carrying trade for all the provinces
which they monopolize—not a word of the
large sums drawn from us for our vast traffic
over their railways and canals—and not a
whisper as to their immense profits from
fishing in our waters, secured to them by the
treaty.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—No, sir, all we hear of is
the exports and imports of Canada—all is
22
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silence as to other parts of the treaty. But it
must not be forgotten that if the treaty is
abolished and this union is accomplished, an
abolition of reciprocity with Canada means
abolition of reciprocity with all the British
American Provinces—means bringing to an
end the right of the Americans to fish in our
waters; their right to use our canals; their right
to the navigation of the St. Lawrence; and that
it also implies the taking out of their hands the
vast and lucrative carrying trade they now
have from us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It must be always kept in
mind that though the United States purchase
from Canada a large amount of agricultural
products, a great portion of what they
purchase does not go info consumption in the
States, but is merely purchased for
transmission to Great Britain and the West
India markets.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—They merely act as
commission agents and carriers in such
transactions, and splendid profits they make
out of the business. But beyond this, another
large portion of these produce purchases, for
which they take so much credit to themselves,
they buy in the same manner for export to the
Maritime Provinces of British America,
reaping all the benefit of the seagoing as well
as
the
inland
freight—charges
and
commissions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The commercial returns
of the Lower Provinces show not only that the
Americans send a large quantity of their own
farm products to those provinces, but a
considerable amount of what they (the
Americans) receive from us, thereby gaining
the double advantage of the carrying trade
through the United States to the seaboard, and
then by sea to the Lower Provinces.

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 20.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I hold in my hand a
return of the articles purchased by the
Maritime Provinces from the United States in
1863, which Canada could have supplied. I
will not detain the House by reading it, but
any member who desires can have it for
examination. I may state, however, in brief,
that in that year the breadstuffs alone bought
by the Lower Provinces amounted to no less
than $4,447,207—that the import of meats,
fresh and cured, amounted to $659,917—and
that the total value of products which the
Lower Provinces might have bought more
advantageously from us, summed up to over
seven millions of dollars.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The Americans must,
therefore, bear in mind, that if they abolish the
Reciprocity Treaty23, they will not only lose
that seven millions which they now receive for
their products, but the carrying trade which
goes with it. But on the other hand, when we
have this union, these products will, as they
naturally should, go down the St. Lawrence,
not only for the advantage of our farmers—but
swelling the volume of our own shipping
interests.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The Americans, hitherto,
have had a large portion of our carrying trade;
they have
•
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brought us our goods—even our European
goods—and taken our produce not only to
Europe but even to the Lower Provinces; and I
say one of the best features of this union is, that
if in our commercial relations with the United
States we are compelled by them to meet fire
with fire—it will enable us to stop this
improvidence and turn the current of our own
trade into our own waters. Far be it from me to
23

say I am an advocate of a coercive commercial
policy—on the contrary, entire freedom of
trade, in my opinion, is what we in this
country should strive for. Without hesitation,
I would, to-morrow, throw open the whole of
our trade and the whole of our waters to the
United States, if they did the same to us.
But, if they tell us, in the face of all the
advantages they get by Reciprocity, that they
are determined to put a stop to it, and if this is
done through a hostile feeling to us—deeply
as I should regret that this should be the first
use made by the Northern States of their
newfound liberty—then, I say, we have a
policy, and a good policy of our own, to fall
back upon. And let me say a word as to the
effect of the repeal of Reciprocity on the
American fishing interest.
The Americans, in 1851, had engaged in the
cod and mackerel fishing, in our waters,
shipping to the extent of 129,014 tons—but
under the influence of the Reciprocity Treaty it
rose, in 1861, to 192,662—an increase, in ten
years, of upwards of 63,000 tons, or fifty
percent.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—The
repeal
of
Reciprocity will give us back all this increase,
and more, for it will be a very different thing
in the future from what it was formerly, to
poach on our fishing grounds, when these
provinces are united and determined to
protect the fisheries of the Gulf. This fishing
interest is one which may be cultivated to an
extent difficult, perhaps, for many of us to
conceive. But we have only to look at the
amount of fish taken from our waters by the
Americans and other nations, and the
advantages we possess, to perceive that, if we
apply ourselves, as a united people, to foster
that trade, we can vastly increase the great
traffic we now enjoy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]— On the whole, then, sir,

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 20.
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I come firmly to the conclusion that, in view of
the possible stoppage of the American
Reciprocity Treaty, and our being compelled
to find new channels for our trade, this union
presents to us advantages, in comparison with
which any objection that has been offered, or
can be offered to it, is utterly insignificant.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, sixthly, Mr.
Speaker, I am in favor of the union of the
provinces, because, in the event of war, it will
enable all the colonies to defend themselves
better, and give more efficient aid to the
Empire, than they could do separately. I am
not one of those who ever had the war fever; I
have not believed in getting up large
armaments in this country; I have never
doubted that a military spirit, to a certain
extent, did necessarily form part of the
character of a great people; but I felt that
Canada had not yet reached that stage in her
progress when she could safely assume the
duty of defence; and that, so long as peace
continued and the Mother Country threw her
shield around us, it was well for us to cultivate
our fields and grow in numbers and material
strength, until we could look our enemies
fearlessly in the face. But it must be
admitted—and there is no use of closing our
eyes to the fact—that this question of defence
has been placed, within the last two years, in a
totally different position from what it ever
occupied before.
The time has come—it matters not what
political party may be in power in England—
when Britain will insist on a reconsideration of
the military relations which a great colony,
such as Canada, ought to hold to the Empire.
And I am free to admit that it is a fair and just
demand. We may doubt whether some of the
demands that have been made upon us,
without regard to our peculiar position at the
moment, and without any attempt to discuss
the question with us in all its breadth, were
either just or well-considered.
But of this I think there can be no doubt, that
when the time comes in the history of any
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colony that it has overcome the burdens and
embarrassments of early settlement, and has
entered on a career of permanent progress and
prosperity, it is only fair and right that it
should contribute its quota to the defence of
the Empire. What that quota ought to be, I
think, is a matter for grave deliberation and
discussion, as well as the measure of
assistance the colony may look for, in time of
war, from the parent state—and, assuredly, it
is in this spirit that the present Imperial
Government is desirous of approaching the
question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I am persuaded that
nothing more than that which is fairly due at
our hands will be demanded from us, and
anything less than this, I am sure, the people
of Canada do not desire.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—In the conversations I
had, while in England, with public men of
different politics—while I found many who
considered that the connection between
Canada and England involved the Mother
Country in some danger of war with the
powerful state upon our borders, and that
•
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the colonial system devolved heavy and
unreasonable burdens upon the Mother
Country—and while a still larger number
thought we had not acted as cordially and
energetically as we ought in organizing our
militia for the defence of the province, still I
did not meet one public man, of any stripe of
politics, who did not readily and heartily
declare that, in case of the invasion of Canada,
the honor of Great Britain would be at stake,
and the whole strength of the Empire would
be unhesitatingly marshalled in our defence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, coupled with this,
was the invariable and most reasonable
declaration that a share of the burden of
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defence, in peace and in war, we must
contribute. And this stipulation applies not
only to Canada, but to every one of the
colonies. Already the Indian Empire has been
made to pay the whole expense of her military
establishment. The Australian Colonies have
agreed to pay £40 sterling per man for every
soldier sent there. This system is being
gradually extended—and union or no union,
assuredly every one of these British American
Colonies will be called upon to bear her fair
share towards the defence of the Empire. And
who will deny that it is a just demand, and that
great colonies such as these, should be proud
to meet it in a frank and earnest spirit.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Nothing,
I
am
persuaded, could be more foreign to the ideas
of the people of Canada, than that the people
of England should be unfairly taxed for service
rendered to this province. Now, the question
presented to us is simply this: will these
contributions which Canada and the other
provinces must hereafter make to the defence
of the Empire, be better rendered by a hardy,
energetic, population, acting as one people,
than as five or six separate communities?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—There is no doubt about
it. But not only do our changed relations
towards the Mother Country call on us to
assume the new duty of military defence—our
changed relations towards the neighbouring
Republic compel us to do so. For myself, I have
no belief that the Americans have the slightest
thought of attacking us. I cannot believe that
the first use of their newfound liberty will be
the invasion, totally unprovoked, of a peaceful
province. I fancy that they have had quite
enough of war for a good many years to
come—and that such a war as one with
England would certainly be, is the last they are
likely to provoke.
But, Mr. Speaker, there is no better mode of
warding off war when it is threatened, than to
be prepared for it if it comes. The Americans

are now a warlike people. They have large
armies, a powerful navy, an unlimited supply
of warlike munitions, and the carnage of war
has to them been stripped of its horrors. The
American side of our lines already bristles
with works of defence, and unless we are
willing to live at the mercy of our neighbours,
we, too, must put our country in a state of
efficient preparation. War or no war—the
necessity of placing these provinces in a
thorough state of defence can no longer be
postponed. Our country is coming to be
regarded as undefended and indefensible—
the capitalist is alarmed, and the immigrant is
afraid to come among us. Were it merely as a
measure of commercial advantage, every one
of these colonies must meet the question of
military defence promptly and energetically.
And how can we do this so efficiently and
economically as by the union now proposed?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I have already shown
that union would give us a body of 70,000
hardy seamen ready and able to defend our
sea-coasts and inland lakes; let us now see
what would be the military strength of the
Confederation. By the last census (1861) it
appears that the men capable of bearing arms
in British America were as follows:—
Upper Canada, from 20 to 60
Lower Canada, from 20 to 60
Nova Scotia, from 20 to 60
New Brunswick, from 20 to 60
Newfoundland, from 20 to 60
Prince Edward Island, 21 to 60
Total

308,955
225,620
67,367
51,625
25,532
14,819
693,918

With the body of efficient soldiers that might
be obtained from this vast array of men, the
erection of defensive works at salient points,
and the force of British troops that would soon
come to our aid—who can doubt that the
invasion of our country would be successfully
resisted? But, seventhly, Mr. Speaker, I am in
favor of this union because it will give us a seaboard at all seasons of the year.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
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George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is not to be denied that
the position of Canada, shut off as she is from
the sea-board during the winter months, is far
from satisfactory—and should the United
States carry out their insane threat of
abolishing the bonding system, by which our
merchandise passes free through their
territory, it would be still more embarrassing.
The Maritime Provinces are equally cut off
from communication inland. Now, this
embarrassment will be ended by colonial
union. The Intercolonial Railway will give us
at all times access to the Atlantic through
British territory.
•
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—As a commercial
enterprise, the Intercolonial Railway has not, I
apprehend, any considerable merit; as a work
of defence it has, however, many advocates;
but, if the union of the provinces is to go on, it
is an absolute necessity; and, as the price of
union, were there no other argument in its
favor, I heartily go for it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The advantage it will
confer on the Maritime Provinces can hardly
be over-rated. It will make Halifax and St. John
the Atlantic seaports of half a continent—it
will insure to Halifax, ere long, the
establishment of a line of powerful steamers
running in six days from her wharves to some
near point on the west coast of Ireland—and it
will bring a constant stream of passengers and
immigrants through those Lower Provinces
that never otherwise would come near them.
Mr. Speaker, I could go on for many hours
piling up arguments in favor of this scheme,
but already I have detained the House too
long—
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “no, no;” “go
on!”
George Brown [Oxford South, President
24
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Executive Council]—and must draw to a
close. But I think I have given reasons enough
to satisfy every candid man who desires the
advancement of his country, why this House
should go unanimously and enthusiastically
for “the union, the whole union, and nothing
but the union!”24 Before sitting down,
however, there are one or two general
objections urged against the scheme which I
am desirous of meeting, and I will try to do so
as briefly as possible.
And first, sir, I am told that we should have
made the union legislative and not federal.
Undoubtedly this is a point on which different
opinions may be honestly held by men
sincerely seeking the same ends—but,
speaking my own views, I think we came to a
most wise conclusion. Had we continued the
present legislative union, we must have
continued with it the unjust system of taxation
for local purposes that now exists—and the
sectional bickering would have gone on as
before. And can any honorable gentleman
really believe that it would have been possible
for a body of men sitting at Ottawa to
administer efficiently and wisely the parish
business of Red River and Newfoundland,
and all the country between?
Only think of bringing suitors and witnesses
such distances to promote a bill for closing a
side-line or incorporating a club! And if such a
thing were desirable, would it be possible for
any body of men to go through such a mass of
work? Why, sir, the Imperial Parliament with
650 members sits for eight months in the year,
and even our Parliament sits three or four
months,—how then would it be possible for
the legislature of all the provinces with a
thousand or twelve hundred bills before it, to
accomplish it all? The whole year would not
suffice for it—and who in these colonies is able
to sacrifice his whole time to the duties of
public life? But there is another reason why the
union was not made legislative—it could not
be carried.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

A Unionist rallying cry during the U.S. Civil War (1861-1865).
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George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We had either to take a
federal union or drop the negotiation. Not
only were our friends from Lower Canada
against it, but so were most of the delegates
from the Maritime Provinces. There was but
one choice open to us—federal union or
nothing. But in truth the scheme now before us
has all the advantages of a legislative union
and a federal one as well. We have thrown
over on the localities all the questions which
experience has shown lead directly to local
jealousy and discord, and we have retained in
the hands of the General Government all the
powers necessary to secure a strong and
efficient administration of public affairs.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—By
placing
the
appointment of the judges in the hands of the
General Government, and the establishment
of a central court of appeal, we have secured
uniformity of justice over the whole land.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—By
vesting
the
appointment of the lieutenant governors in the
General Government, and giving a veto for all
local measures, we have secured that no
injustice shall be done without appeal in local
legislation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—For all dealings with the
Imperial Government and foreign countries
we have clothed the General Government with
the most ample powers.—And finally, all
matters of trade and commerce, banking and
currency, and all questions common to the
whole people, we have vested fully and
unrestrictedly in the General Government.
The measure, in fact, shuns the faults of the
federal and legislative systems and adopts the
best parts of both, and I am well persuaded it
will work efficiently and satisfactorily.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, I am

told that the cost of working this Federation
scheme will be enormous. Now, it would be a
very rash thing of me, or of any other person,
to assert that the expense will not be great; for
we all know that any system of government
may be made either economical or
extravagant, precisely according to the
discretion of those who administer it. But this
I am confident of, that with ordinary
discretion, far from being more costly than the
existing system, a very considerable reduction
may be readily effected; and one thing is quite
certain, that no ingenuity
•
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could make it a more costly or extravagant
system than the one we have now.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cries of hear,
hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Undoubtedly the mode
in which the local governments shall be
constructed will very much affect the cost of
the whole scheme; but if we adopt (as I
earnestly hope we will) simple and
inexpensive machinery for local purposes, I
am quite satisfied that there will be a reduction
to the people of Canada on the amount they
now contribute. I have great confidence in the
economical effect of placing local expenditures
on local shoulders, and in the salutary
influence in the same direction, of the
representatives of the Maritime Provinces
when they come among us.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—The trouble
is that they will spend our money—not theirs.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—The
honorable
gentleman is entirely wrong, and I am amazed
at his making such a statement. There is no
portion of the community that will pay more
money, per head, to the revenue than the
people of the Maritime Provinces. If the
honorable gentleman had turned up the
commercial returns of those Lower Provinces
and calculated the effect of our tariff, if applied
to them—or even a tariff less than ours, for our
tariff must be reduced, he would have known
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that they will bear their full proportion of the
national burdens.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, I am
told that the arrangement as to the debt is
unfair—that we have thrown on the Federal
exchequer the whole of the debts of the
Maritime Provinces, but only a portion of the
debt of Canada. There is not a particle of force
in this objection. The whole debt of Canada is
$67,500,000, but five millions of this is due to
our own people, to meet which there are
certain local funds.
Now, if we had thrown the whole
$67,500,000 on the Federal treasury, we must
also have handed over to it the local revenues,
which, so far as these five millions are
concerned, would have been precisely the
same thing. But, as regards the public debt
with which the Federal Government would
start, it would not have been the same thing.
By restricting the debt of Canada to
$62,500,000, we restricted the debt of the
Maritime Provinces to the same proportion, or
$25 per head of their population; but had we
thrown our whole debt of sixty-seven and a
half millions on the Confederation, the
proportion of debt for the several Maritime
Provinces must have been increased, and the
whole debt very greatly augmented.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But in throwing these
five millions on the local governments of
Upper and Lower Canada, do we impose a
burden on them they are unable to bear? Quite
the contrary—for with the debt, we give them
the corresponding sources of revenue from
which to meet it. The local governments of
Upper and Lower Canada will severally not
only have funds from the subsidy and other
sources, to meet all expenditure, but a large

25
26
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surplus besides. But, Mr. Speaker, I am told
that this Federation scheme may be all very
right—it may be just and the very thing the
country needs—but this Government had no
authority from Parliament to negotiate it. The
honorable member for Cornwall (Hon. John S.
Macdonald)
particularly
pressed
this
objection, and I am sorry he is not in his seat.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—It is quite
true.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—No, the reverse is
true.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I am astonished to hear
such a statement repeated. No one knows
better than the honorable member for
Chateauguay [Luther Holton] and the
honorable member for Cornwall [John
Sandfield Macdonald] that in the Ministerial
explanations brought down to this House, at
the time of the formation of this Government 25,
it was distinctly declared that the Government
was formed for the special purpose of
maturing a scheme of Federal union, and that
it would take means, during the recess, for
opening negotiations with the Maritime
Provinces, to bring about such a union.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—But not to
conclude them.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—What we have done is
entirely subject to the approval of Parliament.
The honorable member for Cornwall [John
Sandfield Macdonald] is the very last man
who should have raised such an objection, for
he attended a caucus of the liberal members of
the Assembly, heard the whole plans of the
Government explained, precisely as they have
been carried out, and he was the very person
who moved that I should go into the
Government to give them effect 26.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
On Jun. 21, 1864, at an Upper Canada Liberal Caucus meeting, met with the purpose of discussing the coalition, John
Sandfield Macdonald moved, “That it is all important that Mr. Brown should be one of the party to enter the Cabinet.” The clause
was carried. “Latest From Quebec. Very Full Caucus of the Upper Canada Liberals,” The Globe (Jun. 22, 1864).
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Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And I heard
something more said—that nothing should be
done which did not leave the House perfectly
free.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I can assure my
honorable friend that, as far as that goes, he
never was more free in his life than now.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We do not pretend to
say that anything we have done binds this
House; any member may object if he pleases;
but I do say we received the approval of the
House for opening negotiations, and it is a
miserable pretence to say anything to the
contrary.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We did no more than
has been done by every Government, under
the
•
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British system, that ever existed. We have but
made a compact, subject to the approval of
Parliament. So far as this Government is
concerned, we are firmly committed to the
scheme; but so far as the members of the
Legislature are concerned, they are as free as
air; but I am confident that this House will
almost unanimously accept it, and not with
changes and amendments, but as a whole—as
the very best compromise arrangement that
can be obtained.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—We have
not the treaty-making power.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—I
remember
a
Government formed from that side of the
House, and the honorable member for
Hochelaga (Hon. Mr. Dorion) will remember
27

it too, which made a treaty respecting the
building of the Intercolonial Railroad27. The
honorable member for Cornwall [John
Sandfield Macdonald] was Premier of that
Government, and it does not lie in his mouth
now to object to what he himself did. But the
honorable gentleman is entirely wrong when
he says we had no power to make this compact
with the Maritime Provinces. We had full
power, express instructions to enter into it.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Did the
Parliament of England give you that power?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—No; the honorable
gentleman ought to know that the treatymaking power is in the Crown—the Crown
authorized us specially to make this compact,
and it has heartily approved of what we did.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, I am
told, that the people of Canada have not
considered this scheme, and that we ought not
to pass it without appealing to the electors for
their approval. Now, sir, a statement more
incorrect than this, or more injurious to the
people of Canada, could not be made. They
not only have considered this scheme—for
fifteen years they have been earnestly
considering
it—but
they
perfectly
comprehend it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—If ever question was
thoroughly debated in any country, the whole
subject of constitutional change has been in
Canada. There is not a light in which it could
be placed that has not been thoroughly
canvassed; and if the House will permit me, I
will show from our historical record how
totally absurd this objection is. The question of
a Federal union was agitated thirty years ago,

As Provincial Secretary in the Macdonald-Sicotte Ministry, Dorion oversaw the transformation of the Grand Trunk project
into an intercolonial railway project but denounced the larger intercolonial project as financially ruinous for the province
in his resignation letter, published in Le Pays on Oct. 22, 1862 (and read in the Assembly Feb. 17, 1863). As co-premier in
the Macdonald-Dorion Ministry in 1863-1864, the intercolonial railway project was promoted as a military rather than a
commercial project. See Jean-Claude Soulard, “Sir Antoine-Aimé Dorion” in Dictionary of Canadian Biography, Vol. 12
(University of Toronto Press, 1990 [1997]).

(pp. 84-115 in the primary document)

February 8 1865, Legislative Assembly

and here is the resolution adopted by both
Houses of the Imperial Parliament so far back
as 1837:—
That great inconvenience has been sustained by His
Majesty’s subjects inhabiting the provinces of Lower
Canada and Upper Canada, from the want of some
adequate means for regulating and adjusting questions
respecting the trade and commerce of the said provinces,
and divers other questions wherein the said provinces
have a common interest; and it is expedient that the
legislatures of the said provinces respectively, be
authorized to make provision for the joint regulation and
adjustment of such their common interests.28

In the instructions given to Lord Durham by
the Imperial Government in 1838, this passage
occurs:—
It is clear that some plan must be devised to meet the just
demands of Upper Canada. It will be for your Lordship,
in conjunction with the Committee, to consider if this
should not be done by constituting some joint legislative
authority, which should preside over all questions of
common interest to the two provinces, and which might
be appealed to in extraordinary cases, to arbitrate between
contending parties in either; preserving, however, to each
province its distinct legislature, with authority in all
matters of an exclusively domestic concern. If this should
be your opinion, you will have further time to consider
what should be the nature and limits of such authority,
and all the particulars which ought to be comprehended
in any scheme for its establishment.29

In Lord Durham’s admirable report of 1839,
I find this passage:—
The bill should contain provisions by which any or all of
the other North American colonies may, on the
application of the legislature, be with the consent of the
two Canadas, or their united legislature, admitted into the
union on such terms as may be agreed on between them.
As the mere amalgamation of the Houses of Assembly of
the two provinces would not be advisable, or give at all a
due representation to each, a parliamentary commission
should be appointed, for the purpose of forming the
electoral divisions and determining the number of

28

29

30
31
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members to be returned on the principle of giving
representation as near as may be, in proportion to
population.
The same commission should form a plan of local
government by elective bodies, subordinate to the general
legislature, and exercising a complete control over such
local affairs as do not come within the province of general
legislation. The plan so framed should be made an act of
the Imperial Parliament, so as to prevent the general
legislature from encroaching on the powers of the local
bodies. A general Executive on an improved principle
should be established, together with a supreme court of
appeal for all the North American Colonies.30

And here is the statement of Lord John
Russell, in 1839, while introducing the original
bill31 founded on Lord Durham’s report:—
The bill provides for the establishment of a central district
at Montreal and its neighbourhood, at which the
Government shall be carried on, and
•
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where the Assembly shall meet. The other parts of Upper
and of Lower Canada are each to be divided into two
districts. It is proposed that these districts should be
formed for the purpose of becoming municipal districts,
for the imposition of taxes and rates, for all local
purposes.32

My next quotation shall be from the
proceedings of a body of gentlemen who made
a great commotion in their day and
generation—the British American League. I
hold in my hand the proceedings of the
League of 3rd November, 1849, and among
other names mentioned I find those of the
Hon. George Moffatt, Thomas Wilson, the
Hon. Geo. Crawford, the Hon. Asa A.
Burnham, John W. Gamble, Mr. Aikman, of
Barton, Ogle R. Gowan, John Duggan, the
Hon. Col. Fraser, George Benjamin, the Hon.
P.M. Vankoughnet, and last, though not least,

UK, House of Commons, “Affairs of Canada” (Mar. 6, 1837), vol 36, cols 1284-1362. The resolution was brought forward
by Lord John Russell.
Despatch from Lord Glenelg to the Earl of Durham (Jan. 20, 1838) in UK, Colonial Office, British North America: Copies or
Extracts relative to the Affairs of British North America (1839), p. 8.
Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839).
This would become An act to amend an act of the last session of Parliament for making temporary provision for the government of
Lower Canada (U.K., 1839).
UK, House of Commons, “Canada” (Jun. 13, 1839), vol 48, cols 204-212.
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the Hon. John A. Macdonald 33—of whom,
however, I find it recorded that he spoke in a
very jocose manner. Here is the resolution of
the League:—
That whether protection or reciprocity shall be conceded
or withheld, it is essential to the welfare of this colony, and
its future good government, that a Constitution should be
framed in unison with the wishes of the people, and suited
to the growing importance and intelligence of the country,
and that such Constitution should embrace a union of the
British North American Provinces on mutually
advantageous and fairly arranged terms, with the
concession from the Mother Country of enlarged powers
of self-government.34

I pass on to 1856 when we had the motion
and speech of my honorable friend the
Minister of Finance (Hon. Mr. Galt) in favor of
a union of all the British American Provinces35,
but, as the whole House is familiar with it, I
shall not read the document. But in the Votes
and Proceedings of this House, of 25th April,
1856. I find a very remarkable document. It is
a notice of motion to be made in this House—
and its contents are as follow:—
Resolved—1. That the inconveniences arising from the
Legislative Union between Upper and Lower Canada,
render desirable the dissolution of that union.
2. That a committee be appointed to enquire into the
means which should be adopted to form a new political
and legislative organization of the heretofore provinces of
Upper and Lower Canada, either by the establishment of
their former territorial divisions, or by a division of each
province so as to form a confederation having a Federal
Government, and a local legislature for each one of the
new provinces, and to deliberate as to the course which

33

34
35

36

should be adopted to regulate the affairs of united Canada
in a manner which would be equitable to the different
sections of the province.36

George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Whose notice was
that?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—This notice of motion
was given by my honorable friend the member
for Hochelaga (Hon. Mr. Dorion.)
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It was
in amendment of that of the honorable
member for Sherbrooke [Alexander Galt],
which I did not exactly like.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—And which
that honorable gentleman did not venture to
move, so that the House did not pronounce
upon it.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But my honorable friend
(Hon. Mr. Dorion) made a speech, which I
perfectly remember. He held this motion in his
hand while he spoke.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I
made a speech on the motion of the honorable
member for Haldimand, Mr. Mackenzie, not
on my own.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—That does not signify. I
seek not to fasten down my honorable friend
to the views he then held. Much light has been
thrown on the whole subject since 1856, and I
trust we will all act on our conscientious

Brown is mistaken about Macdonald’s presence. He was not there for the resolution of Nov. 3, 1849. He was, however,
present for the convention held in Kingston, earlier in the year. See “Members Present” at the beginning of British
American League, Minutes of the Proceedings of the Second Convention of Delegates of the British American League (1849).
ibid., p. 6.
Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly (Apr. 24, 1856). Galt’s notice of motion is as follows, “That it is the opinion of this
House that the rapidly increasing population of the Central and Western sections of the Province, and the increased proportions of the
public burdens borne of those sections, require a reconsideration of the terms upon which the Legislative Union of Upper and Lower
Canada was effected, and that a Select Committee of members be now named, to whom the subject of the Legislative Union shall be
referred, either with a view to enlarging the representation of the whole Province on the basis of population, or for the purpose of
reporting a plan of federative union, whereby the laws and local interests of the several sections of the Province shall be committed to
the charge of Local Legislatures, with one General Legislature, having supreme control over the trade, commerce, and common national
interests of the whole community.” “Provincial Parliament,” Montreal Gazette (Apr. 28, 1856).
Dorion’s motion to the Legislative Assembly (Apr. 25, 1856). Holton says that the motion was not moved “so the House
did not pronounce upon it.” The motion can’t be found in Journals of the Legislative Assembly for the Province of Canada (1856).
Unconfirmed reference.
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convictions of what is best for the country
now—without regard to any opinions we may
at other times have held.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But when my honorable
friend and others allege that there never has
been in Canada an agitation in favor of a
Federal system, and that the people have
never considered such a proposition, I think it
directly in point to prove the contrary by my
honorable friend’s own proceedings.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The next step in the
constitutional agitation of the country was the
formation
of
the
Brown-Dorion
Administration37. That was in 1858—and to
show how serious my honorable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Dorion) and myself and
our ten colleagues viewed the position of the
country from the denial of constitutional
reform, I will read the official statement of the
basis on which the Government was formed. I
read, sir, from the Journals of the Legislative
Council for 1858:—
For some years past, sectional feelings have risen in this
country, which, especially during the present session,
have seriously impeded the carrying on of the
administrative and legislative functions of the
Government. The late Administration made no attempt to
meet these difficulties or to suggest a remedy for them,
and thereby the evil has been greatly aggravated. His
Excellency’s present Advisers have entered the
Government with the fixed determination to propose
constitutional measures for the establishment of that
harmony between Upper and Lower Canada
•
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which is essential to the prosperity of the province. They
respectfully submit that they have a right to claim all the
support which His Excellency can constitutionally extend
to them in the prosecution of this all-important object.38

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
37
38

39
40
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George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Here, sir, was a
Government formed seven years ago for the
express purpose of doing that which we are
now engaged in—a Government distinctly
telling the Governor General [Viscount
Monck] that the peace and prosperity of the
country
were
endangered
because
constitutional remedies were deferred; and yet
my honorable friends opposite, who with me
were responsible for that document, tell us
that we are not now in a fit position to legislate
upon this question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But I come next to the
famous despatch to the Colonial Minister,
signed in 1858 by my honorable friend the
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt], the
Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier], and the Hon. John Ross39. It stated
that “very grave difficulties now presented
themselves in conducting the Government of
Canada”—that “the progress of population
has been more rapid in the western section,
and claims are now made on behalf of its
inhabitants for giving them representation in
the Legislature in proportion to their
numbers”—that “the result is shown by an
agitation fraught with great danger to the
peaceful and harmonious working of our
constitutional system, and, consequently,
detrimental to the progress of the province”—
that “this state of things is yearly becoming
worse”—and that “the Canadian Government
were impressed with the necessity of seeking
for such a mode of dealing with those
difficulties as may for ever remove them.” 40
What must have been the state of public
feeling when the Conservative Government of
1858 ventured to use such language as this?—
and how can any one pretend that the people
do not comprehend this question, when seven

Led by George Brown & Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Aug, 2-Aug. 6, 1858).
Memorandum for the consideration of His Excellency the Governor General, Executive Council Chamber (Aug. 3, 1858)
in Journals of the Legislative Council of the Province of Canada (1859), p. 439.
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858).
ibid.
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years of agitation have passed since that
document was penned?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But, Mr. Speaker, I come
to a still more important document—one that
goes into the details and the merits of just such
a scheme as that before the House. I refer to the
manifesto issued, in 1859, by the Lower
Canada members of the liberal party in this
House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is very long, and I will
only read from it a few extracts:—
Your committee are impressed with the conviction that
whether we consider the present needs or the probable
future condition of the country, the true, the statesmanlike solution is to be sought in the substitution of a purely
Federative for the present so-called Legislative Union; the
former, it is believed, would enable us to escape all the
evils, and to retain all the advantages, appertaining to the
existing union….
The proposition to federalize the Canadian union is not
new. On the contrary, it has been frequently mooted in
Parliament and in the press during the last few years. It
was, no doubt, suggested by the example of the
neighbouring states, where the admirable adaptation of
the Federal system to the government of an extensive
territory, inhabited by people of divers origins, creeds,
laws and customs, has been amply demonstrated; but
shape and consistency were first imparted to it in 1856,
when it was formally submitted to Parliament by the
Lower Canada Opposition, as offering, in their judgment,
the true corrective of the abuses generated under the
present system….
By this division of power the General Government would
be relieved from those questions of a purely local and
sectional character, which, under our present system,
have led to much strife and ill-will….
The committee believe that it is clearly demonstrable that
the direct cost of maintaining both the federal and local
governments need not exceed that of our present system,
while its enormous indirect cost would, in consequence of
the additional checks on expenditure involved in the new
system, and the more direct responsibility of public
servants in the province to the people immediately
affected by such expenditure, be entirely obviated….

41

The proposed system could in no way diminish the
importance of the colony, or impair its credit, while it
presents the advantage of being susceptible, without any
disturbance of the Federal economy, of such territorial
extension as circumstances may hereafter render
desirable.41

Now, sir, who were the signers of the
address?—on whose special responsibility
was this manifesto sent forth to the world?
Why, it was signed by my honorable friend
opposite, Hon. A.A. Dorion—
Some Hon. Members—Cheers and laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hon. T.D. McGee, Hon.
L.T. Drummond, and Hon. L.A. Dessaulles,
four of the most able and most popular leaders
of the Lower Canada liberal party—the party
now virulently opposing the resolutions
before the Chair.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—So my honorable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Dorion) not only agitated
the country for constitutional changes, but
insisted that it should take the shape of a
Federal union, because of the cheapness of that
system and the facility it afforded for bringing
within the federation the other British
American Provinces—
Some Hon. Members—Cheers and laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—and yet, six years after
the promulgation of this document, my
honorable friend gets up and repudiates a
Federal union
•
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because of its frightful cost and because it does
bring within the Federation the other British
American Provinces!
Some Hon. Members—Continued cheering.
William Powell [Carleton]—Who wrote
that document?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I cannot exactly say who
did the composition; but will not my

The manifesto was signed in Montreal on Oct. 25, 1859. “Meeting of Opposition Members of Parliament of Lower Canada,”
The Globe (Oct. 31, 1859).
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honorable friend from Chateauguay (Hon. Mr.
Holton) permit me to ask if his hand is not
discoverable in it?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—If so, he well may be
proud of it, for it is a masterly exposition.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Will my
honorable friend accept it as an amendment to
his scheme?
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—No; ours is better than that!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I come now to the great
meeting of the Reformers of Upper Canada,
known as the Toronto Convention of 1859, and
at which 570 delegates were present from all
parts of the western province. Here are the two
chief resolutions:—
5. Resolved,—That in the opinion of this assembly, the best
practicable remedy for the evils now encountered in the
Government of Canada is to be found in the formation of
two or more local governments, to which shall be
committed the control of all matters of a local or sectional
character, and some joint authority charged with such
matters as are necessarily common to both sections of the
province.
6. Resolved,—That while the details of the changes
proposed in the last resolution are necessarily subject for
future arrangement, yet this assembly deems it imperative
to declare that no Government would be satisfactory to
the people of Upper Canada which is not based on the
principle of representation by population.42

Here we have the very essence of the
measure now before us for adoption—
deliberately approved of by the largest body
of representative men ever assembled in
Upper Canada for a political purpose; and yet
we are to be told that our people do not
understand the question, and we must go to
42

43
44
45
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them and explain it, letter by letter, at an
immense cost to the country, and at the risk of
losing the whole scheme!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—But let us see what
followed. A general election was ordered in
1861—there was a fierce contest at the polls—
and the main question at every hosting, was
the demand for constitutional changes. The
result of that contest was the overthrow of the
Cartier-Macdonald Ministry43 and the
formation
of
the
Macdonald-Sicotte
Administration44 in its room. But so bitter had
been the struggle for and against
constitutional changes, and so clearly defined
were party-lines upon it, that it was found
impossible to construct that Government
without a distinct pledge that it would resist
every motion made upon the subject—
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Did you
recognize the propriety of that course?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—No, indeed, I did not. I
but cite the fact to show how thoroughly the
whole question has been agitated, and how
perfectly its bearings have, for years past, been
understood. Well, sir, mark what followed.
One short year had not passed over the heads
of the Macdonald-Sicotte Ministry before they
tottered to their fall—and so repugnant to the
House and to the country was their conduct on
the constitutional question, that they dared
not appeal to the country until they had
changed their avowed policy upon it, and
replaced the men who had forced upon them
the narrow policy of the year before, by
gentlemen understood to be more in favor of
constitutional changes. The Government
(Macdonald-Dorion)45, so reconstructed, went
to the country in 1863, but in the year

The Reformers of Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper Canada,”
The Globe (Nov. 10-11, 1859), “The Convention Yesterday,” The Globe (Nov. 11, 1859), “Meeting of the Liberal Convention
of Upper Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 12-16, 1859), and Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the
Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper Canada (1859).
Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862). The administration ended on May 24, 1862.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863). The administration was formed on May 24, 1862.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Antoine-Aimé Dorion (1863-1864). The administration ended on Mar 30, 1864.
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following it, too, fell in its turn, simply because
it did not deal boldly with the constitutional
question—
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
had the support of all who were in favor of the
question.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Indeed, you had not.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—We should
have fallen if we had attempted to deal with it.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I entirely deny that; had
you pursued a bold policy upon it you might
have been in office up to this hour.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Well,
sir,
the
Macdonald-Dorion made way for the TachéMacdonald Administration46—but it, too, soon
fell by a majority of two 47, simply because it
did not deal with the constitutional question—
A Voice—Oh, oh!
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—My honorable friend
cries “oh, oh,” and I am perfectly amazed at
his doing so. I am about to offer my honorable
friend the most complete proof of the
correctness of my statement—proof so
conclusive that if he does not accept of it as
such, I do not know how he can be convinced
of anything. In one single day the TachéMacdonald Administration, by taking up the
constitutional question boldly, turned their
minority of two into a majority of seventy48.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cries of hear,
hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Could anything prove
46

47

48

more unanswerably than this the deep hold
this question has on the public mind, and the
assured confidence of the members of this
House that their constituents understand its
whole
•
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merits, when, in one day, such a startling
political revolution was brought about?
Was it, think you, a doubtful consideration
that could have induced the Upper Canada
Opposition, almost as one man, to cast down
their party entrenchments and make common
cause with their opponents? Could there have
been the slightest doubt as to the sentiments of
our people and the imperative necessity of
immediate action, when such men as now sit
on the treasury benches, were forced, by their
supporters, to unite for the settlement of this
question? And could there be a more
conclusive proof of the ripeness of public
opinion than the unanimous and cordial
manner in which our so uniting has been
sustained by the press of all parties, and by the
electors at the polls?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Never, I venture to
assert, was any great measure so thoroughly
understood, and so cordially endorsed by the
people of Canada, as this measure now under
consideration.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The British Government
approves of it—the Legislative Council
approves
of
it—this
House
almost
unanimously approves of it—the press of all

Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864). The administration was formed on Mar. 30,
1864.
The administration was defeated by two votes on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous
1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall,
brought a censure of the government for a $100,000 transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight –
an advance of sum authorized by the also then Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of
retributive justice” for the previous Cartier-Macdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the
1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the
Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387-390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great
Coalition was hashed out. See “Memorandum—Confidential”, Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
ibid.
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parties approves of it—and though the scheme
has already been directly submitted to fifty out
of the one hundred constituencies into which
Canada is divided, only four candidates
ventured to appear at the hosting in
opposition to it—all of them in Lower
Canada—and but two of them were elected.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—And yet, sir, we are to be
told that we are stealing a march upon the
country; that it is not understood by the
people; and that we must dissolve the House
upon it, at a vast cost to the exchequer, and at
the risk of allowing political partisanship to
dash the fruit from our hands at the very
moment we are about to grasp it!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Sir, I have no fears
whatever of an appeal to the people. I cannot
pretend to speak as to the popular feeling in
Lower Canada, but I think I thoroughly
understand the popular mind of the western
province, and I hesitate not to say that there
are not five gentlemen in this chamber (if so
many) who could go before their constituents
in Upper Canada in opposition to this scheme,
with the slightest chance of being returned.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is because I
thoroughly comprehend the feelings of the
people upon it, that I urge the adoption of this
measure at the earliest possible moment. The
most gross injustice is to be rectified by it; the
tax-payer is to be clothed with his rightful
influence by it; new commercial relations are
to be opened up by it; a new impulse to the
industrial pursuits of the country will be given
by it—and I for one would feel myself false to
the cause I have so long sustained, and false to
the best interests of my constituents, if I
permitted one hour unnecessarily to pass
without bringing it to a final issue.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
49
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George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It was only by the
concurrence of most propitious circumstances
that the wonderful progress this movement
has made could have been accomplished.
Most peculiar were the circumstances that
enabled such a coalition to be formed as that
now existing for the settlement of this
question—and who shall say at what hour it
may not be rent asunder? And yet, who will
venture to affirm that if party spirit in all its
fierceness were once more to be let loose
amongst us, there would be the slightest hope
that this great question could be approached
with that candour and harmony necessary to
its satisfactory solution?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Then, sir, at the very
moment we resolved to deal with this question
of constitutional change, the Maritime
Provinces were about to assemble in joint
conference to consider whether they ought not
to form a union among themselves—and the
way was thus most propitiously opened up for
the consideration of a union of all British
America. The civil war too, in the
neighbouring republic; the possibility of war
between Great Britain and the United States;
the threatened repeal of the Reciprocity
Treaty49; the threatened abolition of the
American bonding system for goods in transit
to and from the provinces; the unsettled
position of the Hudson’s Bay Company; and
the changed feeling of England as to the
relations of great colonies to the parent state;—
all combine at this moment to arrest earnest
attention to the gravity of the situation, and
unite us all in one vigorous effort to meet the
emergency like men.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The interests to be
affected by this scheme of union are very large
and varied—but the pressure of circumstances
upon all the colonies is so serious at this

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 20.
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moment, that if we cannot now banish
partisanship and sectionalism and petty
objections, and look at the matter on its broad
intrinsic merits, what hope is there of our ever
being able to do so? An appeal to the people of
Canada on this measure simply means
postponement of the question for a year—and
who can tell how changed ere then may be the
circumstances surrounding us? Sir, the man
who strives for the postponement of this
measure on any ground, is doing what he can
to kill it almost as effectually as if he voted
against it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Let there be no mistake
as to the manner in which the
•
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Government presents this measure to the
House. We do not present it as free from fault,
but we do present it as a measure so
advantageous to the people of Canada, that all
the blemishes, real or imaginary, averred
against it, sink into utter insignificance in
presence of its merits.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We present it, not in the
precise shape we in Canada would desire it,
but as in the best shape the five colonies to be
united could agree upon it. We present it in the
form in which the five governments have
severally adopted it—in the form the Imperial
Government has endorsed it—and in the form
in which we believe all the legislatures of the
provinces will accept it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We ask the House to
pass it in the exact form in which we have
presented it, for we know not how alterations
may affect its safety in other places, and the
process of alteration once commenced in four
different legislatures—who can tell where that
would end? Every member of this House is
free as air to criticise it if he so wills, and
amend it if he is able—but we warn him of the

danger of amendment, and throw on him all
the responsibility of the consequences.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—We feel confident of
carrying this scheme as it stands—but we
cannot tell what we can do if it be amended.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Let not honorable
gentlemen approach this measure as a sharp
critic deals with an abstract question, striving
to point out blemishes and display his
ingenuity; but let us approach it as men having
but one consideration before us—the
establishment of the future peace and
prosperity of our country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Let us look at it in the
light of a few months back—in the light of the
evils and injustice to which it applies a
remedy—in the light of the years of discord
and strife we have spent in seeking for that
remedy—in the light with which the people of
Canada would regard this measure were it to
be lost, and all the evils of past years to be
brought back upon us again.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—Let
honorable
gentlemen look at the question in this view—
and what one of them will take the
responsibility of casting his vote against the
measure? Sir, the future destiny of these great
provinces may be affected by the decision we
are about to give to an extent which at this
moment we may be unable to estimate—but
assuredly the welfare for many years of four
millions of people hangs on our decision.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]— Shall we then rise equal
to the occasion?—shall we approach this
discussion without partisanship, and free
from every personal feeling but the earnest
resolution to discharge conscientiously the
duty which an over-ruling Providence has
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placed upon us?
Sir, it may be that some among us will live to
see the day when, as the result of this measure,
a great and powerful people may have grown
up in these lands—when the boundless forests
all around us shall have given way to smiling
fields and thriving towns—and when one
united government, under the British flag,
shall extend from shore to shore:—but who
would desire to see that day if he could not
recall with satisfaction the part he took in this
discussion? Mr. Speaker I have done. I leave
the subject to the conscientious judgment of
the House, in the confident expectation and
belief that the decision it will render will be
worthy of the Parliament of Canada.
Some Hon. Members—The honorable
gentleman resumed his seat amid loud and
continued applause.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East] announced that Mr.
McGee would close the Government
statement of the case to-morrow, after which
the debate would be adjourned for one week.50
On motion of the Thomas D'Arcy McGee
[Montreal West, Minister of Agriculture and
Statistics], the debate was further adjourned till
Thursday evening.

50

Cartier’s announcement has been added. Source: “Continuation of Mr. Brown’s Speech,” The Globe (Feb. 10, 1865).
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certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

T

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
THURSday,
february 9, 1865

The order of the day for resuming the adjourned
debate on the proposed Address to Her Majesty, on
the subject of the Confederation of the British North
American Provinces having been called;
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
1

homas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]
said—Mr. Speaker, I rise to endeavour to fulfil
the promise made in my name last evening by
the Lower Canadian leader of this House.
After the four speeches that have already been
delivered from this quarter of the House, it
may very well be supposed that little of
essential importance remains to be said. On
Monday the Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald], in exposing the case for the
Government, in moving this Address to Her
Majesty, went very fully through all the items
of the resolutions agreed upon at the Quebec
Conference, and gave us a full analysis of the
whole project with his own constitutional
commentaries upon the proceedings of that
body. On the next evening, the Attorney
General East [George-Étienne Cartier] gave us
his views also, treating chiefly of the
difficulties in Lower Canada.
The same night, my hon. friend, the Minister
of Finance [Alexander Galt], gave us a
financial view of the whole subject; and last
evening the Hon. President of the Council
[George Brown] gave us another extended
financial and political address, with some
arguments from “the Upper Canadian point of
view,” as the phrase is. It may well therefore
seem that after these speeches little of essential
importance remains to be stated.
Still this subject is so vast, the project before
the House is so vast, and comprehends within
it so many objects of interest, the atmosphere
that surrounds a subject of this importance is
so subtle and fluctuating, that there may be, I
am feign to believe, a little joiner-work still left
to do—there may be a hiatus here and there to
fill up; and although, as far as what is called
“the preliminary case” is concerned, the
question might perhaps very well have rested
with the four speeches already delivered—

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 93. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
begins with McGee’s speech.
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there may be some slight additional
contribution made, and, such as it is, in my
own humble way, I propose to make it tonight.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We
all remember that in the nursery legend of the
Three Kings of Cologne, Caspar brought
myrrh, and Melchior incense, and Baltassar
gold, but I am afraid my contribution will be
less valuable than any of these, yet such as it is
I cheerfully bring it, particularly when there
are so many in this and the other provinces
who would like to know what my own views
are in relation) to the present crisis.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—With
your approbation, sir, and the forbearance of
the House, I will endeavour to treat this
subject in this way:—First, to give some slight
sketch of the history of the question; then to
examine the existing motives which ought to
prompt us to secure a speedy union of these
provinces; then to speak of the difficulties
which this question has encountered before
reaching its present fortunate stage; then to
say something of the mutual advantages, in a
social rather than political point of view,
which these provinces will have in their union,
and lastly to add a few words on the Federal
principle in general, when I shall have done.
In other words, I propose to consider the
question of union mainly from within, and as
far as possible to avoid going over the ground
already so fully and so much better occupied
by hon. friends who have already spoken
upon the subject. My hon. friend, the member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion],
thought he did a very clever thing the other
evening when he disentombed an old
newspaper article of mine, entitled “A New

2

3
4

Nationality,”2 and endeavoured to fix on me
the paternity of the phrase—destined to
become prophetic—which was employed by a
very distinguished personage in the Speech
from the Throne at the opening of the session 3.
I do happen to remember the article alluded
to as one of my first essays in political writing
in Canada; but
•
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I am quite sure that the almost forgotten
publication in which it appeared was never
known, even by name, to the illustrious person
who delivered the speech on that occasion. But
I will own when I saw my bantling held up to
the admiration of the House in the delicate and
fostering hands of the hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion], I was not
ashamed of it; on the contrary, perhaps there
was some tingling of parental pride when I
saw what ten years ago I pointed out as the
true position for these colonies to take, about
to be adopted by all the colonies under such
favourable circumstances.
I do not think it ought to be made a matter
of reproach to me, or a cause for belittling the
importance of the subject, that ten years ago I
used the identical phrase employed in the
Speech from the Throne. The idea itself is a
good one, and it may have floated through the
minds of many men and received intellectual
hospitality even from the honorable member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion]
himself. One is reminded by this sort of thing,
of Puff in the Critic. “Two people” happened
“to hit upon the same thought, and Shakspere
[sic] made use of it first—that’s all.”4
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—My
honorable friend is in this respect, no doubt,
the Shakspere [sic] of the new nationality.
Some Hon. Members—Renewed laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,

Antoine-Aimé Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Jan. 23, 1865), p. A:5. McGee founded the New Era newspaper in 1857.
Among other issues, the newspaper advocated a "new nationality".
Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
Richard Sheridan, The Critic, Act III, Scene I.
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Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—If
there is anything in the article he has read to
the House which is deserving of
disapprobation, he is particeps criminis5, and
equally blameable if not more blameable than
myself. He is indeed the older sinner, and I
bow to him in that character with all proper
humility.
Some Hon. Members—Renewed laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Really, Mr. Speaker, the attempt to fix the
parentage of this child of many fathers is
altogether absurd and futile. It is almost as
ridiculous as the attempt to fix the name of this
new Confederation, in advance of the decision
of the Gracious Lady to whom the matter is to
be referred. I have read in one newspaper
published in a western city not less than a
dozen attempts of this nature. One individual
chooses Tuponia and another Hochelaga, as a
suitable name for the new nationality. Now I
would ask any hon. member of this House
how he would feel if he woke up some fine
morning and found himself, instead of a
Canadian, a Tuponian or Hochelagander.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I
think, sir, we may safely leave for the present
the discussion of the name as well as the origin
of the new system proposed; when the
Confederation has a place among the nations
of the world, and opens a new page in history,
it will be time enough to look into its
antecedents, and when it has reached this
5
6

7

8
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stage there are a few men who, having
struggled for it in its earlier difficulties, will
then deserve to be honorably mentioned. I
shall not be guilty of the bad taste of
complimenting those with whom I have the
honor to be associated; but when we reach the
stage of research, which lies far beyond the
stage of deliberation in these affairs, there are
some names that ought not to be forgotten.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—So
far back as the year 1800, the Honorable Mr.
Uniacke, a leading politician in Nova Scotia at
that date, submitted a scheme of Colonial
Union to the Imperial authorities6. In 1815,
Chief Justice Sewell, whose name will be well
remembered as a leading lawyer of this city
and a farsighted politician, submitted a
scheme7. In 1822, Sir John Beverley Robinson,
at the request of the Colonial Office, submitted
a project of the same kind8; and I need not refer
to the report of Lord Durham on Colonial
Union in 1839 9. These are all memorable, and
some of them are great names. If we have
dreamed a dream of union (as some hon.
gentlemen say), it is at least worth while
remarking that a dream which has been
dreamed by such wise and good men, may, for
aught we know or you know, have been a sort
of
vision—a
vision
foreshadowing
forthcoming natural events in a clear
intelligence.
A vision (I say it without irreverence, for the
event concerns the lives of millions living, and
yet to come) resembling those seen by the

i.e. “accomplice.”
Richard Uniacke (1753-1830) was a Nova Scotia politician who had advocated for the union of British North American
reportedly as early as 1806. He examined the question of union in 1806 in a despatch to Windham and the matter again in
1821, before formally writing his “Observations on the British colonies in North America with a proposal for the
confederation of the whole under one government” (1826). A copy of the latter plan, which was never published, was
reportedly given to Lord Durham.
Jonathan Sewell (Chief Justice for Lower Canada), A Plan for the Federal Union of British provinces in North America (1814).
He would also later co-author another plan with John Beverley Robinson in 1824. See footnote below.
John Robinson’s proposal in 1822 was written in response to the 1822 Bill in the UK Parliament, in correspondence to Lord
Bathurst on Apr. 23, 1822 in W.P.M. Kennedy, Documents of the Canadian Constitution 1759-1915 (1918), pp. 312-316. John
Beverley Robinson also co-authored with Jonathan Sewell, Plan for a General Legislative Union of the British Provinces in North
America (1824).
Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839).
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Daniels and Josephs of old, foreshadowing the
trials of the future; the fate of tribes and
peoples; the rise and fall of dynasties. But the
immediate history of the measure is
sufficiently wonderful without dwelling on
the remoter predictions of so many wise men.
Whoever, in 1862, or even in 1863, would
have told us that we should see, even what we
see in these seats by which I stand—such a
representation of interests acting together,
would be accounted, as our Scotch friends say,
“half-daft;”—and whoever, in the Lower
Provinces about the same time, would have
ventured to foretell the composition of their
delegations, which sat with us under this roof
last October, would probably have been
considered equally demented.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But
the thing came about, and if those gentlemen,
who have had no immediate hand in bringing
it about, and therefore naturally felt less
interest in the project than we who did, will
only give us the
•
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benefit of the doubt, will only assume that we
are not all altogether wrong-headed, we hope
to show them still farther, as we think we have
already shown them, that we are by no means
without reason in entering on this enterprise. I
submit, however, we may very well dismiss
the antecedent history of the question for the
present: it grew from an unnoticed feeble
plant, to be a stately and flourishing tree, and
for my part any one that pleases may say he
made the tree grow, if I can only have hereafter
my fair share of the shelter and the shade.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,

10

11

12
13

Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But
in the present stage of the question, the first
real stage of its success—the thing that gave
importance to theory in men’s minds—was
the now celebrated despatch, signed by two
members of this Government and an hon.
gentleman formerly their colleague, a member
of the other House; I refer to the despatch of
185810. The recommendations in that despatch
lay dormant until revived by the
Constitutional Committee of last Session11,
which led to the Coalition12, which led to the
Quebec Conference, which led to the draft of
the Constitution now on our table, which will
lead, I am fain to believe, to the union of all
these provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—At
the same time that we mention the
distinguished politicians, I think we ought not
to forget those zealous and laborious
contributors to the public press, who,
although not associated with governments,
and not themselves at the time in politics,
addressed the public mind, and greatly
contributed to give life and interest to this
question, and indirectly to bring it to the
happy position in which it now stands. Of
those gentlemen I will mention two. I do not
know whether hon. gentlemen of this House
have seen some letters on colonial union,
written in 1855, the last addressed to the late
Duke of Newcastle, by Mr. P.S. Hamilton13, an
able public writer of Nova Scotia, and the
present Gold Commissioner of that province;
but I take this opportunity of bearing my
testimony to his well-balanced judgment,
political sagacity and the skilful handling the
subject received from him at a very early
period.

Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
George Brown created the committee on Mar. 14, 1864. Journals, p. 91. The report was adopted on Jun. 14, 1864. Journals,
pp. 383-384.
“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
P.S. Hamilton, Union of the Colonies of British North America: Being Three Papers Upon This Subject, Originally Published Between
the Years 1854 and 1861 (1864).
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
There is another little book written in English,
six or seven years ago, to which I must refer. It
is a pamphlet, which met with an
extraordinary degree of success, entitled Nova
Britannia, by my hon. friend the member for
South Lanark (Mr. Morris); and as he has been
one of the principal agents in bringing into
existence the present Government, which is
now carrying out the idea embodied in his
book, I trust he will forgive me if I take the
opportunity, although he is present, of reading
a single sentence to show how far he was in
advance and how true he was to the coming
event, which we are now considering. At page
57 of his pamphlet—which I hope will be
reprinted among the political miscellanies of
the provinces when we are one country and
one people—I find this paragraph:—
The dealing with the destinies of a future Britannic
empire, the shaping its course, the laying its foundations
broad and deep, and the erecting thereon a noble and
enduring superstructure, are indeed duties that may well
evoke the energies of our people, and nerve the arms and
give power and enthusiasm to the aspirations of all true
patriots. The very magnitude of the interests involved,
will, I doubt not, elevate many amongst us above the
demands of mere sectionalism, and enable them to evince
sufficient comprehensiveness of mind to deal in the spirit
of real statesmen with issues so momentous, and to
originate and develops a national line of commercial and
general policy, such as will prove adapted to the wants
and exigencies of our position.14

There are many other excellent passages in
the work, but I will not detain the House with
many quotations. The spirit that animates the
whole will be seen from the extract I have read.
But whatever the private writer in his closet
may have conceited, whatever even the
individual statesman may have designed, so
long as the public mind was uninterested in
the adoption, even in the discussion of a
change in our position so momentous as this,
the union of these separate provinces, the
individual laboured in vain—perhaps sir, not
14
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wholly in vain, for although his work may not
have borne fruit then, it was kindling a fire
that would ultimately light up the whole
political horizon, and herald the dawn of a
better day for our country and our people.
Events stronger than advocacy, events
stronger than men, have come in at last like the
fire behind the invisible writing to bring out
the truth of these writings and to impress them
upon the mind of every thoughtful man who
has considered the position and probable
future of these scattered provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Before I go further into the details of my
subject, I will take this opportunity of
congratulating this House and the public of all
the provinces upon the extraordinary activity
which has been given to this subject since it
has become a leading topic of public
discussion in the maritime, and what I may
•
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call relatively to them, the inland provinces. It
is astonishing how active has been the public
mind in all those communities since the
subject has been fairly launched. I have
watched with great attention the expression of
public opinion in the Lower Provinces as well
as in our own, and I am rejoiced to find that
even in the smallest of the provinces I have
been able to read writings and speeches which
would do no discredit to older and more
cultivated
communities—articles
and
speeches worthy of any press and of any
audience. The provincial mind, it would seem,
under the inspiration of a great question,
leaped at a single bound out of the slough of
mere mercenary struggles for office, and took
post on the high and honorable ground from
which alone this great subject can be taken in
in all its dimensions,—had risen at once to the
true dignity of this discussion with an
elasticity that does honor to the communities
that have exhibited it, and gives assurance that

Alexander Morris, Nova Britannia; Or, British North America, Its Extent and Future (1858), pp. 57-58.
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we have the metal, the material, out of which
to construct a new and vigorous nationality.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We
find in the journals and in the speeches of
public men in the Lower Provinces a
discussion of the first principles of
government, a discussion of the principles of
constitutional law, and an intimate knowledge
and close application of the leading facts in
constitutional history, which gives to me at
least the satisfaction and assurance that, if we
never went farther in this matter, we have put
an end for the present, and I hope for long, to
bitterer and smaller controversies. We have
given the people some sound mental food, and
to every man who has a capacity for discussion
we have given a topic upon which he can fitly
exercise his powers, no longer gnawing at a
file and wasting his abilities in the poor effort
of advancing the ends of some paltry faction
or party. I can congratulate this House and
province and the provinces below, that such is
the case, and I may observe, with some
satisfaction, that the various authors and
writers seem to be speaking or writing as if in
the visible presence of all the colonies.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—They
are no longer hole-and-corner celebrities: they
seem to think that their words will be scanned
and weighed afar off as well as at home. We
have, I believe, several hundred celebrities in
Canada—my friend Mr. Morgan, I believe, has
made out a list of them—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—but
they are no longer now local celebrities; if
celebrities at all they must be celebrities for
British North America; for every one of the
speeches made by them on this subject is
watched in all the provinces, and in point of
fact by the mere appearance of political union,
we have made a mental union among the
people of all these provinces; and many men

now speak with a dignity and carefulness
which formerly did not characterize them,
when they were watched only by their own
narrow and struggling section, and weighed
only according to a stunted local standard.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Federation, I hope, may supply to all our
public men just ground for uniting in nobler
and more profitable contests than those which
have signalized the past.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We
on this side, Mr. Speaker, propose for that
better future our plan of union; and, if you will
allow me, I shall go over what appear to me
the principal motives which exist at present for
that union. My hon. friend the Finance
Minister [Alexander Galt] mentioned the other
evening several strong motives for union—
free access to the sea, an extended market,
breaking down of hostile tariffs, a more
diversified field for labor and capital, our
enhanced credit with England, and our greater
effectiveness when united for assistance in
time of danger.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
Hon. President of the Council [George Brown]
also enumerated several motives for union in
relation to the commercial advantages which
will flow from it, and other powerful reasons
which may be advanced in favor of it. But the
motives to such a comprehensive change as
we propose, must be mixed motives—partly
commercial, partly military, and partly
political; and I shall go over a few—not
strained or simulated—motives which are
entertained by many people of all these
provinces, and are rather of a social, or, strictly
speaking, political, than of a financial kind.
In the first place, I echo what was stated in
the speech last night of my honorable friend,
the President of the Council [George Brown]—
that we cannot stand still; we cannot stave off
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some great change; we cannot stand alone,
province apart from province, if we would;
and that we are in a state of political transition.
All, even honorable gentlemen who are
opposed to this union, admit that we must do
something, and that that something must not
be a mere temporary expedient. We are
compelled, by warning voices from within and
without, to make a change, and a great change.
We all, with one voice, who are unionists,
declare our conviction that we can
•
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not go on as we have gone; but you, who are
all anti-unionists, say—”Oh! that is begging
the question; you have not yet proved that.”
Well, Mr. Speaker, what proofs do the
gentlemen want? I presume there are three
influences which determine any great change
in the course of any individual or state. First—
his patron, owner, employer, protector, ally, or
friend; or, in politics, “Imperial connection.”
Secondly—his partner, comrade, or fellowlabourer, or near neighbor. And, thirdly,—the
man himself, or the state itself. Now, in our
case, all three causes have concurred to warn
and force us into a new course of conduct.
What are these warnings? We have had at least
three.
The first is from England, and is a friendly
warning. England warned us by several
matters of fact, according to her custom, rather
than verbiage, that the colonies had entered
upon a new era of existence, a new phase in
their career. She has given us this warning in
several different shapes—when she gave us
“Responsible Government”15—when she
adopted Free Trade16—when she repealed the
Navigation laws17—and when, three or four
years ago, she commenced that series of
official despatches in relation to militia and
defence which she has ever since poured in on
us, in a steady stream, always bearing the
15
16

17
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same solemn burthen—”prepare! prepare!
prepare!” These warnings gave us notice that
the old order of things between the colonies
and the Mother Country had ceased, and that
a new order must take its place.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
About four years ago, the first despatches
began to be addressed to this country, from the
Colonial Office, upon the subject. From that
day to this there has been a steady stream of
despatches in this direction, either upon
particular or general points connected with
our defence; and I venture to say, that if bound
up together, the despatches of the lamented
Duke of Newcastle alone would make a
respectable volume—all notifying this
Government, by the advices they conveyed,
that the relations—the military apart from the
political and commercial relations of this
province to the Mother Country had changed;
and we were told in the most explicit language
that could be employed, that we were no
longer to consider ourselves, in relation to
defence, in the same position we formerly
occupied towards the Mother Country.
Well, these warnings have been friendly
warnings; and if we have failed to do our part
in regard to them, we must, at all events, say
this, that they were addressed to our
Government so continuously and so
strenuously that they freed the Imperial power
of the responsibility for whatever might
follow, because they showed to the colonies
clearly what, in the event of certain
contingencies arising, they had to expect. We
may grumble or not at the necessity of
preparation England imposes upon us, but,
whether we like it or not, we have, at all
events, been told that we have entered upon a
new era in our military relations to the rest of
the Empire.

Canada was granted Responsible Government in 1848.
The repeal of the Corn Laws in 1846, including the lifting of the Canada Corn Act 1843 (U.K.), an act which gave Canada
preferential rates to the British market, paved the way for British free trade.
Similar to the Corn Laws, the Navigation Acts, were created to promote intercolonial trade through mercantilism. These
acts were repealed in 1849, during the British transition to free trade.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Then, sir, in the second place, there came what
I may call the other warning from without—
the American warning.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Republican America gave us her notices in
times past, through her press, and her
demagogues and her statesmen,—but of late
days she has given us much more intelligible
notices—such as the notice to abrogate the
Reciprocity Treaty18, and to arm the lakes,
contrary to the provisions of the addenda to
the treaty of 1818 19. She has given us another
notice in imposing a vexatious passport
system; another in her avowed purpose to
construct a ship canal round the Falls of
Niagara, so as “to pass war vessels from Lake
Ontario to Lake Erie;” 20 and yet another, the
most striking one of all, has been given to us,
if we will only understand it, by the enormous
expansion of the American army and navy.
I will take leave to read to the House a few
figures which show the amazing, the
unprecedented growth, which has not,
perhaps, a parallel in the annals of the past, of
the military power of our neighbors within the
past three or four years. I have the details here
by me, but shall only read the results, to show
the House the emphatic meaning of this most
serious warning. In January, 1861, the regular
army of the United States, including of course
the whole of the States, did not exceed 15,000
men. This number was reduced, from
desertion and other causes, by 5,000 men,
leaving 10,000 men as the army of the States.
In December, 1862—that is, from January,
1861, to January, 1863, this army of 10,000 was
increased to 800,000 soldiers actually in the
field.
18

19
20

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—No
doubt there are exaggerations in some of these
figures—the rosters were, doubtless, in some
cases filled with fictitious names, in order to
procure the bounties that were offered; but if
we allow two-thirds as correct, we find that a
people who had an army of 10,000 men in
1861, had in two years increased it to an
•
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army of 600,000 men.
As to their ammunition and stock of war
material at the opening of the war—that is to
say, at the date of the attack upon Fort
Sumpter—we find that they had of siege and
heavy guns 1,952; of field artillery, 231; of
infantry firearms, 473,000; of cavalry firearms,
31,000; and of ball and shell, 363,000. At the
end of 1863—the latest period to which I have
statistics upon the subject—the 1,052 heavy
guns had become 2,116; the 231 field pieces
had become 2,965; the 473,000 infantry arms
had become 2,423,000; the 31,000 cavalry arms
had become 369,000, and the 363,000 ball and
shell had become 2,925,000. Now, as to the
navy of the United States, I wish to show that
this wonderful development of war power in
the United States is the second warning we
have had, that we cannot go on as we have
gone.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—In
January, 1861, the ships of war belonging to
the United States were 83; in December, 1864,
they numbered 671, of which 54 were
monitors and ironclads, carrying 4,610 guns,
with a tonnage of 510,000 tons, and manned by
a force of 51,000 men. These are frightful
figures for the capacity of destruction they
represent, for the heaps of carnage that they

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
Treaty of 1818 or Convention respecting fisheries, boundary and the restoration of slaves (U.K. & U.S.).
Possibly referring to U.S., House of Representatives, “The Naval Defences of the Great Lakes”, Reports of Committees of the
House of Representatives and Court of Claims…. (1862-1863).
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represent, for the quantity of human blood
spilt that they represent, for the lust of
conquest that they represent, for the evil
passions that they represent, and for the arrest
of the onward progress of civilization that they
represent. But it is not the figures which give
the worst view of the fact—for England still
carries more guns afloat even than our warmaking neighbours.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—It is
the change which has taken place in the spirit
of the people of the Northern States
themselves which is the worst view of the fact.
How far have they travelled since the humane
Channing preached the unlawfulness of war—
since the living Sumner delivered his
addresses to the Peace Society on the same
theme! I remember an accomplished poet, one
of the most accomplished the New England
States have ever produced, took very strong
grounds against the prosecution of the
Mexican war, and published the Bigelow
Papers, so well known in American literature,
to show the ferocity and criminality of war. He
thus made Mr. Bird-of-Freedom Sawin sing:—
If you take a soared an’ draor it,
An go stick a feller thru,
Guv’ment wou’t answer for it,
God’ll send the bill to you!21

Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—This
was slightly audacious and irreverent in
expression, but it was remarkably popular in
New England at that time. The writer is now
one of the editors of a popular Boston
periodical, and would be one of the last, I have
no doubt, to induce a Northern soldier to
withdraw his sword from the body of any
unhappy Southerner whom he had, contrary
to the poet’s former political ethics, “stuck
thru.”
21
22
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Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But
it is not the revolution wrought in the minds
of men of great intelligence that is most to be
deplored—for the powerful will of such men
may compel their thoughts back again to a
philosophy of peace; no, it is the mercenary
and military interests created under Mr.
Lincoln—which are represented, the former
by an estimated governmental outlay of above
$100,000,000 this year, and the other by the
800,000 men whose blood is thus to be bought
and paid for; by the armies out of uniform who
prey upon the army; by the army of
contractors who are to feed and clothe and
arm the million; by that other army, the army
of tax-collectors, who cover the land, seeing
that no industry escapes unburdened, no
possession unentered, no affection even,
untaxed. Tax! tax! tax! is the cry from the rear!
Blood! blood! blood! is the cry from the front!
Gold! gold! gold! is the chuckling undertone
which
comes
up
from
the
mushroom millionaires, well named a shoddy
aristocracy22. Nor do I think the army interest,
the contracting interest, and the tax gathering
interest, the worst results that have grown out
of this war.
There is another and equally serious
interest—the change that has come over the
spirit, mind and principles of the people, that
terrible change which has made war familiar
and even attractive to them. When the first
battle was fought—when, in the language of
the Duke of Wellington, the first “butcher’s bill
was sent in”—a shudder of horror ran through
the length and breadth of the country; but by
and by as the carnage increased, no
newspaper was considered worth laying on
the breakfast table unless it contained the story
of the butchery of thousands of men. “Only a
couple of thousand killed! Pooh, pooh, that’s
nothing!” exclaimed Mr. Shoddy as he sipped
his coffee in his luxurious apartment; and

James Russell Lowell, The Bigelow Papers (1861), p. 5.
The shoddy aristocracy is a Civil War era term for those who made enormous profits selling poor quality war material.
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nothing short of the news of ten, fifteen,
twenty thousand human beings struck dead in
one day would satisfy the jaded palate of men
craving for excitement, and such horrible
excitement as attended
•
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the wholesale murder of their fellow creatures.
Have these sights and sounds no warning
addressed to us? Are we as those who have
eyes and see not; ears and hear not; reason,
neither do they understand? If we are true to
Canada—if we do not desire to become part
and parcel of this people—we cannot overlook
this the greatest revolution of our own times.
Let us remember this, that when the three cries
among our next neighbours are money,
taxation, blood, it is time for us to provide for
our own security. I said in this House, during
the session of the year 1861, that the first gun
fired at Fort Sumpter [sic] had “a message for
us;”23 I was unheeded then; I repeat now that
every one of the 2,700 great guns in the field,
and every one of the 4,600 guns afloat,
whenever it opens its mouth, repeats the
solemn warning of England—prepare—
prepare—prepare!
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But I
may be told by some moralizing friend, Oh!
but when they get out of this, they will have
had enough of it, and they will be very glad to
rest on their laurels. They! Who? The shoddy
aristocracy have enough of it? The disbanded
army of tax-gathers have enough it? The
manufacturers of false intelligence have
enough of it? Who is it possible will have had
enough of it? The fighting men themselves? I
dare say they would all like to have a furlough,
but all experiences teach us, it is not of war
soldiers tire but of peace; it is not of the sea
sailors tire, but of the land. Jack likes to land,
and have a frolic and spend his money, so does
Jack’s brother the fighting landsman—but the
one is soon as much out of his element as the
23

other, when parted from his comrades; when
denied the gypsy joys of the camp, when he no
longer feels his sword, he looks up to it where
it hangs, and sighs to take it down and be “at
work” again. He will even quit his native
country, if she continues perversely peaceful,
and go into foreign service, rather than remain
what he calls “idle.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—This
is experience, which I beg respectfully to cite
in opposition to the seductive, disarming
fallacy of my moralizing friend.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier] told us in his speech the other night,
that one of the features of the original
programme of the American Revolutionists
was the acquisition of Canada to the United
States. They pretend to underrate the
importance of this country, now that they are
fully occupied elsewhere; but I remember well
that the late Mr. Webster—who was not a
demagogue—at the opening of the Worcester
and Albany Railway, some years since,
expressed the hope that the railways of the
New England States would all point towards
Canada, because their influence and the
demands of commerce would in time bring
Canada into the union and increase the New
England element in that union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I
think, sir, I am justified in regarding the
American conflict as one of the warnings we
have received; and the third warning, that
things cannot go on in this country as they are,
is a warning voice from within—a warning
voice from our own experience in this
government of these provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,

Thomas D’Arcy McGee, Legislative Assembly (Apr. 17, 1861). “Provincial Parliament,” The Globe (Apr. 25, 1861).
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Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—On
these internal constitutional difficulties
existing among ourselves, which were so fully
exposed last evening by my hon. friend the
President of the Council [George Brown], I
need say little; they are admitted to have been
real, not imaginary, on all hands. An
illustration was used in another place in
explaining this part of the subject by the
venerable and gallant knight, our Premier
[Étienne Pascal Taché], than which nothing
could be more clear. He observed that when
we had had five administrations within two
years, it was full time to look out for some
permanent remedy for such a state of things 24.
True—most
true—Constitutional
Government among us had touched its lowest
point when it existed only by the successful
search of a messenger or a page, after a
member, willingly or absent from his seat.
Any one might in those days have been the
saviour of his country.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—All
he had to do was, when one of the five
successive governments which arose in two
years, was in danger, to rise in his place, say
“yea!” and presto the country was saved.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—This
House was fast losing, under such a state of
things its hold on the country; the
administrative departments were becoming
disorganized under such frequent changes of
chiefs and policies; we were nearly as bad as
the army of the Potomac, before its
“permanent remedy” 25 was found in General
Grant. Well! we have had our three warnings.
24

25

26
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One warning from within and two from
without. I dare say, sir, we all remember the
old class-book story of Mrs. Thrale’s “Three
Warnings;”26 how Death promised not to come
after a certain individual he had
unintentionally intruded on, on his wedding
day. I say, unintentionally—for Death is a
gentleman,
and
seldom
walks
in,
unannounced—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—but
he promised not to call upon this particular
person,
•

(p. 132)

without giving him three distinct warnings.
Well, the honorable gentleman in question—I
dare say he was honorable, and a member of
some House,—he, like all the rest of us
expected to outlive everybody. But in process
of years he fell lame, then afterwards, he
became deaf, and at last he grew blind: then
Death’s hour had come and in spite of some
admirable pleading on behalf of the defendant
in the case, he had his “three warnings” like a
Parisian editor, his case was closed, his form
was locked up, and his impression was struck
off the face of the earth, and Death claimed
and had his own.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Now, sir, we have had three warnings, and if
we do not take heed of them and prepare for
the possible future condition into which we
may be plunged, woe to us if we are found
unprepared when the hour of destiny strikes!
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We

Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 9. He mentions five administrations: Cartier-Macdonald (18581862), Macdonald-Sicotte (1862-1863), Macdonald-Dorion (1863-1864), Taché-Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864), and the
Great Coalition (Jun. 1864-Present).
McGee is referring to the constant instability in the Union’s military leadership until Ulysses S. Grant became
Commanding General of the Army. The Union army was led by Winfield Scott (Jul.-Nov. 1861); President Abraham
Lincoln and Secretary of War Edward Stanton (Mar.-Jul. 1862); George McClellan (Nov. 1861-Mar. 1862); Henry Halleck
(Jul. 1862-Mar. 1864); and finally by Ulysses S. Grant (Mar. 1864-Mar. 1869).
Hester Lynch Thrale Piozzi, The Three Warnings, A Tale (1766).
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have submitted a plan preparing us for such a
contingency, and the Attorneys General East
[George-Étienne Cartier] and West [John A.
Macdonald] have analysed its constitutional
character, while the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] and the President of the
Council [George Brown] have treated it in its
financial aspects. There are some objections
taken to the plan, I understand, but I do not
believe that any member will get up in this
House, and declare that he is an anti-unionist,
that he is opposed to all union, and that he
considers union unnecessary and inexpedient.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I do
not know that there is one man out of the one
hundred and thirty who compose this House,
in view of the circumstances in which we are
placed, who will declare that he is opposed to
any sort of union with the Lower Provinces.
One may say that he does not like this or the
other clause—that he does not like this or that
feature of the proposed scheme; but still all
admit that union of some kind would increase
our protection and be a source of strength.
Some honorable gentlemen, while admitting
that we have entered, within the present
decade, on a period of political transition, have
contended that we might have bridged the
abyss with that Prussian pontoon, called a
Zollverein. But if any one for a moment will
remember that the trade of the whole front of
New Brunswick and Nova Scotia gravitates at
present along-shore to Portland and Boston,
while the trade of Upper Canada, west of
Kingston, has long gravitated across the lakes
to New York, he will see, I think, that a mere
Zollverein treaty27 without a strong political
end to serve, and some political power at its
back, would be, in our new circumstances,
merely waste paper.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
charge that we have not gone far enough—
27

that we have not struck out boldly for a
consolidated union, instead of a union with
reserved local jurisdictions, is another charge
which deserves some notice. To this I answer
that, if we had had, as was proposed, an
Intercolonial Railway twenty years ago, we
might by this time have been, perhaps, and
only perhaps, in a condition to unite into one
consolidated Government; but certain
politicians and capitalists having defeated that
project twenty years ago, special interests took
the place great general interests might by this
time have occupied; vested rights and local
ambitions arose and were recognized; and all
these had to be admitted as existing in a pretty
advanced stage of development, when our
Conferences were called together.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
lesson to be learned from this squandering of
quarter centuries by British Americans is this,
that if we lose the present propitious
opportunity, we may find it as hard a few
years hence to get an audience, even for any
kind of union (except American union) as we
should have found it to get a hearing last year
for a Legislative union, from the long period of
estrangement and non-intercourse which had
existed between these provinces, and the
special interests which had grown up in the
meantime in each of them.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Another motive to union, or rather a phase of
the last motive spoken of, is this, that the
policy of our neighbors to the south of us has
always been aggressive. There has always
been a desire amongst them for the acquisition
of new territory, and the inexorable law of
democratic existence seems to be its
absorption. They coveted Florida, and seized
it; they coveted Louisiana, and purchased it;
they coveted Texas, and stole it; and then they
picked a quarrel with Mexico, which ended by

German customs union that was created in 1833 and formally began in 1834.
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their getting California.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—They
sometimes pretend to despise these colonies as
prizes beneath their ambition; but had we not
had the strong arm of England over us, we
should not now have had a separate existence.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
acquisition of Canada was the first ambition of
the American Confederacy, and never ceased
to be so, when her troops were a handful and
her navy scarce a squadron. Is it likely to be
stopped now, when she counts her guns afloat
by thousands and her troops by hundreds of
thousands? On this motive, a very powerful
expression of opinion has
•
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lately appeared in a published letter of the
Archbishop of Halifax, Dr. Connolly. Who is
the Archbishop of Halifax? In either of the
coast colonies, where he has labored in his
high vocation for nearly a third of a century, it
would be absurd to ask the question; but in
Canada he may not be equally well known.
Some of my honorable friends in this and the
other House, who were his guests last year,
must have felt the impress of his character as
well as the warmth of his hospitality.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Well, he is known as one of the first men in
sagacity as he is in position, in any of these
colonies; that he was for many years the
intimate associate of his late distinguished
confrère, Archbishop Hughes, of New York;
that he knows the United States as thoroughly
as he does the provinces, and these are his
views on this particular point; the extract is
somewhat long, but so excellently put that I
am sure the House will be obliged to me for
the whole of it:—
Instead of cursing, like the boy in the upturned boat, and
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holding on until we are fairly on the brink of the cataract,
we must at once begin to pray and strike out for the shore
by all means, before we get too far down on the current.
We must at this most critical moment invoke the Arbiter
of nations for wisdom, and abandoning in time our
perilous position, we must strike out boldly, and at some
risk, for some rock on the nearest shore—some resting
place of greater security. A cavalry raid or a visit from our
Fenian friends on horseback, through the plains of Canada
and the fertile valleys of New Brunswick and Nova Scotia,
may cost more in a single week than Confederation for the
next fifty years; and if we are to believe you, where is the
security even at the present moment against such a
disaster?
Without the whole power of the Mother Country by land
and sea, and the concentration in a single hand of all the
strength of British America, our condition is seen at a
glance. Whenever the present difficulties will terminate—
and who can tell the moment?—we will be at the mercy of
our neighbours; and victorious or otherwise, they will be
eminently a military people, and with all their apparent
indifference about annexing this country, and all the
friendly feelings that may be talked, they will have the
power to strike when they please, and this is precisely the
kernel and the only touch point of the whole question.
No nation ever had the power of conquest that did not use
it, or abuse it, at the very first favorable opportunity. All
that is said of the magnanimity and forbearance of mighty
nations can be explained on the principle of sheer
inexpediency, as the world knows. The whole face of
Europe has been changed, and the dynasties of many
hundred years have been swept away within our own
time, on the principle of might alone—the oldest, the
strongest, and as some would have it, the most sacred of
all titles. The thirteen original states of America, with all
their professions of self-denial, have been all the time, by
money, power and by war, and by negotiation, extending
their frontier until they more than quadrupled their
territory within sixty years; and believe it who may, are
they now of their own accord to come to a full stop?
No; as long as they have the power, they must go onward:
for it is the very nature of power to grip whatever is within
its reach. It is not their hostile feelings, therefore, but it is
their power, and only their power, I dread; and I now state
it, as my solemn conviction, that it becomes the duty of
every British subject in these provinces to control that
power, not by the insane policy of attacking or weakening
them, but by strengthening ourselves—rising, with the
whole power of Britain at our back, to their level; and so
be prepared for any emergency. There is no sensible or
unprejudiced man in the community who does not see
that vigorous and timely preparation is the only possible
means of saving us from the horrors of a war such as the
world has never seen.
To be fully prepared is the only practical argument that
can have weight with a powerful enemy, and make him
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pause beforehand and count the cost. And as the sort of
preparation I speak of is utterly hopeless without the
union of the provinces, so at a moment when public
opinion is being formed on this vital point, as one deeply
concerned, I feel it a duty to declare myself unequivocally
in favor of Confederation as cheaply and as honorably as
possible—but Confederation at all hazards and at all
reasonable sacrifices.
After the most mature consideration, and all the
arguments I have heard on both sides for the last month,
these are my inmost convictions on the necessity and
merits of a measure which alone, under Providence, can
secure to us social order and peace, and rational liberty,
and all the blessings we now enjoy under the mildest
Government and the hallowed institutions of the freest
and happiest country in the world.28

These are the words of a statesman—of a
mitred statesman—one of that order of mighty
men, powerful in their generation, whose
states manly gifts have been cast in the strong
mould of theological discipline—such men as
were Ximenes and Wolsey. No one more
deprecates than I do the interference of
clergymen in mere party politics, and I think
such is the sentiment also of His Grace of
Halifax; but when it is an issue of peace or war,
of deliverance or conquest, who has a better,
who so good a right to speak as the ministers
of the gospel of peace, and justice, and true
freedom? Observe once more these two
closing sentences, “I feel it a duty” says the
illustrious Archbishop, “to declare myself
unequivocally
•
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in favor of Confederation as cheaply and as
honorably obtained as possible, but
Confederation at all hazards and at all
reasonable sacrifices. After the most mature
consideration, and all the arguments I have
heard on both sides for the last month, these
are my inmost convictions on the necessity
and merits of a measure which alone, under
Providence, can secure to us social order and
peace, and rational liberty, and all the
blessings we now enjoy under the mildest
Government and the hallowed institutions of
28

the freest and happiest country in the world.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
next motive for union to which I shall refer is,
that it will strengthen rather than weaken the
connection with the empire, so essential to
these rising provinces. Those who may be
called, if there are any such, the anti-unionists,
allege, that this scheme here submitted will
bring separation in its train. How, pray? By
making these countries more important, will
you make them less desirable as connections
to England? By making their trade more
valuable, will you make her more anxious to
get rid of it? By reducing their Federal tariff
will you lessen their interest for England? By
making them stronger for each other’s aid, will
you make her less willing to discharge a lesser
than a greater responsibility? But if the thing
did not answer itself, England has answered
that she “cordially approves” of our plan of
union,—and she has always been accounted a
pretty good judge of her own Imperial
interests.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—She
does not consider our union inimical to those
interests. Instead of looking upon it with a
dark and discouraging frown, she cheers us on
by her most cordial approval and bids us a
hearty “God speed” in the new path we have
chosen to enter.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But I
put it on provincial grounds as well. We are
not able to go alone, and if we attempted it we
would almost certainly go to our own
destruction—so that as we cannot go alone,
and as we do not desire union with the United
States, it is the duty of every man to do all in
his power to strengthen the connection with
Great Britain. And how shall we do it? Is it by

Archbishop Connolly’s letter was published in the Halifax Morning Chronicle on Jan. 13, 1865. Republished in the [Quebec]
Morning Chronicle (Jan. 24, 1865).
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compelling the Imperial Government to
negotiate at Charlottetown, for every man and
musket required for our defence, to negotiate
again at Halifax, and again at Fredericktown,
and again at St. John, and again at Quebec? Is
it by having these five separate governments
that we are to render the connection desirable
and appreciated, or is it by putting the power
of these colonies into the hands of one General
Government and making the negotiations
between two parties only, thereby simplifying
the whole transaction and expediting
whatever is to be done between the two
countries.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I will
content myself, Mr. Speaker, with those
principal motives to union; first, that we are in
the rapids, and must go on; next that our
neighbors will not, on their side, let us rest
supinely, even if we could do so from other
causes; and thirdly, that by making the united
colonies more valuable as an ally to Great
Britain, we shall strengthen rather than
weaken the Imperial connexion.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Let
me now, sir, call your attention to the
difficulties, past and present, which this great
project had to encounter, before it reached the
fortunate stage in which we now find it. When
it was first advocated by individuals, however
eminent, of course it had but scanty chance of
29
30
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success.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—That
was the first stage; when, as in 182229 and
183930, it found favor with Downing street, it
excited the suspicions of the colonists; when it
was identified with the Quebec and Halifax
railway project, it shared the fate,—it was
sacrificed to the jealousies and dissensions
which destroyed that particular undertaking.
When, as in the case of my hon. friend (Mr.
Galt’s) motion in 185831, and my own motion
in 186032, the subject was mooted in this House
by a private member, the Ministry of the day
could not allow so grave a measure to succeed
in other hands than their own; when, as was
the case in 1858, the Ministry committed
themselves to it33, the Opposition complained
that Parliament had not been consulted. When
Canada proposed to move, in 185934,
Newfoundland alone responded 35; when
Nova Scotia moved, in 186036, New Brunswick
alone agreed to go with her 37; at all events,
Canada did not then consent 38.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Of
late years the language of the Colonial Office,
of Mr. Labouchere, of Sir Bulwer Lytton, and
of the lamented Duke of Newcastle, was
substantially: “Agree among yourselves,
gentlemen, and we will not stand in the way.”
Ah! there was the rub—”Agree among
yourselves!” Easier said than done, with five

Supra footnote 8.
The Union Act, 1840: Imperial Debate, Draft Bills and Correspondences (1839-1840).
Galt introduced resolutions for the Federal Union of the British North American Provinces in 1858. Journals of the Legislative
Assembly of the Province of Canada (Jul. 7, 1858), p. 815.
Thomas McGee, Legislative Assembly (1860). Unconfirmed reference. For a full list of all the motions relating to the union
of the provinces see Journals (1860), p. lxxxvi.
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858).
Governor General Edmund Head, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 29, 1859), pp. 14-16.
“Despatches from Her Majesty’s Secretary for the Colonies, and other documents relating to the Union of the British North
American Colonies, laid by order of His Excellency the Governor General, before the Legislative Assembly by the
Honorable Mr. Alleyn, Secretary of the Provinces, on the 2 nd day of February, 1859,” [No. 3], Appendix to the seventeenth
volume of the journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1859).
Unconfirmed reference.
Unconfirmed reference.
Unconfirmed reference.
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colonies so long estranged, and whose former
negotiations had generally ended in bitter
controversies.
Up to the last year there was no conjunction
of circumstances favorable to the bringing
about of this union, and
•
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probably if we suffer this opportunity to be
wasted we shall never see again such a
conjunction of circumstances as will enable us
to agree, even so far, among ourselves. By a
most
fortunate
concurrence
of
circumstances—by what I presume to call,
speaking of events of this magnitude, a
providential concurrence of circumstances—
the Government of Canada was so modified
last spring as to enable it to deal fearlessly with
this subject, at the very moment when the
coast colonies, despairing of a Canadian
union, were arranging a conference of their
own for a union of their own. Our
Government embraced among its members
from the western section the leaders of the
former Ministry and former Opposition from
that section.
At the time it was formed it announced to
this House that it was its intention as part of
its policy to seek a conference with the lower
colonies, and endeavour to bring about a
general union39. This House formally gave the
Government its confidence after the
announcement of this policy, and although I
have no desire to strain terms, it does appear
to me that this House did commit itself to the
principle of a union of the colonies if found
practicable. That is my view, sir, of the
relations of this House to the Government
after it gave it expressly its confidence. Other
members of the House take another view of
that matter, they do not think themselves
committed even to the principle, and they
certainly are not to the details of the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
39

After the Coalition was formed an incident
occurred, which, though not of national
importance, it would be most ungrateful of me
to forget. An intercolonial excursion was
proposed and was rendered practicable
through the public spirit of two gentlemen
representing our great railway, of which so
many hard things have been said that I feel it
my duty to say this good thing—I refer to the
Honorable Mr. Ferrier and Mr. Brydges.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Forty members of this House, twenty-five
members of the other House, and forty
gentlemen of the press and other professions,
from Canada, joined in that excursion. So
many Canadians had never seen so much of
the Lower Provinces before, and the people of
the Lower Provinces had never seen so many
Canadians. Our reception was beyond all
description kind and cordial.
The general sentiment of union was
everywhere cheered to the echo, though I am
sorry to find that some of those who cheered
then, when it was but a general sentiment,
seem to act very differently now, that it has
become a ripened project, and I fear that they
do not intend to act up to the words they then
uttered. They may, perhaps, intend to do so,
but they have a very odd way of going about
it.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Well, sir, this was in August; the
Charlottetown Conference was called in
September, the Quebec Conference in October,
and the tour of the maritime delegates through
Canada took place in November. Four months
of the eight which have elapsed since we
promised this House to deal with it have been
almost wholly given up to this great
enterprise. Let me bear my tribute, Mr.
Speaker, now that I refer to the Conference, to
the gentlemen from the Lower Provinces, who

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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sat so many days in council with us under this
roof.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—A
very worthy citizen of Montreal, when I went
up a day or two in advance of the Montreal
banquet, asked me, with a curious sort of
emphasis—”What sort of people are they?”—
meaning the maritime delegates. I answered
him then, as I repeat now, that they were, as a
body, as able and accomplished a body as I
thought any new country in the world could
produce,—and that some among them would
compare not unfavorably in ability and
information with some of the leading
commoners of England.
As
our
Government
included
a
representation both of the former Opposition,
and the former Ministry, so their delegations
were composed in about equal parts of the
Opposition and Ministerial parties of their
several provinces. A more hard-working set of
men; men more tenacious of their own rights,
yet more considerate for those of others; men
of readier resources in debate; men of gentler
manners; men more willing to bear and
forbear, I never can hope to see together at one
council table again.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But
why need I dwell on this point? They were
seen and heard in all our principal cities, and I
am sure every Canadian who met them here
was proud of them as fellow-subjects, and
would be happy to feel that he could soon call
them fellow-countrymen in fact as well as in
name.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Sir,
by this combination of great abilities—by this
coalition of leaders who never before acted

40
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together—by this extraordinary armistice of
party warfare, obtained in every colony at the
same moment—after all this labor and all this
self-sacrifice—after all former impediments
had been most fortunately overcome—the
treaty was concluded and signed by us all—
and their it lies on your table.
The propositions contained in
•
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it have been objected to, and we were
reminded the other evening by the honorable
member for Chateauguay [Luther Holton],
that we are not a treaty making power. Well,
in reference to that objection, I believe the
Imperial Government has in certain cases,
such as the Reciprocity Treaty40, conceded to
these provinces the right of coaction; and in
this case there is the Imperial Despatch of 1862
to Lord Mulgrave, Governor of Nova Scotia,
distinctly authorizing the public men of the
colonies to confer with each other on the
subject of union, and writing them to submit
the result of their conferences to the Imperial
Government41.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We
assembled under authority of that despatch,
and acted under the sanction it gave.
Everything we did was done in form and with
propriety, and the result of our proceedings is
the document that has been submitted to the
Imperial Government as well as to this House,
and which we speak of here as a treaty. And
that there may be no doubt about our position
in regard to that document we say, question it
you may, reject it you may, or accept it you
may, but alter it you may not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—It is
beyond your power, or our power, to alter it.
There is not a sentence—ay, or even a word—
you can alter without desiring to throw out the

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 18.
Despatch from the Duke of Newcastle to the Earl of Mulgrave (Jul. 6, 1862). Joseph Pope, Confederation: Being a Series of
Hitherto Unpublished Documents Bearing on the British North America Act (1895), pp. 303-304.
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document. Alter it, and we know at once what
you mean—you thereby declare yourselves
anti-unionists.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—On
this point, I repeat after all my hon. friends
who have already spoken, for one party to
alter a treaty, is, of course, to destroy it. Let us
be frank with each other; you who do not like
our work, nor do you like us who stand by it,
clause by clause, line by line, and letter by
letter. Oh! But this clause ought to run thus,
and this other clause thus. Does any hon.
member seriously think that any treaty in the
world between five separate provinces ever
gave full and entire satisfaction on every point
to every party? Does any hon. member
seriously expect to have a constitutional act
framed to his order, or my order, or any man’s
order? No, sir, I am sure no legislator at least
since Anacharsis Clootz was “Attorney
General of the Human Race” 42 ever expected
such ideal perfection.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—It
may be said by some hon. gentleman that they
admit the principle of this measure to be good,
but that it should be dealt with as an ordinary
parliamentary
subject
in
the
usual
parliamentary manner. Mr. Speaker, this is not
an ordinary parliamentary measure. We do
not legislate upon it—we do not enact it,—that
is for a higher authority. Suppose the Address
adopted by this House to-morrow, is the act of
this House final and conclusive? No. It is for
the Imperial Parliament to act upon it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—It
will be that body that will cause the several
propositions to be moulded into a measure
which will have the form of law, and these

42
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resolutions will probably be the ipsissima
verba43 of the measure they will give us and the
other provinces. But some hon. gentlemen
opposite say, that if there be defects in this
measure they ought to be remedied now, and
that the Government ought to be glad to have
them pointed out. Yes, surely, if this were
simply the act of the Parliament of Canada; but
it is not to be our act alone. It is an Address to
the Throne, in the terms of which other
colonies are to agree, and even if we were to
make alterations in it, we cannot bind them to
accept them. If we were weak and wicked
enough to alter a solemn agreement with the
other
provinces,
the
moment
their
representatives had turned their backs and
gone home, what purpose would it serve
except that of defeating the whole measure
and throwing it as well as the country back
again into chaos.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I
admit, sir, as we have been told, that we ought
to aim at perfection, but who has ever attained
it, except perhaps the hon. member for Brome
[Christopher Dunkin].
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We,
however, did strive and aim at the mark, and
we think we made a tolerably good shot. The
hon. member for Chateauguay [Luther
Holton] will not be satisfied—insatiate
archer!—unless we hit the bull’s eye.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—My
hon. friend is well read in political literature—
will he mention me one authority, from the
first to the last, who ever held that human
government ever was or could be anything
more than what a modern sage called “an
approximation to the right,” and an ancient

Jean-Baptiste du Val-du-Grâce, aka. Anacharsis Cloots, called himself the “Orator of Mankind” on behalf of the Embassy
of the Human Race at the French National Constituent Assembly (Jun. 19, 1790).
i.e. “the precise words.”

(pp. 125-148 in the primary document)

February 9 1865, Legislative Assembly

called “the possible best.”
Well, we believe we have here given to our
countrymen of all the provinces the possible
best—that we have given it to them in the most
imperative moment—their representatives
and ours have labored at it, letter and spirit,
form and substance, until they found this basis
of agreement, which we are all alike confident
will not now, nor for many a day to come, be
easily swept away.
Before I pass to another point, sir, permit me
to pay my tribute of unfeigned respect to one
of our Canadian colleagues in this work, who
is no longer with us; I mean the present ViceChancellor of Upper Canada (Hon. Mr.
Mowat), who
•
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took a constant and honorable share in the
preparation of this project.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Now, sir, I wish to say a few words in
reference to what I call the social relations
which I think ought to exist and will spring up
between the people of the Lower Provinces
and ourselves if there is a closer
communication established between us, and
also in reference to the social fitness of each of
the parties to this proposed union. And first, I
will make a remark to some of the French
Canadian gentlemen who are said to be
opposed to our project, on French Canadian
grounds only. I will remind them, I hope not
improperly, that every one of the colonies we
now propose to re-unite under one rule—in
which they shall have a potential voice—were
once before united, as New France.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Newfoundland, the uttermost, was theirs, and
one large section of its coast is still known as
“the French shore;”44 Cape Breton was theirs
44

45
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till the final fall of Louisburgh; Prince Edward
Island was their Island of St. Jean, and
Charlottetown was their Port Joli; in the heart
of Nova Scotia was that fair Acadian land,
where the roll of Longfellow’s noble
hexameters may any day be heard in every
wave that breaks upon the base of Cape
Blomedon.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—In
the northern counties of New Brunswick, from
the Miramichi to the Matapediac, they had
their forts and farms, their churches and their
festivals, before the English speech had ever
once been heard between those rivers. Nor is
that tenacious Norman and Breton race extinct
in their old haunts and homes. I have heard
one of the members for Cape Breton speak in
high terms of that portion of his constituency,
and I believe I am correct in saying that Mr. Le
Visconte, the late Finance Minister of Nova
Scotia, was, in the literal sense of the term, an
Acadian. Mr. Cozzans, of New York, who
wrote a very readable little book the other day
about Nova Scotia, describes the French
residents near the basin of Minas, and he says
especially of the women, “they might have
stepped out of Normandy a hundred years
ago!”45
In New Brunswick there is more than one
county, especially in the north, where
business, and law, and polities, require a
knowledge of both French and English. A
worthy friend of ours, Hon. Mr. Mitchell, of
Chatham, who was present at the earlier
meetings of the Conference, owed his first
election for one of these counties, because he
was Pierre Michel, and could speak to his
French constituents in their own language.
I will, with leave of the House, read on this
interesting subject a passage from a very
capital sketch of the French district of New
Brunswick in 1863, by Lieutenant Governor

The French Shore was between Point Riche and Cape Bonavista from 1713-1783 after the Treaty of Utrecht (1713). After
the Treaty of Paris (1783), the shore ran from Cape St. John to Cape Ray.
Frederic Cozzens, Acadia (1859), p. 40.
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Gordon [it is in Galston’s Vacation Tourist for
1864], and is exceedingly interesting
throughout:—
The French population, which forms so large a proportion
among the inhabitants of the countries of Westmoreland,
Kent and Gloucester, appears to me as contented as the
habitants of Victoria, but hardly equally as well off.
There was an air of comfort and bien-être about the large
timber two-storied houses, painted a dark Indian red,
standing among the trees, the numerous good horses, the
well-tilled fields and sleek cattle, which is wanting on the
sea coast. We stopped after a pleasant drive, affording us
good views of the beautiful peak of Green River
Mountain, at the house of a Monsieur Violet, at the mouth
of Grand River, which was to be our starting point.
The whole aspect of the farm was that of the métairie in
Normandy—the outer doors of the house gaudily
painted—the panels of a different color from the frame—
the large, open, uncarpeted room, with its bare, shining
floor—the lasses at the spinning-wheel—the French
costume and appearance of Madame Violet and her sons
and daughters, all carried me back to the other side of the
Atlantic.
After a short conversation with the Violets, we walked
down to the bridge, where two log-canoes, manned by
Frenchmen—three Cyrs and a Thibaddeau—were waiting
for us, and pushed off from the shore. A turn in the river
very speedily hid from us the bridge and farm, our empty
carriage, and the friends who had accompanied us from
Grand Falls standing on the bank, in the evening sunshine,
waving us their farewells, and it was not without pleasure
that we felt that the same turn which screened them from
our view, separated us for some time to come from
civilized life. 46

It will be observed Governor Gordon speaks
of four counties in the north of New
Brunswick which still bear a marked French
character. Well, gentlemen of French origin,
we propose to restore these long-lost
compatriots to your protection: in the Federal
Union, which will recognize equally both
languages, they will naturally look to you;
their petitions will come to you, and their
representatives will naturally be found allied
with you. Suppose those four New Brunswick
counties are influenced by the French vote,
and two in Nova Scotia, and one in
Newfoundland, you will, should you need
46

them, have them as sure allies to your own
compact body, to aid your legitimate influence
in the Federal councils.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I
shall proceed with my outline analysis of the
maritime population, in order to establish the
congruity and
•
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congeniality of our proposed union. In point
of time, the next oldest element in that
population is the Irish settlement of Ferryland,
in Newfoundland, undertaken by Lord
Baltimore and Lord Falkland (Lord Lieutenant
of Ireland at the time), immediately after the
restoration of King Charles I, soon after 1660.
Newfoundland still remains strongly Irish, as
is natural, since it is the next parish to
Ireland—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—and
I think we saw a very excellent specimen of its
Irish natives at our Conference, in Ambrose
Shea.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—To
me, I confess, it is particularly grateful to
reflect that the only Irish colony, as it may be
called, of our group, is to be included in the
new arrangements.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Another main element in the Lower Province
population is the Highland Scotch. Large
tracts of Prince Edward Island and Cape
Breton were granted after the Peace of Paris, to
officers and men of Frazer’s Highlanders and
other Scottish regiments, which had
distinguished themselves during the seven
years’ war. If my hon. friend from Glengarry
(Mr. D. A. Macdonald) had been with us last

Galston, Vacation Tourist (1864). Unconfirmed reference.
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September at Charlottetown, he would have
met clansmen, whom he would have been
proud to know, and who could have
conversed with him in his own cherished
Gaelic.
Donald Macdonald [Glengarry]—They are
all over the world.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—So
much the better for the world.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—And
I will tell him what I think is to their honor,
that the Highlanders in all the provinces
preserve faithfully the religion, as well as the
language and traditions, of their fathers. The
Catholic Bishop of Charlottetown is a
McIntyre; his Right Rev. Brother of Arichat
(Cape Breton) is a McKinnon; and in the list of
the clergy, I find a constant succession of such
names as McDonald, McGillis, McGillivray,
McLeod, McKenzie and Cameron—all
“Anglo-Saxons” of course, and mixed up with
them Fourniers, Gauvreaus, Paquets and
Martells whose origin is easy to discover.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Another of the original elements of that
population remains to be noticed—the United
Empire Loyalists, who founded New
Brunswick, just as surely as they founded
Upper Canada, for whom New Brunswick
was made a separate province in 1794, as
Upper Canada was for their relatives in 1791.
Their descendants still flourish in the land,
holding many positions of honor, and as a
representative of the class, I shall only mention
Judge Wilmot, who the other day declared in
charging one of his grand juries, that if it were
necessary to carry Confederation in New
Brunswick, so impressed was he with the
necessity of the measure to the very existence
of British laws and British institutions, he was
47
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prepared to quit the bench for politics.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
There are other elements also not to be
overlooked. The thrifty Germans of
Lunenberg, whose homes are the neatest upon
the land, as their fleet is the tightest on the sea,
and other smaller subdivisions; but I shall not
prolong this analysis. I may observe, however,
that this population is almost universally a
native population of three or four or more
generations. In New Brunswick, at the most
there is about twelve per cent, of an immigrant
people; in Nova Scotia, about eight; in the two
islands, very much less.
In the eye of the law we admit no disparity
between natives and immigrants in this
country; but it is to be considered that where
men are born in the presence of the graves of
their fathers, for even a few generations, the
influence of that fact is great in enhancing their
attachment to that soil. I admit, for my part, as
an immigrant, of no divided allegiance to
Canada and her interests; but it would be
untrue and paltry to deny a divided affection
between the old country and the new. Kept
within just bounds, such an affection is
reasonable, is right and creditable to those
who cherish it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Why
I refer to this broad fact which distinguishes
the populations of all the four seaward
provinces as much as it does Lower Canada
herself, is, to show the fixity and stability of
that population; to show that they are by birth
British Americans; that they can nearly all, of
every origin, use that proud phrase when they
look daily from their doors, “this is my own,
my native land.” 47
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Let
but that population and ours come together

Walter Scott, The Lay of the Last Minstrel (1805), Canto VI.

(pp. 125-148 in the primary document)

548

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

for a generation or two—such are the elements
that compose, such the conditions that
surround it—and their mutual descendants
will hear with wonder, when the history of
these present transactions are written, that this
plan of union could ever have been seriously
opposed by statesmen in Canada or
elsewhere.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I am
told, however, by one or two members of this
House, and by exclusively-minded Canadians
out of it that they cannot entertain any
patriotic feeling
•
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about this union with New Brunswick or
Nova Scotia, and that they cannot look with
any interest at those colonies, with which we
have had hitherto so little association. “What’s
Hecuba to me, or I to Hecuba?”48 Well, I
answer to that, know them and my word for it,
you will like them. I have been on seven or
eight journeys there, and have seen much of
the people, and the more I have seen of them,
the more I respected and esteemed them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I say,
then, to these gentlemen, that if you want to
feel any patriotism on the subject; if you want
to stir up a common sentiment of affection
between these people and ourselves, bring us
all into closer relation together, and having the
elements of a vigorous nationality with us,
each will find something to like and respect in
the other; mutual confidence and respect will
follow, and a feeling of being engaged in a
common cause for the good of a common
nationality will grow up of itself without being
forced by any man’s special advocacy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
48
49

thing who shuts up his heart against his
kindred, his neighbours, and his fellow
subjects, may be a very pretty fellow at a
parish vestry, but do you call such a forkedradish as that, a man?
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Don’t so abuse the noblest word in the
language.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Sir,
there is one other argument for this union, or
rather an illustration of its mutually
advantageous character, which I draw from
the physical geography and physical resources
of the whole territory which it is proposed to
unite; but before I draw the attention of the
House to it, I may perhaps refer to a charge
that probably will be made against me, that I
am making what may appear to be a nonpolitical speech.
If it be non-political in the sense of nonpartisan, then I plead guilty to the charge; but
I think that on some of the points to which I
have alluded the country is desirous of being
informed, and as many hon. gentleman have
not had time to make a tour of the country to
the east of us, those who have had the
opportunity of doing so cannot, I think, better
sub serve the interest of the community than
by giving what appears to them a fair, just and
truthful sketch of those provinces and their
people, and thus informing those in Canada
who have not had the opportunity of making
observations for themselves on the spot.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—It
was remarked by the late Sir John Beverley
Robinson, in his letter to Lord John Russell, in
183949, that if the British Government had
attempted to maintain the ancient boundaries

William Shakespeare, Hamlet, Act II, Scene II.
Letter from John Beverley Robinson to Lord John Russell, Secretary of State for the Colonies (Dec. 30, 1839) in John Beverley
Robinson, Canada, and the Canada Bill (1840), pp. v-xi.
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of New France, in the treaty which
acknowledged the United States, it would
have been impossible to do so. Those
boundaries extend to Ohio on the south, and
included much of what is now called by our
neighbours “the North-West.” There is great
force, I think, in this observation.
But in relation to what I may call the groundplan on which we propose to erect our
constitutional edifice, its natural oneness is
admirable to contemplate. There is not one
port or harbour of all the provinces now
proposing to confederate, which cannot be
reached from any other by all vessels, if not of
too great draught, without ever once leaving
our own waters. From the head of Lake
Superior the same craft may coast
uninterruptedly, always within sight of our
own shores nearly the distance of a voyage to
England—to St. John, Newfoundland.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We
sometimes complain of our inland navigation,
that we have it free but half the year round, but
what it lacks at one season, it amply
compensates by its vast capacity.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Last
summer, when we visited Halifax in the Queen
Victoria, which that) good people of that
blockade running stronghold mistook for a
Confederate cruiser, we were the better part of
a week steaming away, always in British
American waters, within sight of the bold and
beautiful coasts, which it was our privilege to
call our own.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
While we were thus following our river
system to the open sea, I could not help often
recurring to the vast extent of the whole. If any
hon. gentleman who has never made, and who
50
51
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cannot find time to make, a journey through
his own country, will only go to the library he
will find an excellent substitute for such a
voyage in Keith Johnston’s Physical Atlas50, a
book that when one opens its leaves his brain
opens with the book.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—He
will find that our matchless St. Lawrence
drains an area of 298,000 square miles, of
which only 94,000 are occupied by the five
great lakes taken together.
I shall not attempt to tread in the path of my
two friends who sit next me (Hon. Messrs. Galt
and Brown) by exhibiting in any detail the
prospects of mutual commercial advantages
opened up by this union. I have prepared a
statement on this subject, giving certain
general results,—which I do not present as
complete, but only as proximately correct—
and which I now beg to read to the House—
•
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Alexander Keith Johnston, The Physical Atlas (1848).
Tables 1.1 and 1.2 (our classification) from p. 140 is on the next page. Table 1.3 from p. 141 is located just below them.
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Tables submitted to Legislative Assembly from Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West, Minister
of Agriculture and Statistics], pp. 140-141
Table 1.1—Territory, Population, Representation
TERRITORY

Canada,
Upper52
Canada,
Lower
Nova
Scotia
New
Brunswick
Prince
Edward
Island
Newfoundlan
d

Comparativ
e Size

No. of
Persons,
1861

Comparativ
e Number

No. of
Person
s per
Square
Mile

28.91

6,951,619

4.33

1,396,091

42.38

11.51

52.48

4,804,235

4.32

1,111,566

33.75

5.29

18,671

4.45

1,027,792

3.1

330,857

10.04

17.72

27,105

6.46

835,108

3.25

252,047

7.65

9.29

2,173

0.51

300,000

3.7

80,857

2.45

37.2

40,200

9.58

……

……

122,638

3.73

3.05

419,42
9

100

13,018,754

4.1

100

7.85

120,26
0
210,02
0

Totals

REPRESENTATION

No.
of
Acre
s per
Hea
d

No. of
Squar
e
Miles

Province

POPULATION
No. of
Acres
under
Cultivatio
n, 1863

3,294,056
53

—

…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…

No. of
Member
s
propose
d

No. of
Persons
represente
d by each
Member

85

17,025

65

17,101

19

17,413

15

16,803

8

15,329

5

16,171

194

16,979

—

…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…
…

Table 1.2—Debt, Revenue, Expenditure, Excess
DEBT
Province

1863
Amount

Canada
Nova
Scotia
New
Brunswick
Prince
Edward
Island
Newfoundl
and
(1862)
Totals

$
67,293,9
94
4,858,54
7
5,702,99
1

REVENUE
Comparat
ive

85.14

Amou
nt per
Head
$
26.82

6.14

14.68

7.21

22.62

244,673

0.31

946,000
$79,012,
205

1863
Amount
$
9,760,31
6
1,385,62
9

Comparat
ive

EXPENDITURE
Amou
nt per
Head
$

77.94

3.89

1863
Amount
$
10,742,8
07
1,072,27
4

Comparat
ive

80.46

Amou
nt per
Head
$
4.28

EXCESS
Of
Of
Expendit
Reven
ure
ue
$
$
982,491

…..

8.04

3.24

…..

313,55
5

884,613

6.62

350

…..

15,378

2.44

171,718

1.29

2.12

…..

25,666

3.84

3.91

479,420

3.59

3.90

…..

580

100

$3.80

$13,350,
832

100

$4.05

$982,491

$354,9
79

9.46

3.58

899,991

7.18

3.56

2.97

197,384

1.58

1.2

7.71

480,000

100

$23.98

$12,523,
320

Table 1.3—Imports & Exports
IMPORTS
Province
$
Canada
Nova Scotia
New
Brunswick
Prince Edward
Island
Newfoundland

Totals

52

53

EXPORTS

—
Amount
per Head

1863
Tonnage—
In and Out

Average
Tariffs

$
62.58
12.58

16.68
25.45

2,133,00
1,431,953

20 p ct.
10 p ct.

8,984,784

13.44

35.56

1,386,980

15 ½ p ct.

17.66

1,627,540

2.43

20.12

No return

11 p ct.

42.75

6,002,212

8.97

48.96

10 p ct.

$21.43

$66,846,604

100

$20.29

No return
(6,907,000
Lake)
$11,854,934

1863
Amount

Comparativ
e

Amount
per Head

1863
Amount

Comparative

45,964,000
10,210,391

$
65.1
14.46

$
18.12
30.36

$
41,841,000
8,420,668

7,764,824

11

30.80

1,428,028

2.02

5,242,720

7.42

$70,600,963

100

13.3 p ct.

Original edition footnote (1865): Canada—The extent in square miles refers to known or surveyed land, as the real extent
is not known.
Original edition footnote (1865): All the calculations respecting population made upon the census of 1861.
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But54 there is one special source of wealth to
be found in the Maritime Provinces, which
was not in any detail exhibited by my hon.
friends—I allude to the important article of
coal. I think there can be no doubt that, in some
parts of Canada, we are fast passing out of the
era of wood as fuel, and entering on that of
coal. In my own city every year, there is great
suffering among the poor from the enormous
price of fuel, and large sums are paid away by
national societies and benevolent individuals,
to prevent whole families perishing for want
of fuel.
I believe we must all conclude with Sir
William Logan that we have no coal in
Canada, and I may venture to state, on my
own authority, another fact, that we have—a
five months’ winter, generally very cold. Now,
what are the coal resources of our maritime
friends, to whose mines Confederation would
give us free and untaxed access forever? I take
these data from the authority in my hand—
from the highest authority on the subject—
Taylor’s Coal Fields of the New World:—
Dr. A. Gesner, in a communication to the Geological
Society of London, 1843, states that the area of coal fields
in New Brunswick has been recently determined to be
7,500 square miles; 10,000 square miles, including Nova
Scotia, but exclusive of Cape Breton. Since his first report
he has explored the whole of this vast region, and has
found the area covered by that coal formation to be no less
than 8,000 square miles in New Brunswick. He says the
most productive coal beds prevail in the interior, while
those of Nova Scotia occur on the shores of her bays and
rivers, where they offer every advantage for mining
operations. The coal fields of the two provinces are united
at the boundary line, and belong to the carboniferous
period.
The developments of almost every season illustrate more
clearly the magnitude of these coal fields, which extend
from Newfoundland by Cape Breton, Prince Edward
Island, Nova Scotia, and across a large portion of New
Brunswick into the state of Maine. Mr. Henwood, a
geologist of high standing, observes that the beauty and
extent of these coal treasures it is impossible to describe.
In Nova Scotia, Dr. Gesner’s statements exhibit an area of
coal formation of 2,500 square miles, while Messrs. Logan,

54
55
56
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Dawson and Brown greatly exceed even that area. Sir W.
E. Logan demonstrated by a laborious survey the
thickness or depth of the whole group in Northern Nova
Scotia to be over 2 ¾ miles, an amount which far exceeds
anything seen in the coal formation in other parts of North
America; in this group there are seventy-six coal beds one
above the other.55

I must say, sir, that this is a cheering
statement of facts, coming to us on the very
highest authority, and I feel waning with the
subject, even while making the statement.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
These exhaustless coal fields will, under this
plan—which is in fact our Reciprocity Treaty56
with the Lower Provinces—become, hereafter,
the great resource of our towns for fuel. I see
the cry is raised below by the anti-unionists
that to proceed with Confederation would be
to entail the loss of the New England market
for their coals. I do not quite see how they
make that out, but even an
•
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anti-unionist might see that the population of
Canada is within a fraction of that of all New
England put together, that we consume in this
country as much fuel per annum as they do in
all New England; and, therefore, that we offer
them a market under the union equal to that
which these theorizers want to persuade their
followers they would lose.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Sir,
another cry raised by the anti-unionists below
is, that they would have to fight for the
defence of Canada—a very specious
argument. What, sir, three millions and one
million unite, and the one million must do the
fighting for all. In proportion to their numbers
no doubt these valiant gentlemen will have to
fight, if fighting is to be done, but not one man

Page 141 begins with Table 1.3 (our classification) in the original publication.
Taylor, Coal Fields of the New World. Unconfirmed reference.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 18.
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or one shilling more than Canada, pro rata57,
will they have to fight or spend. On the
contrary, the greater community, if she should
not happen to be first attacked, would be
obliged to fight for them, and in doing so, I do
not hesitate to say, on far better authority than
my own, that the man who fights for the valley
and harbour of St. John, or even for Halifax,
fights for Canada.
I will suppose another not impossible case. I
will suppose a hostile American army, on a
fishery or any other war, finding it easier and
cheaper to seize the lower colonies by land
than by sea, by a march from a convenient
rendezvous on Lake Champlain, through
Lower Canada, into the upper part of New
Brunswick, and so downward to the sea—a
march like Sherman’s march from Knoxville to
Savannah. While we obstructed such a march
by every means in our power, from the
Richelieu to Rivière du Loup, whose battles
would we be fighting then? Why the seaports
aimed at, for our common subjugation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But
the truth is, all these selfish views and
arrangements are remarkably short-sighted,
unworthy of the subject, and unworthy even
of those who use them. In a commercial, in a
military, in every point of view, we are all,
rightly considered, dependant on each other.
Newfoundland dominates the Gulf, and none
of us can afford to be separated from her. Lord
Chatham said he would as soon abandon
Plymouth as Newfoundland, and he is said to
have understood how to govern men. Nova
Scotia and New Brunswick are Siamese twins,
held together by that ligature of land between
Bay Verte and Cumberland Basin, and the fate
of the one must follow the fate of the other
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Prince Edward is only a little bit, broken off by
the Northumberland Strait from those two
57

bigger brethren, and Upper and Lower
Canada are essential to each other’s
prosperity. Our very physical outline teaches
us the lesson of union, and indicates how
many mutual advantages we may all derive
from the treaty we have made.
Mr. Speaker, while we in Canada have no
doubt of the ratification of the Intercolonial
Treaty, by this House and country, I cannot
conceal from myself that our friends in the
Lower Provinces are fighting a battle with
narrow views and vested interests which are
always most bitter in the smallest
communities. There are coasting trade
interests and railway interests at work; and
there are the strong interests of honest
ignorance and dishonest ingenuity. What can
these men mean, who are no fools? Do they,
too, fancy they can get a government made to
their own private order? Do they think they
can go on the old system? Do they mean to
give up the country to the Americans? Why
not hang up at once the sign, “these provinces
for sale—terms cash!—'greenbacks’ taken at
full value!”
I rejoice to see the unionists of the Maritime
Provinces so resolved, so high spirited and so
united—and though their victory will not be
won without work, yet I feel assured it will be
a victory. If the honest and raise guided would
but reflect for a moment the risks they run by
defeating, or even delaying this measure, I am
sure they would, even yet, retract.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—If we
reject it now, is there any human probability
that we shall ever see again so propitious a set
of circumstances to bring about the same
results? How they came about we all know.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
strange and fortunate events that have
occurred in Canada; the extraordinary
concessions made by the leaders of the

i.e. “a proportionate amount.”
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Governments below—Dr. Tupper, the Nova
Scotian Premier, for instance, admitting to his
confidence, and bringing with him here as his
co-representatives, Hon. Messrs. Archibald
and McCully, two of his most determined
political opponents—can we ever expect, if we
reject this scheme, that the same or similar
things will occur again to favor it?
Can we expect to see the leader of the Upper
Canadian conservative party and the leader of
the Upper Canadian liberals sitting side by
side again, if this project fails to work out, in a
spirit of mutual compromise and concession,
the problem of our constitutional difficulties?
No, sir, it is too much to expect. Miracles
•
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would cease to be miracles if they were events
of every day occurrence; the very nature of
wonders requires that they should be rare; and
this is a miraculous and wonderful
circumstance, that men at the head of the
Governments in five separate provinces, and
men at the head of the parties opposing them,
all agreed at the same time to sink party
differences for the good of all, and did not
shrink, at the risk of having their motives
misunderstood, from associating together for
the purpose of bringing about this result.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I
have asked, sir, what risks do we run if we
reject this measure? We run the risk of being
swallowed up by the spirit of universal
democracy that prevails in the United States.
Their usual and favourite motto is—
No pent up Utica contracts our powers,
But the whole boundless continent is ours.58

That is the paraphrase of the Monroe
doctrine59. And the popular voice has
favored—ay, and the greatest statesmen
among them have looked upon it as
inevitable—an extension of the principles of
58
59
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democracy over this continent.
Now, I suppose a universal democracy is no
more acceptable to us than a universal
monarchy in Europe, and yet for three
centuries—from Charles V to Napoleon—our
fathers combatted to the death against the
subjection of all Europe to a single system or a
single master, and heaped up a debt which has
since burthened the producing classes of the
Empire with an enormous load of taxation,
which, perhaps, none other except the hardy
and ever-growing industry of those little
islands could have borne up under.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
idea of a universal democracy in America is no
more welcome to the minds of thoughtful men
among us, than was that of a universal
monarchy to the mind of the thoughtful men
who followed the standard of the third
William in Europe, or who afterwards, under
the great Marlborough, opposed the armies of
the particular dynasty that sought to place
Europe under a single dominion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But
if we are to have a universal democracy on this
continent, the Lower Provinces—the smaller
fragments—will be “gobbled up” first, and we
will come in afterwards by way of dessert.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
proposed Confederation will enable us to bear
up shoulder to shoulder; to resist the spread of
this universal democracy doctrine; it will
make it more desirable to maintain on both
sides the connection that binds us to the parent
State; it will raise us from the position of mere
dependent colonies to a new and more
important position; it will give us a new lease
of existence under other and more favorable
conditions; and resistance to this project,

Jonathan M. Sewell in Epilogue to Cato, reported in Bartlett's Familiar Quotations, 10th ed. (1919).
U.S. foreign policy doctrine that saw any imperial incursion into the Western Hemisphere as a hostile act.
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which is pregnant with so many advantages to
us and to our children, means simply this,
ultimate union with the United States.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But
these are small matters, wholly unworthy of
the attention of the Smiths, and Annands, and
Palmers, who have come forward to forbid the
banns of British American union. Mr. Speaker,
before I draw to a close the little remainder of
what I have to say—and I am sorry to have
detained the House so long—
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “No, no”
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I beg
to offer a few observations apropos of my own
position as an English-speaking member for
Lower Canada. I venture, in the first place, to
observe that there seems to be a good deal of
exaggeration on the subject of race,
occasionally introduced, both on the one side
and the other, in this section of the country. I
congratulate my honorable friend the
Attorney General [John A. Macdonald] for this
section on his freedom from such prejudices in
general, though I still think in matters of
patronage and the like he always thinks first of
his own compatriots—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—for
which neither do I blame him. But this theory
of race is sometimes carried to an antiChristian and unphilosophical excess. Whose
words are those—"God hath made of one
blood all the nations that dwell on the face of
the earth?”60 Is not that the true theory of race?
For my part, I am not afraid of the French
Canadian majority in the future Local
Government
doing
injustice,
except
accidentally; not because I am of the same
religion as themselves; for origin and language
are barriers stronger to divide men in this
world than is religion to unite them. Neither
60
61

do I believe that my Protestant compatriots
need have any such fear. The French
Canadians have never been an intolerant
people; it is not in their temper, unless they
had been persecuted, perhaps, and then it
might have been as it has been with other races
of all religions. Perhaps, on this subject, the
House will allow me to read a very striking
illustration of the tolerance of French
Canadian character from a book I hold in my
hand, the Digest of the Synod Minutes of the
Presbyterian Church of Canada, by my worthy
friend, the Rev. Mr. Kemp, of the
•
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Free Church, of Montreal. The passage is on
page seven of the introduction:—
About the year 1790 the Presbyterians of Montreal of all
denominations, both British and American, organized
themselves into a Church, and in the following year
secured the services of the Rev. John Young. At this time
they met in the Recollect Roman Catholic Church, but in
the year following they erected the edifice which is now
known as St. Gabriel Street Church—the oldest Protestant
Church in the province. In their early Minutes we find
them, in acknowledgment of the kindness of the Recollect
Fathers, presenting them with “One box of candles, 561bs.,
at 8d., and one hogshead of Spanish wine at £6 5s.”61

Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I beg
my hon. friends, who may have different
notions of Christian intercourse at this time of
day, just to fancy doings of that sort.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Here, on the one hand, are the Recollect
Fathers giving up one of their own churches to
the disciples of John Knox to enable them to
worship God after their own manner, and
perhaps to have a gird at Popery in the
meantime—
Some Hon. Members—Great laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—and

Acts 17:26.
Rev. Alex. F. Kemp, Digest of the Minutes of the Synod of the Presbyterian Church of Canada (1861), p. vii.
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here, on the other hand, are the grateful
Presbyterians presenting to these same
Seminary priests wine and wax tapers in
acknowledgment of the use of their church, for
Presbyterian service. Certainly a more
characteristic instance of true tolerance on
both sides can hardly be found in the history
of any other country.
I cite this little incident to draw from it this
practical moral—that those who are seeking,
and, in some particulars, I believe justly
seeking, the settlement of Protestant education
in Lower Canada on firmer ground than it
now occupies, might well afford to leave the
two great Seminaries of Montreal and Quebec
at peace. No two institutions in Christendom
ever more conscientiously fulfilled the ends of
their erection; and whoever does not know all,
but even a little, of the good services they have
rendered to both the people and the
Government of Lower Canada, to the
civilization and settlement of this country, has
much yet to learn of the history of Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—To
close this topic, I have no doubt whatever,
with a good deal of moderation and a proper
degree of firmness, all that the Protestant
minority in Lower Canada can require, by way
of security to their educational system, will be
cheerfully granted to them by this House. I, for
one, as a Roman Catholic, will cordially
second and support any such amendments,
properly framed. I will merely add in relation
to an observation of my friend (Hon. Mr.
Brown) last night on the subject of the Catholic
Separate Schools of Upper Canada, that I
accepted for my own part, as a finality, the
amended act of 186362. I did so because it
granted all the petitioners asked, and I think
they ought to be satisfied.
I will be no party to the re-opening of the
question; but I say this, that if there are to be
any special guarantees or grants extended to
the Protestant minority of Lower Canada, I
62
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think the Catholic minority in Upper Canada
ought to be placed in precisely the same
position—neither better nor worse.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—At
present I shall not add another word on this
subject, as I am not aware of the particular
nature of the amendments asked for at
present, either east or west.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—All
who have spoken on this subject have said a
good deal, as was natural, of the interests at
stake in the success or failure of this plan of
Confederation. I trust the House will permit
me to add a few words as to the principle of
Confederation considered in itself. In the
application of this principle to former
constitutions, there certainly always was one
fatal defect, the weakness of the central
authority. Of all the Federal constitutions I
have ever heard or read of, this was the fatal
malady: they were short-lived, they died of
consumption.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—But I
am not prepared to say that because the
Tuscan League elected its chief magistrates for
two months and lasted a century, that
therefore the Federal principle failed. On the
contrary, there is something in the frequent,
fond recurrence of mankind to this principle,
among the freest people, in their best times
and worst dangers, which leads me to believe,
that it has a very deep hold in human nature
itself—an excellent basis for a government to
have. But indeed, sir, the main question is the
due distribution of powers—a question I dare
not touch tonight, but which I may be
prepared to say something on before the vote
is taken.
The principle itself seems to me to be capable
of being so adapted as to promote internal

An Act to Restore Roman Catholics in Upper Canada Certain Rights in Respect to Separate Schools (Province of Canada, 1863).
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peace and external security, and to call into
action a genuine, enduring and heroic
patriotism. It is a fruit of this principle that
makes the modern Italian look back with
sorrow and pride over a dreary waste of seven
centuries to the famous field of Legnano; it
was this principle kindled the beacons which
burn yet on the rocks of Uri; it was this
principle that broke the dykes of Holland and
overwhelmed
•
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the Spanish with the fate of the Egyptian
oppressor. It is a principle capable of inspiring
a noble ambition and a most salutary
emulation. You have sent your young men to
guard your frontier. You want a principle to
guard your young men, and thus truly defend
your frontier. For what do good men (who
make the best soldiers) fight? For a line of
scripture or chalk line—for a pretext or for a
principle? What is a better boundary between
nations than a parallel of latitude, or even a
natural obstacle?—what really keeps nations
intact and apart?—a principle. When I can
hoar our young men say as proudly, “our
Federation” or “our Country,” or “our
Kingdom,” as the young men of other
countries do, speaking of their own, then I
shall have less apprehension for the result of
whatever trials the future may have in store
for us.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—It
has been said that the Federal Constitution of
the United States has failed. I, sir, have never
said it. The Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald] told you the other night that he
did not consider it a failure; and I remember
that in 1861, when in this House I remarked
the same thing, the only man who then
applauded the statement was the Attorney
General West [John A. Macdonald]—so that it
is pretty plain he did not simply borrow the
argument for use the other night, when he was
advocating a Federal union among ourselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—It
may be a failure for us, paradoxical as this may
seem, and yet not a failure for them. They have
had eighty years’ use of it, and having
discovered its defects, may apply a remedy
and go on with it eighty years longer. But we
also are lookers on, who saw its defects as the
machine worked, and who have prepared
contrivances by which it can be improved and
kept in more perfect order when applied to
ourselves, And one of the foremost statesmen
in England, distinguished alike in politics and
literature, has declared, as the President of the
Council [George Brown] informed us, that we
have combined the best parts of the British and
the American systems of government, and this
opinion was deliberately formed at a distance,
without prejudice, and expressed without
interested motives of any description.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We
have, in relation to the head of the
Government, in relation to the judiciary, in
relation to the second chamber of the
Legislature, in relation to the financial
responsibility of the General Government, and
in relation to the public officials whose tenure
of office is during good behaviour, instead of
at the caprice of a party—in all these respects
we have adopted the British system; in other
respects we have learned something from the
American system, and I trust and believe we
have made a very tolerable combination of
both.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—The
principle of Federation is a generous principle.
It is a principle that gives men local duties to
discharge, and invests them at the same time
with general supervision, that excites a
healthy sense of responsibility and
comprehension. It is a principle that has
produced a wise and true spirit of
statesmanship in all countries in which it has
ever been applied. It is a principle eminently
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favorable to liberty, because local affairs are
left to be dealt with by local bodies and cannot
be interfered with by those who have no local
interest in them, while matters of a general
character are left exclusively to a general
government. It is a principle coincident with
every government that ever gave extended
and important services to a country, because
all governments have been more or less
confederations in their character.
Spain was a federation, for although it had a
king reigning over the whole country, it had
its local governments for the administration of
local affairs. The British Isles are a
confederation, and the old French dukedoms
were confederated in the States General. It is a
principle that runs through all the history of
civilization in one form or another, and exists
alike in monarchies and democracies; and
having adopted it as the principle of our future
government, there were only the details to
arrange and agree upon. Those details are
before you. It is not in our power to alter any
of them even if the House desires it. If the
House desires it can reject the treaty, but we
cannot, nor can the other provinces which took
part in its negotiation, consent that it shall be
altered in the slightest particular.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Mr.
Speaker, I am sorry to have detained the
House so long, and was not aware till I had
been some time on my legs that my physical
force was so inadequate to the exposition of
these few points which, not specially noticed
by my predecessors in this debate, I undertook
to speak upon. We stand at present in this
position: we are bound in honor, we are bound
in good faith, to four provinces occupied by
our fellow-colonists, to carry out
•
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the measure agreed upon here in the last week
of October. We are bound to carry it to the foot
of the Throne, and ask there from Her Majesty,
according to the first resolution of the
Address, that She will be graciously pleased to
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direct legislation to be had on this subject. We
go to the Imperial Government, the common
arbiter of us all, in our true Federal
metropolis—we go there to ask for our
fundamental Charter. We hope, by having that
Charter that can only be amended by the
authority that made it, that we will lay the
basis of permanency for our future
government.
The two great things that all men aim at in
any free government, are liberty and
permanency. We have had liberty enough—
too much perhaps in some respects—but at all
events, liberty to our heart’s content. There is
not on the face of the earth a freer people than
the inhabitants of these colonies. But it is
necessary there should be respect for the law,
a high central authority, the virtue of civil
obedience, obeying the law for the law’s sake;
even when a man’s private conscience may
convince him sufficiently that the law in some
cases may be wrong, he is not to set up his
individual will against the will of the country
expressed
through
its
recognised
constitutional organs. We need in these
provinces, we can bear, a large infusion of
authority. I am not at all afraid this
Constitution errs on the side of too great
conservatism. If it be found too conservative
now, the downward tendency in political
ideas which characterizes this democratic age,
is a sufficient guarantee for amendment.
That is the principle on which this
instrument is strong and worthy of the
support of every colonist, and through which
it will secure the warm approbation of the
Imperial authorities. We have here no
traditions and ancient venerable institutions;
here, there are no aristocratic elements
hallowed by time or bright deeds; here, every
man is the first settler of the land, or removed
from the first settler one or two generations at
the furthest; here, we have no architectural
monuments calling up old associations; here,
we have none of those old popular legends
and stories which in other countries have
exercised a powerful share in the government;
here, every man is the son of his own works.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—We
have none of those influences about us which,
elsewhere, have their effect upon government
just as much as the invisible atmosphere itself
tends to influence life, and animal and
vegetable existence. This is a new land—a land
of pretension because it is new; because classes
and systems have not had that time to grow
here naturally. We have no aristocracy but of
virtue and talent, which is the only true
aristocracy, and is the old and true meaning of
the term.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
There is a class of men rising in these colonies,
superior in many respects to others with
whom they might be compared. What I should
like to see is—that fair representatives of the
Canadian and Acadian aristocracy, should be
sent to the foot of the Throne with that scheme,
to obtain for it the royal sanction—a scheme
not suggested by others, or imposed upon us,
but one the work of ourselves, the creation of
our own intellect and of our own free,
unbiased and untrammelled will.
I should like to see our best men go there,
and endeavour to have this measure carried
through the Imperial Parliament—going into
Her Majesty’s presence, and by their manner,
if not actually by their speech, saying—
”During Your Majesty’s reign we have had
Responsible Government conceded to us; we
have administered it for nearly a quarter of a
century, during which we have under it
doubled our population and more than
quadrupled our trade. The small colonies
which your ancestors could scarcely see on the
map have grown into great communities. A
great danger has arisen in our near
neighbourhood. Over our homes a cloud
hangs, dark and heavy.
We do not know when it may burst. With
our own strength we are not able to combat
against the storm, what we can do, we will do
cheerfully and loyally. But we want time to

grow—we want more people to fill our
country, more industrious families of men to
develop our resources—we want to increase
our prosperity—we want more extended trade
and commerce—we want more land tilled—
more men established through our wastes and
wildernesses.
We of the British North America Provinces
want to be joined together, that if danger
comes, we can support each other in the day of
trial. We come to Your Majesty, who have
given us liberty, to give us unity, that we may
preserve and perpetuate our freedom; and
whatsoever Charter, in the wisdom of Your
Majesty and of Your Parliament, you give us,
we shall loyally obey and fulfil it as long as it
is the pleasure of Your Majesty and Your
Successors to maintain the connection
between Great Britain and these Colonies.”
Some Hon. Members—The hon. gentleman
then sat down amid prolonged cheers.
•
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John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] moved
That the debate be adjourned till Thursday, 13th instant,
and be then the first Order of the Day, after half-past
seven.

Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said:—Mr.
Speaker, we on this side had some doubt lest
the Opposition might be placed at a
disadvantage, by allowing the speeches of the
Government to go to the country, without any
comment on them. But if these five speeches,
to which we brave now listened, contain all
that can be said in favor of this scheme, we
have no fear of letting them go unanswered. I
listened to the speech of the Attorney General
West [John A. Macdonald] with great
disappointment.
The
cause
of
that
disappointment was simple enough.
The hon. gentleman was, in that speech,
giving the lie to twenty years of his political
life. He was offering to the cause he is now
advocating one speech against his continuous
voice and vote for twenty years. He was
struggling, all through that speech, against the
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consciousness of the falseness of his political
position, and what every one conceived would
be the brightest effort of his life was the
feeblest address he ever delivered on any
important question, during the twenty years
he has sat in this House.
The Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald] was followed by the Attorney
General East [George-Étienne Cartier]. I know
not how to characterize the speech of that hon.
gentleman, further than to say that it was quite
characteristic. It was perfectly characteristic. I
doubt whether any attorney general who ever
existed, since attorneys general were first
invented, besides that hon. gentleman, could
have delivered, on an occasion like this, the
speech which he delivered. It may be said of
that hon. gentleman, as the poet said of a very
different style of man—one who was not an
hon. gentleman in the sense in which we are
now speaking—”None but himself can be his
parallel.”63
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—No
attorney general, I repeat, since attorneys
general were first invented, could have
delivered a speech at all like that pronounced
by the Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier], in opening his side of the great
question now submitted to the consideration
of Parliament.
Then followed the singularly able speech of
my hon. friend the Finance Minister
[Alexander Galt], which was delivered with all
that ease and grace that mark all his efforts in
this House, and with that fluency of diction
which we all admire, and which I am always
ready to acknowledge. But I think it will also
be admitted by that hon. gentleman’s own
friends, that his speech was chiefly remarkable
for an adroit avoidance of the very topics on
which he was expected, or might have been
expected, to address the House, and for a very
adroit assumption of those very things which
he might have been expected to prove. Such,
at least, was the impression which that speech
63
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made upon my mind.
Then came the speech—the herculean
effort—of my hon. friend, the President of the
Council [George Brown], who, I am sorry to
see, is not in his seat, and with reference,
therefore, to whose speech I shall not make the
remarks I might have done, if he were in his
place. I must say, however, that that speech
was a disappointing speech.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “oh! oh!” and
“hear, hear.”
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I did
expect, from the conspicuous part which that
hon gentleman has so long played in the
politics of the country—from the leading part
he has had in all the proceedings which have
conducted to the project now before the
House—that we should have had from him, at
all events, some vindication of the steps which
he has seen fit to take—some vindication of the
principles of the proposed union, so contrary
to all those principles which he has hitherto
advocated. I say, we did expect that we would
have had something of that kind from that
hon. gentleman.
But, instead of that, his whole speech was
mainly an apology for his abandonment of all
those objects for which he has contended
through his political life, saving only the
shadow of representation by population, to
attain which shadow he seems to have
sacrificed all the material objects, all the real
objects, for the attainment of which the
agitation for that change has proceeded on his
part.
Then we have had, tonight, the speech of my
hon. friend, the Minister of Agriculture
[Thomas D'Arcy McGee], a speech which I
admit was one of very great interest, as a
historical essay—one which will read very
nicely in those reports which we are to get in a
few days—one which does very great credit to
his literary research and literary taste—but
one, which I do venture to say, had very little
practical bearing on the question that is now
before us.

Possibly Virgil or Lewis Theobald. Unconfirmed reference.
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Well, I repeat, I am not afraid that these
speeches should go to the country
unanswered. The country will see that these
hon. gentlemen have utterly failed to establish
a cause for revolution. They are proposing
revolution, and it was incumbent upon them
to establish a necessity for revolution. All
revolutions are unjustifiable, except on the
ground
•
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of necessity. These hon. gentlemen were,
therefore, bound to establish this necessity.
The country will see too, that they have
failed to explain, to vindicate and to justify the
disregard of parliamentary law and of
parliamentary usage by which they are
attempting to extort from this House an
assent, not merely to the principle of union—
which would be perfectly proper—but to all
the clumsy contrivances adopted by that selfconstituted junta which sat in Quebec a few
weeks since, for giving effect to that union,
and to all those huckstering arrangements by
which the representatives of the Lower
Provinces were induced to give in their
adhesion, and, so far as they could, the
adhesion of their provinces to this scheme.
I say, they quite failed to explain this and to
vindicate it. The country too will see that these
hon. gentlemen have carefully refrained from
entering into any explanation of the
concomitants of this scheme—of the proposed
I constitutions of the local governments for
instance, which are, at least, as important as
the Constitution of the Federal Government. It
is quite manifest that a union, even if generally
desirable, might become undesirable from the
bad,
or
inconvenient,
or
expensive
arrangements incident to the adoption of that
union. And that really explains the position of
many hon. gentlemen in this House, who, like
myself, are not opposed to the Federal
principle, but who find themselves obliged to
go counter apparently to their own
convictions, because they cannot accept a
union clogged with such conditions as this
union is.

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Then it
might have been expected that some further,
some more distinct, information might have
been given than has been given, on the allimportant question of education, in respect of
which, we have been given to understand, that
some final and permanent system will be
enacted by this Legislature, in view of the
proposed federation of the provinces.
We might also have expected that some
information would have been vouchsafed to
us in respect to the Intercolonial Railway—
which wearied fact voting for, without having
gone into Committee of the Whole. Without
having in point of fact any information with
regard to it whatever, we are voting the cost of
that road, so far as this Legislature can do so—
a road which will certainly cost us $20,000,000,
and, for aught we know, may cost us
$40,000,000. I do think we should have had
some information with respect to that road
from those hon. gentlemen, in order that the
whole case might have gone to the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—And then,
with respect to the defences of the country—
what sort of utterances have we had on that
subject? We were told by the President of the
Council [George Brown] that the subject was
engaging the attention of the Imperial
Government, and he vindicated union,
because defence can be better given by united,
than by separate colonies. And what have we
been told tonight by the Minister of
Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy McGee]? That
despatches are received by every second mail
from England telling us that we are entering
on a new era with reference to the question of
defence. What does all this mean? It means
that, in connection with this union, we are to
have entailed upon us untold expenditures for
the defence of the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Ought they
not to place this information, these despatches,
before the House and the country, before any
final and irrevocable action is taken with
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regard to the scheme? These are a few, and but
a few, of the leading topics which constitute
the contents of this scheme of Federation, in
respect to which we had a right to expect the
fullest possible information, but in respect to
which hon. gentlemen have either maintained
a studied reserve, or have spoken, like the
Delphic oracles, in language which defies
interpretation.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I say, then,
let these speeches go to the country, and if the
country, by perusing them, is not awakened to
the dangers which threaten it from the
adoption of this crude, immature, illconsidered scheme of hon. gentlemen—a
scheme which threatens to plunge the country
into measureless debt—into difficulties and
confusions utterly unknown to the present
constitutional system—imperfect as that
system confessedly is—if the country is not
awakened to a sense of its danger by the
perusal of these speeches—I do not say I will
despair of my country, for I will never despair
of my country—
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—but I
anticipate for my country a period of
calamities, a period of tribulation, such as it
has never heretofore known.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers and counter
cheers.
The motion for the adjournment of the debate was
agreed to, and the House then adjourned.
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apply to Government days?
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—As well. The Government can
go on with Government business in the
afternoon, and enter upon the discussion of
the Confederation scheme in the evening
session.
The motion was then carried.

WEDNESday,
FEBRUARY 15, 18652

L
Debates of

uther Holton [Chateauguay] (in the
absence of Hon. Mr. Dorion) moved

The second reading of the bill to amend the act respecting
elections of members of the Legislature.

The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
friday,
february 10, 1865 1
A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyJohn
General West] moved
That the adjourned debate on his motion for an Address
to Her Majesty on the subject of the Confederation of the
British North American Provinces be continued from day
to day, until disposed of, and be the first order of the day,
after half-past 7 p.m., of each day.

Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Does that

1
2

The hon. gentleman said that he considered
it unnecessary, in making this motion, to enter
into any explanation respecting the bill,
inasmuch as its nature was already well
known to hon. members.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] hoped the hon. gentleman
would not press the bill, because, if
Confederation took place, the measure would
be of no use whatever—it would have no
effect.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] did not
desire to press it if the hon. gentleman
objected; but he (Mr. H.) thought the reason he
alleged therefor was not valid. On the
contrary, it was a reason in favor of passing the
measure; for if he mistook not there was a
provision in the resolutions of the Conference
to the effect that the election laws of the several
Provinces should remain in force until
amended by the Federal Legislature. If the
Confederation scheme was adopted it was
possible this Legislature might not meet again,

Source: “Provincial Parliament,” [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Feb. 11, 1865).
Source: “Provincial Parliament,” [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Feb. 16, 1865).
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and there might not be the same urgency again
for this law as now. He thought the AttorneyGeneral West [John A. Macdonald] should let
the bill go to a second reading. He thought
also, that this continual reference to a possible
or contemplated revolution was out of order
in the consideration of the ordinary business
of the House. There were various other stages
at which the bill might be discussed without
postponing it now.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] contended that this reference to
Confederation was not out of order. It was a
matter of every-day occurrence to postpone a
measure in order to witness the effect of some
other; and besides, the question of
Confederation was at present before the
House. As to the electoral law, there was a
provision in the resolutions on Confederation,
the real spirit of which was that this law, as
existing at the time of the Conference, should
remain until changed by the Federal
Parliament. It would be a breach of the
arrangement among the delegates to make any
alteration such as proposed at present. He
hoped, therefore, the bill would not be pressed
until the Confederation question was settled.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said we were
getting out strange things respecting the
doings of this Conference. It appeared from
the developments to-night that the hon.
gentlemen who represented Canada had
agreed that we should have another general
election under a system which we all declared
to be so defective.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—He had no
doubt every time the subject came up, there
would
be
more
such
wonderful
developments.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Startling disclosures.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—Yes,
startling disclosures. The hon. gentleman went
on to say that since the Government opposed
the measure, and the hon. gentleman whose
bill it was happened to be absent, he would not

press it to-night.
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certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

A

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
THURSday,
february 16, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd inst. proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on

1

2

ntoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga], in
resuming the adjourned debate on
Confederation, said—I should have desired to
make my remarks to the House in French, but
considering the large number of honorable
members who are not familiar with that
language, I think it my duty to speak at the
present time in English. In rising on this
occasion to address the House on the
important question submitted to us, I must say
I do so with an unusual degree of
embarrassment, not only on account of the
importance of the subject of our deliberations,
but also because I have to differ from many of
those with whom I have been in the habit of
acting ever since I first entered into political
life.
Yet, Mr. Speaker, when I consider the
questions raised by the resolutions submitted
by the Government, I find that whether they
be purely political ones, such as the proposal
to restrict the influence and control of the
people over the Legislature of the country by
substituting a Chamber nominated by the
Crown for an Elective Legislative Council, or
whether they are purely commercial in their
character, such as that regarding the
Intercolonial Railway, or the larger question of
Confederation itself, I still hold the same views
that I held, in common with others who have
now changed their opinions, when the
subjects were first mooted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—And
as I have not heard, since the first opening of
this debate, any reason for substituting a
nominated for an elective Upper Chamber that
was not fully argued out in 1856, when, by an
overwhelming majority of this House, it was
decided that the elective principle should
prevail2—as I have not heard any reason why

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 123. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Dorion’s speech.
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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we should pledge our credit and resources to
the construction of the Intercolonial Railway,
even previous to any estimate of its cost being
made, that was not urged in 1862 when the
question was before the country—nor any
reason for intercolonial union that was not
raised in 1858, when the present Hon. Finance
Minister [Alexander Galt] pressed the
question on the attention of the Imperial
authorities3—I do not see on what ground
these several subjects which were then so
unpopular, and those views which were then
almost universally repudiated, should now be
more favorably considered by the people of
this country—I fail to perceive why those once
unpalatable measures, now
•
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coupled with additions to the burdens of the
people, should have grown into the public
favor. I cannot understand why I or any
members of this House should change our
views merely because certain other members
have, when we do not conscientiously think
such change would be for the benefit of the
country. I say, sir, that I am quite entitled to
maintain the same views now that I have
always entertained.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This
scheme, sir, is submitted to us on two grounds;
first, the necessity for meeting the
constitutional difficulties which have arisen
between Upper and Lower Canada, owing to
the growing demands on the part of Upper
Canada for representation by population; and,
secondly, the necessity for providing more
efficient means for the defence of the country
than now exist. These are the only two
grounds we have heard stated for the
propositions now submitted to us; and, sir, I
3

4
5

6

shall apply myself to explain my views on
these two subjects, and also upon the scheme
generally.
When on the first question, I trust I shall be
permitted to go a little into the history of the
agitation of representation by population, for I
owe it to myself, to my constituents and the
country. My name has been used in various
ways. It has sometimes been said that I was
entirely favorable to representation by
population—at other times that I was entirely
favorable to the Confederation of the
provinces, and I will now endeavor, once
more, to state as clearly as possible what my
real views have been and still are.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
first time representation by population was
mooted in this House, on behalf of Upper
Canada, was, I believe, in the Session of 1852,
when the Conservative party took it up, and
the Hon. Sir Allan Macnab moved resolutions
in favor of the principle4. We then found the
conservatives arrayed in support of this
constitutional change. It had been mooted
before on behalf of Lower Canada, but the
Upper Canadians had all opposed it. I think
two votes were taken in 1852, and on one of
these occasions the Hon. Attorney General
West (Hon. J.A. Macdonald) voted for it; it
came up incidentally5.
In 1854 the Macnab-Morin coalition6 took
place, and we heard no more of representation
by population from that quarter—that is, as
mooted by the Conservative party, who from
that moment uniformly opposed it on every
occasion. It was, however, taken up by the
present Hon. President of the Council [George
Brown], the member for South Oxford, and
with the energy and vigor he brings to bear on

Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
Many of these motions can be found in the Journals (1852).
Macdonald voted for an amendment on Mar. 21, 1852, which called for more representation for riding populations who
had increased. The amendment was defeated. Journals (1852), pp. 609-610. The other vote was a set of resolutions from
William Lyon Mackenzie calling for representation based on population. The resolutions were defeated and Macdonald
voted against them. Journals, pp. 375-376.
Led by Allan Napier MacNab and Augustin-Norbert Morin (1854-1855).
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every question he takes in hand, he caused
such an agitation in its behalf as almost
threatened a revolution. As the agitation in the
country increased, so did the vote for it in this
House increase, and on several occasions I
expressed my views upon the subject. I never
shirked the question—I never hesitated to say
that something ought to be done to meet the
just claims of Upper Canada, and that
representation based on population was in the
abstract a just and correct principle.
I held, at the same time, there were reasons
why Lower Canada could not grant it; I
entreated Lower Canadian representatives to
show themselves disposed to meet the views
of Upper Canada by making, at any rate, a
counter proposition; and in 1856, when
Parliament was sitting in Toronto, I, for the
first time, suggested that one means of getting
over the difficulty would be to substitute for
the present Legislative union a Confederation
of the two Canadas 7, by means of which all
local questions could be consigned to the
deliberations of local legislatures, with a
central government having control of
commercial and other questions of common or
general interest.
I stated that, considering the different
religious faith, the different language, the
different laws that prevailed in the two
sections of the country, this was the best way
to meet the difficulty; to leave to a general
government questions of trade, currency,
banking, public works of a general character,
&c, and to commit to the decision of local
legislatures all matters of a local bearing. At
the same time I stated that, if these views
should not prevail, I would certainly go for
representation by population, and such checks
and guarantees as would secure the interests
7
8
9
10
11
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of each section of the country, and preserve to
Lower Canada its cherished institutions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This
speech, sir, has been twisted in all sorts of
ways. I have heard it quoted to prove that I
was in favor of representation by population,
pure and simple; that I was in favor of a
Confederation of the provinces and for several
other purposes, just as it suited the occasion or
the purpose of those who quoted it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear and laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
first time the matter was put to a practical test
was in 1858. On the resignation of the
Macdonald-Cartier
Administration8,
the
Brown-Dorion Government9 was formed, and
one of the agreements made10 between its
members was that the constitutional question
should be taken up and settled, either by a
•
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Confederation of the two provinces or by
representation according to population, with
such checks and guarantees as would secure
the religious faith, the laws, the language, and
the peculiar institutions of each section of the
country from encroachments on the part of the
other.
The subject came up again in the latter part
of 1859, when the Toronto Convention took
place11. I should, however, first say that, when
the Brown-Dorion Administration was
formed, the Hon. the President of the Council
[George Brown] urged very strongly that
representation by population should be taken
up as the method by which to settle the
constitutional question; while, on the contrary,
I saw the difficulty of so taking it up, even with
such checks and guarantees as were spoken of,
and made the counter-proposition that a

A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Apr. 23, 1856). "House of Assembly," The Globe (Apr. 25, 1856).
Led by John A. Macdonald & George-Étienne Cartier (1857-1858). The administration ended on Aug. 2, 1858.
Led by George Brown & Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Aug. 2-Aug. 6, 1858).
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858).
The Reformers of Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper Canada,”
The Globe (Nov. 10-11, 1859), “The Convention Yesterday,” The Globe (Nov. 11, 1859), “Meeting of the Liberal Convention
of Upper Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 12-16, 1859), and Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the
Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper Canada (1859).
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Confederation of the two provinces should be
formed.
Of course as our Administration was so
short-lived, the subject was not discussed in all
its bearings; but if we could have come to an
agreement on one or the other mode, that one
would have been submitted as the solution for
the evils complained of—it being however
distinctly understood that I would not attempt
to carry any such measure through without
obtaining for it a majority from Lower Canada.
I would never have tried to make any change
in the Constitution without ascertaining that
the people in my own section of the province
were in favor of such a change.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—To
return to the Toronto Convention 12. I was
invited to attend it, but though I was unable to
do so, certain communications took place, and
a meeting of the liberal members of the House
from Lower Canada was held, and a
document issued, signed by the present
Minister of Agriculture (Hon. Mr. McGee),
Hon. Mr. Dessaulles, Hon. Mr. Drummond,
and myself13. The document was given to the
public for the purpose of setting forth the
views which we held as to the settlement of the
difficulty. Pretended extracts have been given
from that document, as from my speech, to
attempt to prove all sorts of things as being my
views, but I can show most clearly that the
proposition made in it was just that which had
been made in 1858 14, viz, the Confederation of
the two provinces, with some joint authority
for both.
Both at that time, and at the time of the
formation
of
the
Brown-Dorion
Administration15, various suggestions were
made as to the carrying out of the plan of
confederating the two Canadas. Some thought
that two entirely distinct legislatures should
be formed; one local for Lower Canada,
12
13

14
15

another local for Upper Canada, with a
general legislature acting for both. Others
suggested the idea that the same legislature
might fulfil all purposes; that the same body
might meet and deliberate on questions of
common interest, and that the members for
each section might then separate and discuss
all matters of a sectional character. Others,
again, said the same result might be obtained
by having but one legislature, and insisting
that no laws affecting either section of the
province should be carried, unless with the
support of a majority from the section affected
by them.
These three plans were suggested—the first
to have two entirely distinct legislative bodies,
one for general purposes, others for local ones;
the second, to have one legislature, of which
the parts should have the right to act
separately for local objects, after general
business had been disposed of; the third, to
have but one body, but to resolve that no
legislative act of a local nature should pass
without the consent of a majority of the
representatives from that locality.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
document to which I have just referred, issued
in October, 1859, contained this language on
the subject:
Your Committee are impressed with the conviction that
whether we consider the present needs or the probable
future condition of the country, the true, the statesmanlike solution is to be sought in the substitution of a purely
federative for the present legislative union; the former, it
is believed, would enable us to escape all the evils, and to
retain all the advantages, appertaining to the existing
union….
The proposition to federalize the Canadian union is not
new. On the contrary, it has been frequently mooted in
Parliament and the press during the last few years. It was
no doubt suggested by the example of the neighbouring
States where the admirable adaptation of the federal
system to the government of an extensive territory,

The Reformers of Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. Supra footnote 11.
The Liberal Party Manifesto was signed in Montreal on Oct. 25, 1859. “Meeting of Opposition Members of Parliament of
Lower Canada,” The Globe (Oct. 31, 1859).
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858).
Led by George Brown & Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Aug. 2-Aug. 6, 1858).
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inhabited by people of divers origins, creeds, laws and
customs, has been amply demonstrated; but shape and
consistency were first imparted to it in 1856, when it was
formally submitted to Parliament by the Lower Canada
Opposition, as offering, in their judgment, the true
corrective of the abuses generated under the present
system.16

The document further went on to say:—
The powers delegated to the General or Federal
Government ought to be those only which
•
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are essential for the ends of the Confederation and
consequently we ought to reserve for the subdivisions as
ample powers as possible. Customs, finance, laws
regulating the currency, patent rights, Crown lands and
those public works which are of common interest for all
parts of the province, ought to be the principal, if not the
only subject submitted to the control of the Federal
Government, while all that belongs to matters of a purely
local character, such as education, the administration of
justice, the militia, the laws relating to property, police;
&c, ought to be referred to the local governments, whose
powers ought generally to extend to all subjects which
would not be given to the General Government. The
system thus proposed would in no way diminish the
importance of the colony nor impair its credit—17

John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—From what document is my
hon. friend reading?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I am
translating from the document published by
the Lower Canada liberals in 1859. It
continues:—
The proposed system would in no way diminish the
importance of the colony, or impair the credit, while it
presents the advantage of being susceptible, without any
disturbance of the federal economy, of such territorial
extension as circumstances may hereafter render
desirable.18

Well, Sir, I have not a word of all this to take
back. I still hold to the same views, the same
opinions. I still think that a Federal union of
Canada might hereafter extend so as to
16

17
18
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embrace other territories either west or east;
that such a system is well adapted to admit of
territorial expansion without any disturbance
of the federal economy, but I cannot
understand how this plain sentence should be
considered by the Hon. President of the
Council [George Brown], or by other hon.
members who have spoken in the other
House, as any indication that I have ever been
in favor of Confederation with the other
British Provinces. There is nothing I have ever
said or written that can be construed to mean
that I was ever in favor of such a proposition.
On the contrary, whenever the question
came up I set my face against it. I asserted that
such a confederation could only bring trouble
and embarrassment, that there was no social,
no commercial connection between the
provinces proposed to be united—nothing to
justify their union at the present juncture. Of
course I do not say that I shall be opposed to
their Confederation for all time to come.
Population may extend over the wilderness
that now lies between the Maritime Provinces
and ourselves, and commercial intercourse
may
increase
sufficiently
to
render
Confederation desirable. My speeches have
been paraded of late in all the ministerial
papers—misconstrued,
mistranslated,
falsified in every way—for the purpose of
making the public believe that in former times
I held different views from those I now do.
A French paper has said that I called with all
my heart for the Confederation of the
provinces—(que j’appelais de tous mes voeux la
confederation des provinces) But I say here, as I
said in 1856, and as I said in 1861 also, that I
am opposed to this Confederation now. In the
Mirror of Parliament which contains a report,
though a very bad one, of my speech in 1861, I
find that I said on that occasion:—

Liberal Party Manifesto (Oct. 25, 1859). Dorion is now quoting from a French version of the document. “Québec. Jeudi, 3
Novembre 1859,” Journal de Québec (Nov. 3, 1859). His speech doesn’t match with the English version of the document.
However, in the French version of the debates, Dorion’s words match the French publication exactly. Débats parlementaires
sur la question de la confédération des provinces de l’Amérique du Nord (1865), p. 251.
ibid.
ibid.
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The time may come when it will be necessary to have a
Confederation of all the provinces; … but the present time
is not for such a scheme.

This is the speech which has been held to
signify that I was anxious for Confederation,
that I should like nothing better. Why? I
distinctly said that though the time might
come when it would become necessary, it was
not desirable under existing circumstances.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—In
1862 I was not in Parliament; the CartierMacdonald Administration was dismissed19,
and my hon. friend, the member for Cornwall
(Hon. John S. Macdonald), was called upon to
form a new one. He applied to Mr. Sicotte to
form the Lower Canada section while he
himself undertook the formation of the Upper
Canada
portion20.
The
question
of
representation by population then necessarily
came up for settlement—this time at the hands
of the Liberal party who had voted for it year
after year—and when I came down to Quebec,
summoned by telegraph, I found the
arrangements made, the policy of the new
government was settled, representation by
population was excluded.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
Liberal party from Upper Canada, sir, to my
surprise, had decided that it was not to be
taken up—that they were going into office just
as the Conservative party had done before on
a similar occasion in 1854; they decided that
they would sustain an Administration which
made it a closed question, and whose
members all pledged themselves to vote
against it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Arthur Rankin [Essex]—No, no.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—If not,
I was misinformed. I certainly understood that
19
20
21
22
23

the Administration was formed on the
understanding
•
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that every member of it should vote against
the question of representation by population
whenever it came up, and that the Upper
Canada
party
would
support
the
Administration so formed. At any rate the
Upper Canada Liberal party supported, for
eleven months, a government pledged to
exclude representation by population from the
category of open questions, and agreed to lay
that question aside.
Alexander McKenzie [Lambton]—No, no.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I hear
an honorable gentleman say it was not so, that
he did not agree to lay aside representation by
population then, but if he did not then has he
not done so since? He declared at a public
meeting the other day that representation by
population was no cure for the evils afflicting
Upper Canada. The members from Upper
Canada who had joined the MacdonaldSicotte Government had certainly abandoned
representation by population, by entering into
an Administration which bound every one of
them to vote against it.
The Hon. Provincial Secretary [William
McDougall] had stated publicly in Ottawa in
January, 186421, that it had been abandoned by
the Liberal party at the Toronto Convention in
185922; and although he had at the time been
soundly abused for this by the Globe and by
those of his party who look to the Globe as their
political gospel, he had now the satisfaction of
seeing the hon. member for Lambton
[Alexander Mackenzie], and some others who
formerly held very strong views on this
question, acknowledge, as they had done at a
public meeting held at Toronto about three
weeks ago 23, that they also considered
representation by population as applied to

Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862). The administration ended on May 24, 1862.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863). The government was formed on May 24, 1862.
“’L’Ordre,’ vs. le rep. by pop.,” La Gazette de Sorel (Feb. 27, 1864).
The Reform Convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 9-10, 1859). Supra footnote 11.
“The Meeting Last Night! A Great Success. The Confederation Scheme Endorsed,” The Globe (Jan. 18, 1865) and “The
Confederation Scheme: Meeting in St. Lawrence Hall,” The Globe (Jan. 19, 1865).
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Canada no remedy for the Upper Province,
and that it was not a measure the liberals
ought to insist upon, and that it had been
abandoned.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear and
laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Yes,
the question was in effect abandoned when in
November, 1859, six hundred delegates from
all parts of Upper Canada attended the
Reform Convention at Toronto 24, and agreed
to advocate a Confederation of the two
Canadas, by giving to each province a local
legislature, with some joint authority, to carry
on the general business common to both. The
hon. member on my left was present on the
occasion—
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Yes I was.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—And
the hon. member has told me that he never
saw a more respectable, a more educated, or
more intelligent assemblage brought together
in such numbers to discuss public questions.
But that scheme did not attract much attention
out of the Convention. It took no hold on the
popular mind.
Shortly before that, in 1858, the present Hon.
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt], who then
sat on the cross-benches, made a speech of two
or three hours’ duration, in which, with all that
force and ability for which he is distinguished,
he
expounded
and
advocated
the
Confederation of the whole of the British
North American Provinces25. He was then
assisted in its advocacy by the present Hon.
Minister of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee]; and, subsequently, on becoming a
member
of
the
Cartier-Macdonald
Administration26, he went to England and
24
25
26
27

28
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drew the attention of the Imperial authorities
to the scheme of Confederation of all those
provinces27. The Hon. Finance Minister
[Alexander Galt] received an answer not very
encouraging; and that which he received from
this country was still less encouraging. There
was not even an answer to his speech, able
though it certainly was—
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—He never
ventured to propose any resolution to
Parliament.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]—
Though the Administration was formed with
the
understanding
of
effecting
the
Confederation of all the provinces, and it was
the main plank of their platform, they never
dared to submit the question to Parliament at
all.
Some Hon. Members: Hear.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]—
Subsequently, in 1861, the hon. member for
South Oxford [George Brown] brought
forward a motion based on the resolution at
the Toronto Convention28. I spoke and voted
for it. It was in perfect accord with a notice I
had given in 1856, and which was road here by
the Hon. President of the Council [George
Brown] a few nights ago, and with my oftenrepeated declarations that I was willing to
adopt some measure calculated to remove
existing difficulties, without doing injustice to
either section; but while I was willing to do
justice to Upper Canada, I always declared
that I would not do so by sacrificing the
interests of Lower Canada, or placing her in
the position of having to beg for justice at the
hands of the sister province.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I

The Reform Convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 9-10, 1859). Supra footnote 11.
Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly, (Jul. 5 & 7, 1858). “Provincial Parliament,” Montreal Herald (Jul. 8 & Jul. 10, 1858).
Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862). The administration was formed on Aug. 6, 1858.
Galt would travel to England in 1858 alongside Cartier and [John Ross] to advocate a union of the provinces. See also their
despatch, Supra footnote 3.
On May 8, 1860, Brown moved the following, “That, in the opinion of this Assembly, the best practicable remedy for the evils now
encountered in the Government of Canada is to be found in the formation of two or more Local Governments, to which shall be
committed the control of all matters of a local or sectional character, and some joint authority charged with such matters as are
necessarily common to both sections of the Province.” Journals, p. 337. Dorion is mistaken about the year as Brown missed the
entire 1861 session due to poor health.
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always stated that the difference existing in the
religious faith of the people of the two
sections, in their language, in their laws, in
their prejudices even—for there are prejudices
which were respectable and ought to be
respected—would prevent any member from
Lower Canada, representing a French
constituency, from voting for representation
by population, pure and simple, and thereby
placing the people of
•
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Lower Canada in the position of having to
trust for the protection of their rights to the
people of Upper Canada, who would thereby
have the majority in the Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—There
is at this moment a movement on the part of
the British Protestants in Lower Canada to
have some protection and guarantee for their
educational establishments in this province
put into the scheme of Confederation, should
it be adopted; and far from finding fault with
them, I respect them the more for their energy
in seeking protection for their separate
interests. I know that majorities are naturally
aggressive and how the possession of power
engenders despotism, and I can understand
how a majority, animated this moment by the
best feelings, might in six or nine months be
willing to abuse its power and trample on the
rights of the minority, while acting in good
faith, and on what it considered to be its right.
We know also the ill feelings that might be
engendered by such a course. I think it but just
that the Protestant minority should be
protected in its rights in everything that was
dear to it as a distinct nationality, and should
not lie at the discretion of the majority in this
respect, and for this reason I am ready to
extend to my Protestant fellow-citizens in
Lower Canada of British origin, the fullest
justice in all things, and I wish to see their
29
30

interests as a minority guaranteed and
protected in every scheme which may be
adopted.
With these views on the question of
representation, I pronounced in favor of a
Confederation of the two Provinces of Upper
and Lower Canada, as the best means of
protecting the varied interests of the two
sections. But the Confederation I advocated
was a real confederation, giving the largest
powers to the local governments, and merely
a delegated authority to the General
Government—in that respect in toto29 from the
one now proposed which gives all the powers
to the Central Government, and reserves for
the local governments the smallest possible
amount of freedom of action. There is nothing
besides in what I have ever written or said that
can be interpreted as favoring a Confederation
of all the provinces. This I always opposed.
There is no breach of confidence in my
saying that in the conversations I had with the
Hon. President of the Council [George Brown],
previous to his accepting office, since he has
referred to them himself in a speech which he
made when re-elected at South Oxford, I
positively declined to support any proposition
for the Confederation of all the provinces.
Very true, sir, I did not refuse to vote for it in
committee. I did not vote at all—I was not
present when the vote was taken, but I did not
conceal my opposition to it. In that speech the
Hon. President of the Council [George Brown]
also said:—
Before the negotiations were gone through with, I warned
the Hon. Messrs. Holton and Dorion to take action, but
they refused me.30

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I felt
all the pain of a refusal, but they left me no
resource. When the question was asked me by
the Government, I said I wanted six

i.e. “entirely.”
“South Oxford Election. Mr. Brown’s Speech at the Hustings,” The Globe (Jul. 14, 1864). The wording doesn’t match. This
is probably because it is a translation from the original English to French and then back to English or Dorion used a
different source. The content is the same.
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members—four from Upper and two from
Lower Canada. When asked how many
supporters I could bring from Lower Canada,
I replied that since Hon. Mr. Dorion did not
act, I could bring no supporters.
So, sir, I have the best evidence possible to
repudiate the accusation that I was in favor of
Confederation of all the provinces in the fact
that, before there was any question at all as to
who should go into the Government, I
stated—and that in the hearing of several
honorable members now present—that I
would have nothing to do with it because I did
not conceive it would be for the interest of the
country to have such a Confederation, at all
events at the present time.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Now,
sir, I think I have shown that I neither favored
representation by population pure and simple,
nor a Confederation of the provinces; and
when honorable gentlemen state that the
necessity of settling the question of
representation is the origin of this Federation
scheme, they labor under a grave
misapprehension. There is nothing further
from the fact.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
representation question was almost altogether
abandoned—was played out; there was no
agitation about it, and certainly less than there
had been for the last ten years. The honorable
member for South Oxford [George Brown],
after adopting the views of the Toronto
Convention31, still persisted in advocating
representation by population, but so changed
was the feeling that he could hardly get a
debate on the motion he made last session for
a committee to consider the constitutional
difficulties. There was then another cause for
this Confederation scheme of which
representation by population was made the
pretext. It is not so well known, but far more
powerful.
In the year 1861, Mr. Watkin was sent from
31
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England by the Grand Trunk
•
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Railway Company. He came with the distinct
view of making a large claim on the country
for aid, but in the then temper of the people,
he soon found that he could not expect to
obtain that. Thinking that if he only could put
some new schema afloat which would give a
decent pretext to a well disposed Government,
he would quietly get the assistance required,
he immediately started for the Lower
Provinces, and came back after inducing
people there to resuscitate the question of the
Intercolonial Railway. Parties were readily
found to advocate it, if Canada would only
pay the piper.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and a laugh.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—A
meeting of delegates took place, resolutions
were adopted, and an application was made to
the Imperial Government for a large
contribution to its costs, in the shape of an
indemnity for carrying the troops over the
road. Mr. Watkin and Hon. Mr. Vankoughnet,
who was then a member of the Government,
went to England about this scheme, but the
Imperial authorities were unwilling to grant
the required assistance, and rejected their
propositions.
Mr. Watkin, although baffled in his
expectations, did not give up his project. He
returned again to Canada, and by dint of
perseverance, induced my honorable friend on
my right (Hon. J.S. Macdonald) and other
honorable members of his Cabinet to enter
into his views. As to the advantages of the
Intercolonial Railway, I have not the slightest
idea that my hon. friend had any suspicion
whatsoever of the motives which animated
these Grand Trunk officials, and that their
object was to have another haul at the public
purse for the Grand Trunk—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—but
this was the origin of the revival of the scheme

Reform Convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 9-10, 1859). Supra footnote 11.
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for constructing the Intercolonial Railway.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
We found the project then left to us as a legacy
by the Cartier-Macdonald Administration32.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—So it
was. The Macdonald-Sicotte Government 33
found the matter so far advanced that an
arrangement had been made for a meeting of
delegates of the several provinces to consider
again this railway scheme, the other project
having failed. At this meeting of delegates,
which took place in September, 186234, a new
scheme for building the Intercolonial was
adopted, by which Canada was to pay fivetwelfths and the Lower Provinces seventwelfths. So unpopular was this arrangement
that when its terms were made known, if a
vote of the people had been taken upon it, not
ten out of every hundred, from Sandwich to
Gaspé, would have declared in its favor,
although Canada was only to pay fivetwelfths of its cost.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This
project having failed, some other scheme had
to be concocted for bringing aid and relief to
the unfortunate Grand Trunk—and the
Confederation of all the British North
American Provinces naturally suggested itself
to the Grand Trunk officials as the surest
means of bringing with it the construction of
the Intercolonial Railway.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Such
32
33
34

35
36

was the origin of this Confederation scheme.
The Grand Trunk people are at the bottom of
it; and I find that at the last meeting of the
Grand Trunk Railway Company, Mr. Watkin
did in advance congratulate the shareholders
and bondholders on the bright prospects
opening before them, by the enhanced value
which will be given to their shares and bonds,
by the adoption of the Confederation scheme
and the construction of the Intercolonial as
part of the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I
repeat, sir, that representation by population
had very little to do with bringing about this
measure.
The
Taché-Macdonald
Government35 were defeated because the
House condemned them for taking without
authority $100,000 out of the public chest for
the Grand Trunk Railway36, at a time when
there had not been a party vote on
representation by population for one or two
sessions. Those who had been the loudest in
their advocacy of it, had let it drop. I was
tracked through Lower Canada as being
willing to sell Lower Canada, grant
representation by population, and destroy
Lower Canadian institutions. I thank God, sir,
I never insulted Upper Canada, like some of
those who reviled me. I never compared the
people of Upper Canada to so many codfish. I
showed on the contrary that I was always
willing to meet the just claims of Upper
Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862). The government ended on May 24, 1862.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863).
Intercolonial Conference (Quebec), Agreement between Canada, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick (Sep. 12, 1862).
Despatch from Viscount Monck to the Duke of Newcastle (Sep. 12, 1862) in UK, House of Commons, “Copy of
Correspondence between any of the North American Provinces and the Imperial Government, relating to their Application
for Assistance in raising a Loan for an International Railway” (Jul. 26, 1864).
Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864).
The administration was defeated by two votes on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous
1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall,
brought a censure of the government for a $100,000 transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight –
an advance of sum authorized by the also then Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of
retributive justice” for the previous Cartier-Macdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the
1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the
Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387-390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great
Coalition was hashed out. See “Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Well,
without any demand whatever for the
agitation of this question, the moment the
Government was defeated and there was a
necessity for resigning or going before the
people, these gentlemen opposite prepared to
embrace their greatest opponents and said to
themselves, “We will make everything
smooth, we will forget past difficulties,
provided we can but keep our seats.”
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—(ironically)—Hear, hear.
•
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Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I hear
a voice, sir, which is well known in this House,
the voice of the Attorney General West [John
A. Macdonald], saying “hear, hear.” But what
was the course of that hon. gentleman last
year, when the hon. member for South Oxford
[George Brown] had a committee appointed37
to whom was referred the despatch written by
his three colleagues, the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt], the Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier] and the Hon. Mr.
Ross38, who is now no longer a minister. He
voted against the appointment of the
committee, and, after it was named, as a
member of it, he voted against the principle of
Confederation39.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
last vote taken in that committee was about the
middle of June, the very day of the crisis40, and
the hon. gentleman voted against the principle
of Confederation of all the provinces, in
accordance with the opinions he again and
again expressed in this House, as being
opposed to all Confederation whatever.
37

38
39

40
41
42
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Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—When
I state that these gentlemen only found out
that Confederation was a panacea for all evils,
a remedy for all ills, when their seats as
ministers were in danger, I come to this
conclusion quite legitimately, from facts
which are well known to this House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—But,
sir, it would probably be of very little moment
whether I was formerly in favor of
Confederation or against it, or whether the
Hon. Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald] was in favor of Confederation or
opposed to it, if the scheme proposed to us
were an equitable one, or one calculated to
meet the wishes of the people of this country;
but, as I said a minute ago, the scheme was not
called for by any considerable proportion of
the population. It is not laid before the House
as one which was demanded by any number
of the people; it is not brought down in
response to any call from the people; it is a
device of men who are in difficulties, for the
purpose of getting out of them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
members
of
the
Taché-Macdonald
Government41 could not appeal to the country
after their defeat upon the question, whether
they were justified in taking $100,000 out of
the public chest, in addition to the millions
they had previously taken, without the
consent of Parliament42; so, having either to
give up their seats or evade that particular
issue, they abandoned all their previous
opinions, and joined the hon. member for
South Oxford [George Brown] in carrying out
this Confederation scheme.

George Brown created the committee on Mar. 14, 1864. Journals, p. 91. The report was adopted on Jun. 14, 1864. Journals,
pp. 383-384.
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & 25 1858).
Macdonald voted against the formation of the constitutional committee on May 19, 1864, pp. 222-226 & against its final
report on Jun. 14, 1864, pp. 383-384.
Supra footnote 36 and 37.
Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864).
Supra footnote 36.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I
come now to another point, viz., is the scheme
presented to us the same one that was
promised to us by the Administration when it
was formed? This, sir, might be but of slight
importance if the manner in which this
proposed Constitution was framed had not a
most unfortunate bearing on the scheme itself;
but it is a grave matter, since the scheme is so
objectionable, especially as we are gravely told
that it cannot be amended in the least, but that
it is brought down as a compact made between
the Government of this country and delegates
from the governments of Nova Scotia, New
Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince
Edward Island—as a treaty which cannot be
altered or amended in any particular.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
plain meaning of this is, sir, that the Lower
Provinces have made out a Constitution for us
and we are to adopt it. This fact will appear the
most clearly when it is considered, as was
pointed out much to my surprise, by the hon.
member for Hastings (Mr. T.C. Wallbridge),
that in the Conference the vote was taken by
provinces, putting Upper and Lower Canada,
with nearly 2,500,000 people, on no higher
level than Prince Edward Island, with its
80,000—on the same level with New
Brunswick, with its 250,000—on the same level
as Nova Scotia, with its 330,000.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—That is entirely a mistake.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It was
admitted by the Honorable the President of
the Council [George Brown] the other evening.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—No, no!
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It was
the champion of representation by population
who made the statement. He it was that went
to Prince Edward Island and asked it to frame
a Constitution for this country.
43

Some Hon. Members—Hear and laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—In
order to show, Mr. Speaker, that I am not
mistaken in what I state, that this scheme is not
the one which it was announced in the
formation of this Administration was to be
brought down—in order to prove, indeed, that
it was then determined not to bring down such
a measure,—I will cite a declaration made by
members of the Government as to the
negotiations which took place at its formation.
I will read from the Quebec Morning Chronicle
of June 23rd:—
The Hon. Atty. Gen. Macdonald, in explaining the
negotiations, read the following memorandum:
•
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Memorandum—Confidential.

The Government are prepared to state that immediately
after the prorogation, they will address themselves, in the
most earnest manner to the negotiation for a
Confederation of all the British North American
Provinces.
That failing a successful issue to such negotiations, they
are prepared to pledge themselves to legislation during
the next Session of Parliament for the purpose of
remedying the existing difficulties by introducing the
Federal principle for Canada alone, coupled with such
provisions as will permit the Maritime Provinces and the
North-Western Territory to be hereafter incorporated into
the Canadian system.
That for the purpose of carrying on the negotiations and
settling the details of the promised legislation, a Royal
Commission shall be issued, composed of three members
of the Government and three members of the Opposition,
of whom Mr. Brown shall be one, and the Government
pledge themselves to give all the influence of the
Administration to secure to the said Commission the
means of advancing the great object in view. 43

This
was
the
first
memorandum
communicated to the member for South
Oxford [George Brown], but that hon. member
did not accept of it. This memorandum
proposed the scheme which is now brought to
the House, and I repeat, that scheme was not
accepted by the honorable member for South

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864).
Chronicle (Jun. 23, 1864).

“Provincial Parliament,” [Quebec] Morning
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Oxford [George Brown], but an understanding
was come to, which is to be found in the next
memorandum, which was communicated to
the House in these terms:—
The Government are prepared to pledge themselves to
bring in a measure next session for the purpose of
removing existing difficulties, by introducing the Federal
principle into Canada, coupled with such provisions as
will permit the Maritime Provinces and the North-West
Territory to be incorporated into the same system of
government.
And the Government will seek, by sending
representatives to the Lower Provinces and to England, to
secure the assent of those interests which are beyond the
control of our own legislation to such a measure as will
enable all British North America to be united under a
General Legislature based upon the Federal system.44

There is a vast difference, Mr. Speaker,
between these two propositions. The first was
that the Government would pledge
themselves to seek a Confederation of the
British American Provinces, and if they failed
in that to Federate the two Canadas, and this
was rejected; the second, which was accepted
by the President of the Council [George
Brown], pledged the Government to bring in a
measure for the Confederation of the two
Canadas with provision for the admission of
the other provinces when they thought proper
to enter.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—When they were ready.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—Everything
is
accomplished.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—But,
sir, I may be asked, granting all this, granting
that the scheme brought down is not the
scheme promised to us, what difference our
bringing in the provinces at once can make?
This I will endeavor to explain. When they
went into the Conference, honorable
gentlemen opposite submitted to have the
votes taken by provinces. Well, they have now
brought us in, as was natural under the
circumstances, the most conservative measure
44
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ever laid before a Parliament.
The members of the Upper House are no
longer to be elected, but nominated, and
nominated by whom? By a Tory or
Conservative Government for Canada, by a
Conservative Government in Nova Scotia, by
a Conservative Government in Prince Edward
Island, by a Conservative Government in
Newfoundland, the only Liberal Government
concerned in the nomination being that which
is controlled by the Liberal party in New
Brunswick, whose fate depends on the result
of the elections that are now going on in that
province.
Such a scheme would never have been
adopted if submitted to the liberal people of
Upper Canada. When the Government went
into that Conference they were bound by the
majority, especially since they voted by
provinces, and the 1,400,000 of Upper Canada
with the 1,100,000 of Lower Canada—together
2,500,000 people—were over-ridden by
900,000 people of the Maritime Provinces.
Were we not expressly told that it was the
Lower Provinces who would not hear of our
having an elective Legislative Council?
If, instead of going into Conference with the
people of the Lower Provinces, our
Government had done what they pledged
themselves to do, that is, to prepare a
Constitution themselves, they would never
have dared to bring in such a proposition as
this which is now imposed upon us by the
Lower Colonies—to have a Legislative
Council, with a fixed number of members,
nominated by four Tory governments. Why,
taking the average time each councillor will be
in the Council to be fifteen to twenty years, it
will take a century before its complexion can
be changed.
For all time to come, so far as this generation
and the next are concerned, you will find the
Legislative Council controlled by the influence
of the present Government. And is it
•
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“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864). Supra footnote 43.
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to be believed that, as promised in the
document we are considering, such a
Government as we have “will take care of the
Opposition, or consider their right to be
represented in the Council?”45
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Sir, I
thank the delegates for their kind solicitude for
the Opposition, but I do not believe they will
do anything of the kind. Have we not heard
the Honorable Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald], a few nights ago, state, turning to
his followers, “If I were to advise the
nomination, I should advise the selection of
the best men I could find—and of course of my
own party?”
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—So it
will be, sir; and, if this precious scheme is
carried, we shall have a Legislative Council
divided in the following proportion:—For
Upper Canada, we should probably have
liberals in the proportion of three to nine; for I
suppose the honorable member for South
Oxford [George Brown] has made sacrifices
enough to deserve at least that consideration,
and, as his friends compose one-fourth of the
Executive Council, I dare say we should get
one fourth of the Upper Canada Legislative
Councillors liberal too.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Just 25 per
cent.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Just
25 per cent, of liberals for Upper Canada.
Then, in addition, we should get from Nova
Scotia ten conservative, from Prince Edward
Island four
more, and four
from
Newfoundland. Thus we shall have eighteen
conservatives from the Lower Provinces,
which, added to thirty-six from Canada,
would make fifty-four conservatives against
twenty-two liberals, taking the ten New

45

Brunswick councillors to be all liberals.
Now, supposing three per cent, as the
average number of deaths per annum—the
average proportion of change—it would take
nearly thirty years to bring about a change in
the character of a majority of the Council, even
supposing all the additions made to it to be
from the liberal ranks. But, sir, that will hardly
be the case. In some of the Lower Provinces
there will be Conservative governments now
and then, and there may occasionally be
conservative governments in Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, and laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—So
this generation will certainly pass away before
the views of the Liberal party will ever find
expression in the decisions of the Upper
House.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—That
makes no difference, as between, the two
measures.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
honorable member for Lambton [Alexander
Mackenzie] says that makes no difference. It
makes just the difference that we are to be
bound by the scheme or by a Constitution
enabling the Council to stop all measures of
reform, such as would be desired by the
Liberal party; if the honorable member for
Lambton [Alexander Mackenzie] thinks that
makes no difference, I beg to differ from him,
and I believe the Liberal party generally will.
The Government say they had to introduce
certain provisions, not to please themselves,
but to please the provinces below, and they
have pledged themselves to those provinces
that this House will carry out the scheme
without amendment.
Does not the honorable member see the
difference now? If the two Canadas were alone
interested, the majority would have its own
way—would look into the Constitution
closely—would scan its every doubtful
provision, and such a proposal as this about

Quebec Resolution 14. The part of the clause Dorion is referencing is, “…and in such nomination due regard shall be had to the
claims of the Members of the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province, so that all political parties may, as nearly as
possible, be fairly represented.” Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
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the Legislative Council would have no chance
of being carried, for it is not very long since the
House, by an overwhelming majority, voted
for the substitution of an elected for a
nominated Upper Chamber.
In fact, the nominated Chamber had fallen so
low in public estimation—I do not say it was
from the fault of the men who were there, but
the fact is, nevertheless, as I state it—that it
commanded no influence. There was even a
difficulty in getting a quorum of it together. So
a change became absolutely necessary, and up
to the present moment the new system has
worked well; the elected members are equal in
every respect to the nominated ones, and it is
just when we see an interest beginning to be
felt in the proceedings of the Upper House that
its Constitution is to be changed, to return
back again to the one so recently condemned.
Back again, did I say?
No, sir, a Constitution is to be substituted,
much worse than the old one, and such as is
nowhere else to be found. Why, even the
British House of Lords, conservative as it is, is
altogether beyond the influence of the popular
sentiment of the country. Their number may
be increased on the recommendation of the
responsible advisers of the Crown, if required
to secure united action or to prevent a conflict
between the two Houses. From the position its
members occupy, it is a sort of compromise
between the popular element and the
influence or control of the Crown.
But the new House for the Confederation is
to be a perfectly independent body—these

46
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gentlemen are to be named for life—and there
is to be no power to increase their number.
How long will the system work without
producing a collision between the
•
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two branches of the Legislature? Suppose the
Lower House turns out to be chiefly Liberal,
how long will it submit to the Upper House,
named by Conservative administrations
which have taken advantage of their
temporary numerical strength to bring about
such a change as is now proposed? Remember,
sir, that, after all, the power, the influence of
the popular branch of the Legislature is
paramount. We have seen constitutions like
that of England adopted in many countries,
and where there existed a nobility, such as in
France in 1830, the second chamber was
selected from this nobility.
In Belgium, where the Constitution is almost
a fac-simile of that of England, but where there
are no aristocracy, they adopted the elective
principle for the Upper House, and no where
in the world is there a fixed number for it,
unless it is also elective. It must be fresh in the
memory of a great many members of this
House how long the House of Lords resisted
the popular demand for reform, and great
difficulties were threatened. At last in 1832 the
agitation had become so great that the
Government determined to nominate a
sufficient number of peers to secure the
passage of the Reform Bill46. The members of
the House had to choose between allowing the
measure to become law, or see their influence

Reform Act (U.K., 1832). The House of Lords successfully blocked the bill twice over the span of 1831-1832. The Bill sought
to incorporate into the Constitution the electoral enfranchisement of the working and middle classes. Led by Charles [Earl]
Grey, Whig reformers in the Commons believed this reform was necessary to preserve the existing social and political
order—and believed it may have even become necessary to prevent violent revolution, while Tory opposition in both the
Commons and Lords fervently argued for safer and more practical reform. The first Bill passed the Commons on Mar. 22,
1831, by a single vote of 302-301, but a dissolution of the House followed when adverse amendments were carried in
committee. A large majority of Whig Reformers returned, and a second Reform Bill was carried in the Commons in Jul.
1831 but thrown out by the House of Lords in Sep. 1831. Violent riots ensued the month after across England. A third
Reform Bill passed the Commons in Dec. 1831 by a majority of 162, but adverse amendments successfully passed by the
House of Lords in May 1832. While talk of creating new peers was threatened by this time, the measure was actually acted
upon by Earl Grey and refused by King William IV in May 1832. Earl Grey’s resignation in May led to what is known as
the crisis of the “Days of May”. The failure of Lord Wellington to form a Tory government, along with significant extraparliamentary conflict and public dissatisfaction, led to the abstention of Tory Lords from the vote and the enactment of
the third Reform Bill in July 1832.
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destroyed by the addition of an indefinite
number of members. They preferred the first
alternative, and thereby quieted an
excitement, which if not checked in time,
might have created a revolution in England.
The influence of the Crown was then exerted
in accordance with the views of the people; but
here we are to have no such power existing to
check the action of our Upper Chamber, and
no change can be made in its composition
except as death might slowly remove its
members. I venture to prophesy, sir, that
before a very short time has elapsed a deadlock may arise, and such an excitement be
created as has never yet been seen in this
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Now,
if this Constitution had been framed by the
members of our Government, we could
change some of its provisions—this provision
would most certainly be altered—there is not
a man in the Liberal ranks who dare vote for
such a proposition as this, that could go before
his constituents and say, “I have taken away
the influence and control of the people over
the Upper Chamber, and I have created an
entirely independent body, to be chosen by the
present governments of the several
provinces.” But no, the Constitution is in the
nature of a compact, a treaty, and cannot be
changed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—But,
sir, the composition of the Legislative Council
becomes of more importance when we
consider that the governors of the local
legislatures are to be appointed by the General
Government, as well as the Legislative
Council; their appointment is to be for five
years, and they are not to be removed without
cause. I will venture upon another prediction
and say we shall find there will be no such
thing as responsible government attached to
the local legislatures.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—There
cannot be.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—There

will be two, three, or four ministers chosen by
the lieutenant-governors and who will
conduct the administration of the country, as
was formerly done in the times of Sir Francis
Bond Head, Sir John Colborn, or Sir James
Craig. You will have governments, the chief
executives of which will be appointed and
hold office at the will of the Governor. If that
is not to be the case, why do not honorable
gentlemen lay their scheme before us?
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Is this
House, sir, going to vote a Constitution with
the Upper House as proposed, without
knowing what sort of local legislatures we are
to have to govern us? Suppose, after we have
adopted the main scheme, the Government
come down with a plan for settling the local
legislatures upon which great differences of
opinion will arise, may it not happen then that
the majority from Lower Canada will unite
with a minority from Upper Canada and
impose upon that section a local Constitution
distasteful to a large majority of the people of
Upper Canada.
The whole scheme, sir, is absurd from
beginning to end. It is but natural that
gentlemen with the views of honorable
gentlemen opposite want to keep as much
power as possible in the hands of the
Government—that is the doctrine of the
Conservative party everywhere—that is the
line which distinguishes the Tories from the
Whigs—the Tories always side with the
Crown, and the liberals always want to give
more power and influence to the people. The
instincts of honorable gentlemen opposite,
whether you take the Hon. Attorney General
East [George-Étienne Cartier] or the Hon.
Attorney General West [John A. Macdonald],
lead them to this—they think the hands of the
Crown should be strengthened and the
influence of the people, if possible,
diminished—and this Constitution is a
specimen of their handiwork, with a
Governor-General appointed by the Crown;
with local governors also, appointed by the
Crown; with legislative councils, in the

(pp. 245-269 in the primary document)

February 16 1865, Legislative Assembly

General Legislature, and in all the provinces,
nominated by the
•
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Crown; we shall have the most illiberal
Constitution ever heard have in any country
where constitutional government prevails.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
Speaker of the Legislative Council is also to be
appointed by the Crown, this is another step
backwards, and a little piece of patronage for
the Government. We have heard in a speech
lately delivered in Prince Edward Island or
New Brunswick, I forget which, of the
allurements offered to the delegates while
here in the shape of prospective appointments
as judges of the Court of Appeal, Speaker of
the Legislative Council, and local governors—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—as one
of the reasons assigned for the great unanimity
which prevailed in the Conference.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—They
willdivide all these nice things amongst them.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I do
not accuse honorable gentlemen of holding
out these inducements, I only mention the fact
from a speech I have read on the subject.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—It was a
speech of one of the delegates.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I now
come to another point. It is said that this
Confederation is necessary for the purpose of
providing a better mode of defence for this
country. There may be people who think that
by adding two and two together you make
five. I am not of that opinion. I cannot see how
by adding the 700,000 or 800,000 people, the
inhabitants of the Lower Provinces, to the
2,500,000 inhabitants of Canada, you can
multiply them so as to make a much larger
force to defend the country than you have at

47

581

present. Of course the connection with the
British Empire is the link of communication by
which the whole force of the Empire can be
brought together for defence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—But
the position of this country under the
proposed scheme is very evident. You add to
the frontier four or five hundred more miles
than you now have, and an extent of country
immeasurably greater in proportion than the
additional population you have gained; and if
there is an advantage at all for the defence of
the country, it will be on the part of the Lower
Provinces and not for us. And as we find that
we are about to enter into a very large
expenditure for this purpose of defence—this
having been formally announced in a speech
delivered by the President of the Council
[George Brown] at Toronto—and as Canada is
to contribute to that expenditure to the extent
of ten-twelfths of the whole, the other
provinces paying only two-twelfths, it follows
that Canada will pay ten-twelfths also of the
cost of defence, which, to defend the largely
extended country we will have to defend, will
be much larger than if we remained alone.
I find in the speech delivered by the
President of the Council [George Brown] on
that occasion, this statement:—
I cannot conclude without referring to some other things,
which have received the grave attention of the
Conference. And the first point to which I desire to call
attention is the fact that the delegates have unanimously
resolved that the united provinces shall be placed at the
earliest moment in a thorough state of defence. The attacks
which have been made upon us have created the
impression that these provinces are in a weak and feeble
state; if, then, we would do away with this false
impression and place ourselves on a firm and secure
footing in the eyes of the world, our course must be to put
our country in such a position of defence that we may
fearlessly look our enemies in the face. It is a pleasure to
me to state, and I am sure it must be a pleasure to all
present to be informed, that the Conference at Quebec did
not separate before entering into a pledge to put the
military and naval defences of the united provinces in a
most complete and satisfactory condition.47

Brown’s speech at Toronto (Nov. 1864). Edward Whelan, The Union of the British Provinces (1865), pp. 201-202. The wording
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Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Where is
that resolution?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It
appears then that our course is to put “the
military and naval defences” into “a most
complete and satisfactory condition.” Now I
find that, according to these resolutions, the
General Government is to have control of ”the
military and naval defences,”48 but, of course,
the cost of them is not stated. This I contend,
then, that if the military and naval defences of
all the provinces are to be provided for by the
General Government, and if you have to
increase the militia for this purpose, the Lower
Provinces will pay only their proportion of
two-twelfths, and Canada, while obtaining no
greater defensive force than at present, will
have to pay five times as much as we are now
paying.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Why,
sir, take the line dividing New Brunswick
from Maine and you find it separates on the
one side 250,000, thinly scattered over a vast
territory, from 750,000 on the other, compact
and powerful. These 250,000 Canada will have
to defend, and it will have to pledge its
resources for the purpose of providing means
of defence along that extended line.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—And,
if rumour be true, the Intercolonial Railway,
this so-called great defensive work, is not to
pass along Major Robinson’s line. The
statement has been made—I have seen it in
newspapers usually well informed—that a
new route has
•
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been found that will satisfy everybody or
nobody at all; and while I am on this point I
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must say that it is most singular that we are
called upon to vote these resolutions, and to
pledge ourselves to pay ten-twelfths of the
cost of that railway, without knowing whether
there will be ten miles or one hundred miles of
it in Lower Canada, or whether it will cost
$10,000,000 or $20,000,000.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—It will be
nearer $40,000,000.
Some Hon. Members: Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—In
1862, when the question of the construction of
this road was before the country, what was the
cry raised by honorable gentlemen opposite?
Why,
that
the
Macdonald-Sicotte
49
Government had pledged itself to build a
railway at whatever cost it might come to; and
those who
were loudest in these
denunciations, were the very gentlemen who
have now undertaken to build the road
without knowing or even enquiring what the
cost of it will be.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This,
if I remember right, was the purport of a
speech made by the Hon. Attorney General
West [John A. Macdonald] at Otterville.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I was
satisfied, sir, at that time, to press my
objections to the scheme and retire from the
Government; but my colleagues were
denounced without stint for having
undertaken to build the railway and pay
seven-twelfths of its cost, and now the House
is asked by the very men who denounced
them to pay ten twelfths of it, without even
knowing whether the work is practicable or
not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
have heard for some time past that the
engineer, Mr. Fleming, is prepared to make his

Dorion used a different source. The content is the same.
Quebec Resolution 29 (13), which reads in full, “The General Parliament shall have power to make Laws for the peace, welfare and
good government of the Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England), and especially laws respecting the following
subjects:—…Militia—Military and Naval Service and Defence”. Supra footnote 45.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863).
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report50. Why is it not forthcoming?—why has
it been kept back? The representatives of the
people in this House will show an utter
disregard of their duty if they do not insist
upon having that report, and full explanations
respecting the undertaking, as well as the
scheme for the constitution of the local
governments, before they vote upon the
resolutions before the House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It is
folly to suppose that this Intercolonial Railway
will in the least degree be conducive to the
defence of the country. We have expended a
large sum of money—and none voted it more
cordially and heartily than myself—for the
purpose of opening a military highway from
Gaspé to Rimouski; and that road, in case of
hostilities with our neighbors, would be found
of far greater service for the transport of
troops, cannon and all kinds of munitions of
war, than any railway following the same or a
more southern route possibly can be.
That road cannot be effectually destroyed;
but a railway lying in some places not more
than fifteen or twenty miles from the frontier,
will be of no use whatever, because of the
readiness with which it may be attacked and
seized. An enemy could destroy miles of it
before it would be possible to resist him, and
in time of difficulty it would be a mere trap for
the troops passing along it, unless we had
almost an army to keep it open.
Upon this question of defence, we have
heard so much during the past two or three
years that I think it is time now we should
have some plain explanations about it. We
heard the other day from the honorable
member for West Montreal [Thomas D’Arcy
McGee]—and I am always glad to quote him,
he is usually so correct—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—that in
less than a year the American army, the army
of the Northern States, was increased from
9,000 to 800,000 men ready for service, and
50
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that in less than four years they were able to
put to sea a fleet which, in point of numbers—
I do not say in armament or value—was equal
to the entire naval force of England. Well, the
honorable gentleman might have gone further
and shown that within a period of four years
the Northern States have called into the field
2,300,000 men—as many armed men as we
have men, women and children in the two
Canadas—and that we hear every day of more
being raised and equipped. It is stated that, in
view of these facts, it is incumbent upon us to
place ourselves in a state of defence. Sir, I say
it here candidly and honestly, that we are
bound to do everything we can to protect the
country—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—but
we are not bound to ruin ourselves in
anticipation of a supposed invasion which we
could not repel, even with the assistance of
England. The battles of Canada cannot be
fought on the frontier, but on the high seas and
at the great cities on the Atlantic coast; and it
will be nothing but folly for us to cripple
ourselves by spending fifteen or twenty
millions a year to raise an army of 50,000 men
for the purpose of resisting an invasion of the
country. The best thing that Canada can do is
to keep quiet, and to give no cause for war.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Let
the public opinion of this country compel the
press to cease the attacks it is every day
making upon the Government and people of
the United States; and then if war does come
between England and the States—even if from
no fault of ours—we will cast our lot with
England and help her to fight the battle; but in
the meantime it is no use whatever
•
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to raise or keep up anything like a standing
army.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Will my honorable friend let

“Report on the Intercolonial Railway” [No. 8] in Sessional Papers (1865).
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me ask him how we can assist England in a
war on the high seas unless we have a naval
force?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
honorable
member
for
Peterborough
[Frederick Haultain] stated the other day, and
correctly I believe, that the place for our militia
was behind the fortifications of our fortified
places, where they would count for something
to be of some use. No doubt of this. Why, sir,
it is absurd to speak of defending this country
with such a force as we could maintain when
we have the recent example before our eyes of
a country in Europe possessing as large a
defensive force, literally wiped off the map by
an invading army of some 75,000 or 80,000
men. The kingdom of Denmark consists now
of only two small islands—less by far, in
extent, than one of our large counties; and this
dismemberment has been forced upon it,
although it had a standing army of 30,000 men,
and the feeling of the whole population was in
favor of the war.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I do
not use this argument for the purpose of
showing that something ought not to be done
respecting our militia. I am willing that we
should make sacrifices, if necessary, for the
purpose of organizing it thoroughly; but I am
decidedly opposed to a standing army, and do
not believe we could raise an army now that
would be able to withstand the force that
could be sent against it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
have sent to the frontier 2,000 men, whose
services for a year will cost us a million and ahalf; and at the same rate of expenditure,
50,000 men would cost us over thirty millions
of money. Now, if the whole defence of the
country is to rest upon us, I ask again what
would such a force amount to?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Now,
sir, when I look into the provisions of this
scheme, I find another most objectionable one.
It is that which gives the General Government

control over all the acts of the local
legislatures. What difficulties may not arise
under this system? Now, knowing that the
General Government will be party in its
character, may it not for party purposes reject
laws passed by the local legislatures and
demanded by a majority of the people of that
locality. This power conferred upon the
General Government has been compared to
the veto power that exists in England in
respect to our legislation; but we know that the
statesmen of England are not actuated by the
local feelings and prejudices, and do not
partake of the local jealousies, that prevail in
the colonies.
The local governments have therefore
confidence in them, and respect for their
decisions; and generally, when a law adopted
by a colonial legislature is sent to them, if it
does not clash with the policy of the Empire at
large, it is not disallowed, and more especially
of late has it been the policy of the Imperial
Government to do whatever the colonies
desire in this respect, when their wishes are
constitutionally expressed. The axiom on
which they seem to act is that the less they hear
of the colonies the better.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—But
how different will be the result in this case,
when the General Government exercises the
veto power over the acts of local legislatures.
Do you not see that it is quite possible for a
majority in a local government to be opposed
to the General Government; and in such a case
the minority would call upon the General
Government to disallow the laws enacted by
the majority? The men who shall compose the
General Government will be dependent for
their support upon their political friends in the
local legislatures, and it may so happen that,
in order to secure this support, or in order to
serve their own purposes or that of their
supporters, they will veto laws which the
majority of a local legislature find necessary
and good.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
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know how high party feeling runs sometimes
upon local matters even of trivial importance,
and we may find parties so hotly opposed to
each other in the local legislatures, that the
whole power of the minority may be brought
to bear upon their friends who have a majority
in the General Legislature, for the purpose of
preventing the passage of some law
objectionable to them but desired by the
majority of their own section. What will be the
result of such a state of things but bitterness of
feeling, strong political acrimony and
dangerous agitation?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Then
sir, I find that in addition to all the other sums
that are to be paid by the general to the local
governments, there are provisions in favor of
New Brunswick and Nova Scotia, which must
strike the House as being of a rather
extraordinary nature. In the document, which
was sent by the Provincial Secretary [William
McDougall] to the members of this House
marked “Private,” there appears to have been
a mistake. It was therein stated that the
General Government would have no right to
impose an export duty on timber, logs, masts,
spars, deals and sawn lumber; but that the
local governments would have the power
•
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to impose export duties on these articles. This
provision, it seems, was too favorable to
Lower Canada; for it would have allowed
Lower Canada to impose an export duty upon
Upper Canadian timber.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—As New
Brunswick does upon American.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—And
by this means raise a sufficient revenue, at the
expense of Upper Canada, to meet its local
expenditure. This mistake seems to have been
corrected, for, in this respect, the resolutions
before the House have been changed, but
hardly amended.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Changed in
51
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a sense hostile to Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
clause of the resolutions to which I refer now
reads, that the General Parliament shall have
power to make laws “respecting the
imposition or regulation of duties of customs
on imports and exports—except on exports of
timber, logs, masts, spars, deals and sawn
lumber from New Brunswick, and of coal and
other minerals from Nova Scotia.”51 That is,
the General Government may impose a tax for
its own benefit upon all timber and minerals
exported from Upper or Lower Canada, but
not from New Brunswick or Nova Scotia.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Then,
among the powers granted to local
legislatures, we find the power to pass by-laws
imposing direct taxation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—That
is the first power they have, and I have no
doubt that, before many months have passed
after they are constituted, they will find it
necessary to resort to it. But, in addition to this,
I find that New Brunswick and Nova Scotia,
which, no doubt, are the favored children of
the Confederation, have powers not granted to
the other provinces. New Brunswick, the
resolution declares, shall have the power to
impose an export duty on timber, logs, masts,
spars, deals and sawn lumber, and Nova
Scotia on coal and other minerals, for local,
purposes; so that while our timber and
minerals exported from Upper and Lower
Canada will be taxed by the General
Government for general purposes, the timber
and minerals of New Brunswick and Nova
Scotia will be exempt, the revenue derived
from them going to the benefit of the local
governments, to be expended on local objects.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This
is one of the results of the Conference in
which, of course, New Brunswick counted as

Quebec Resolution 29 (3). Supra footnote 45.
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much as Upper and Lower Canada, and Nova
Scotia and the other Lower Provinces had the
balance of influence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Now,
among the other powers granted to the
General Government is its control over
agriculture and immigration, as well as the
fisheries. An honorable member from Upper
Canada (Mr. Mackenzie of Lambton),
enquired very anxiously, yesterday, if it was
possible that any act respecting agriculture
could be affected by the General Government?
Well, sir, it is as plain as can be that agriculture
and immigration are to be under the control of
both the local and the general legislatures.
And the forty-fifth resolution says:—”In
regard to all subjects over which jurisdiction
belongs to the general and local legislatures,
the laws of the General Parliament shall
control and supersede those made by the Local
Legislature, and the latter shall be void so far
as they are repugnant to or inconsistent with
the former.”52 What will be the operation of
this provision? The Local Legislature will pass
a law which will then go to the General
Government; the latter will put its veto upon
it, and if that does not answer, it will pass a
law contrary to it, and you have at once a
conflict.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Then they
will fight.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—No
sectional difficulties then!
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Oh!
None whatever. I may pass now perhaps to
the consideration of a portion of the financial
part of the scheme. I shall certainly not attempt
to follow the Hon. Finance Minister
[Alexander Galt] in what I admit was the able
statement, or rather able manipulation of
figures, he made the other day. When that
honorable gentleman was able to prove to the
52

satisfaction of the Barings, the Glyns, and the
leading merchants of England that the
investment they would make in the Grand
Trunk Railway would yield them at least 11
per cent, it is not astonishing that he was able
to show to this House that the finances of the
Confederation will be in a most flourishing
condition, and that we shall have a surplus
every year of at least a million dollars.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—From
what I knew of former prophecies, I imagined
he would make it cloven or twelve millions at
any rate, but he is modest and puts it down at
only a million. But how does he make out even
this moderate surplus? He takes, in the first
place, the revenue of Newfoundland for 1862.
I had the curiosity to look for the reason, and
what do you suppose it is? The revenue for
1862 was the highest he could find, except
1860.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Then
he takes the revenue of New Brunswick, Nova
Scotia and Canada, for 1863—the highest
figures again.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]—
Taking all this, he stool finds a deficiency
•
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of $827,512, which he provides for by adding a
supposed increase for 1864 of $100,000 for
each of the Provinces of Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick, and of $1,500,000 for Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—And
this leaves a surplus of just $872,488.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Well,
even granting that on the 31st of December he
had a surplus of a million, if at the end of the
present financial year it is not diminished to
half a million by his militia and other
expenditure, I shall be very agreeably
surprised.

Resolution 45. ibid.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This,
then, is the inducement he offers to the
country to adopt this scheme. I have a million
more than I want, he exclaims, and I will
reduce the duties to 15 per cent. But the
honorable gentleman forgets that he has the
Intercolonial Railway to provide for, as well as
that military and naval defensive force which
we are going to raise.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—He
forgets all this, but the promise is there; and
just as he held out to the expected
shareholders of the Grand Trunk Railway the
11 per cent, dividends upon their investments,
he now tells the people of these several
colonies that the customs duties will be
reduced to 15 percent.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I do
not desire to go over the figures the honorable
gentleman has laid before the House, for I
have not the talent of grouping them together,
so as to present an attractive, but deceptive,
whole, that he possesses in such an eminent
degree. I find in the resolutions now proposed
a few propositions to which I would call the
attention of the House. The first thing that the
Confederation will have to provide for is the
Intercolonial Railway, which will certainly
cost twenty millions of dollars, the interest
upon which, at 5 per cent, will amount to one
million of dollars annually.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Then
to Newfoundland we are bound to pay
$150,000 a year, for all time to come, to
purchase the mineral lands of that colony;
while, as regards the other provinces, all the
public lands are given up to the local
governments. But that is not all, for, in order
to manage these “valuable lands” in
Newfoundland, we shall have to establish a
Crown Lands department under the General
Government; and if honorable gentlemen
desire to learn something of the probable
expense of such an establishment, they need
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only refer to a return brought down last night,
by which they will see that there are no less
than sixty or seventy officers in the Crown
Lands department, and that some eight or ten
new appointments have been made since
March last, when the present Government was
formed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This
return is a highly instructive one in other
respects. It shows that within that period there
is not a department of the Government that
has not increased its force of employees,
except that of the Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier], who is satisfied with
the three officers it contained before he
returned to the Government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I may
state, however, that in the return there is an
omission which ought to be supplied. The
honorable gentleman has made a large
number of appointments connected with the
administration of justice in Lower Canada that
are not mentioned. This return is, however,
instructive as showing the additional number
of appointments that have been made within
the past year in all the departments—several
of whom have been taken from their seats in
this House and appointed to offices to make
room for others here.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Oh! There
are only four of them—that’s all.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Then
New Brunswick is to get a special subsidy of
$63,000 a year for ten years. It is evident this
sum is voted to that province to enable it to
avoid the necessity of direct taxation.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Of course it
could not impose direct taxation, for it has no
municipal machinery.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Now,
I find from a speech delivered by Hon. Mr.
Tilley, the head of the New Brunswick
Government, that this grant of $63,000 a year,
beyond the subsidy of 80 cents per head of the
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population for the purposes of local
government, will give New Brunswick $34,000
a-year over and above all its necessities.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]—
Under these circumstances, there need be no
direct taxation in that province. The whole
speech of Hon. Mr. Tilley, to which I refer,
would be found very instructive if I could read
it all, but I am afraid of wearying the House.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “go on.”
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Well,
after reciting the various advantages that will
be conferred on New Brunswick by,
Confederation, Hon. Mr. Tilley says:—
Over and above all these advantages, we get for ten years
a subsidy of $63,000 per annum; our local expenditures,
summed up, amount to $320,630; and we get from the
General Government, without increased taxation, $90,000
in lieu of our export duty (it should be “import duty,”) and
casual territorial revenue, making $201,637, and a special
subsidy of $63,000 a year for ten years, making in all
$354,637, being $34,000 over and above our present
necessities. These are the principal points looked to.53

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—But,
honorable gentlemen will remember Hon.
•
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Mr. Tilley declared—no Intercolonial Railway,
no Confederation—and Canada gave him
what he wanted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It is
not New Brunswick alone that is to get
something handsome over and above its
necessities. I have here a letter from the
Charlottetown (P.E.I.) Examiner, wherein Mr.
Whelan, the editor, and one of the delegates at
the Quebec Conference, sums up the
advantages to be obtained by Prince Edward
Island pretty much as Hon. Mr. Tilley does for
New Brunswick. He says:—
By this arrangement the debt of Prince Edward Island will

53

54

be guaranteed to the amount of $2,025,000—the interest of
which, at five per cent, will be $101,250. Add to this the
proportion which the Confederation has given to each
province for the support of their local administration, at
the rate of 80 cents per head, giving for the population of
Prince Edward Island, which is 81,000, the sum of $64,800;
we have then a total of $166,050, which Prince Edward
Island will receive annually. Deduct from this sum $12,000
for interest at five per cent. on our debt of £75,000 or
$240,000, and the balance in our favor will be $154,050,
which sum exceeds by nearly forty-eight thousand dollars
the actual cost of our local affairs, the Central Government
undertaking to pay certain general expenses.54

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
general expenses he alludes to are the salaries
of the governor, judges, and so on, which the
General Government will pay. Thus, sir, we
have Mr. Whelan, one of the delegates, and
Hon. Mr. Tilley, another, chuckling over the
good bargains they have made at the expense
of Canada, and endeavoring in this manner to
carry the scheme of Confederation by showing
that New Brunswick is to have $34,000 over
and above its necessities, and Prince Edward
Island $48,000. I would advise the Hon.
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt], when he is
in distress for want of money, to go down
there and borrow this surplus which we will
have to pay to these provinces; they will no
doubt, be willing to lend on favorable terms.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I have
entered into a short calculation to show what
proportion Upper and Lower Canada will
respectively have to bear of these additional
burdens,—$63,000 a year for ten years to New
Brunswick, would make a capital at five per
cent, of about $350,000.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—More near
$400,000.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—My
calculation is rather under than over the mark,
but let us take $350,000 as the capitalized value
of this annuity for ten years. That gives an
interest of $17,500 per annum forever. Now,

Samuel Tilley, Speech at the Institute, St. John, N.B. (Dec. 20, 1864). British North-American Association, Confederation of
the British North-American Provinces Being Extracts from Speeches…(1865), p. 102.
Letter from Edward Whelan, Charlottetown Examiner. Unconfirmed reference.
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supposing the increased extent of territory to
be defended under the Confederation
augments the militia expenditure to the extent
of a million a-year—this, I think, is a very
reasonable estimate, and will not go very far
towards carrying out the intentions of the
Conference respecting military and naval
defence, as explained by the President of the
Council [George Brown] to his Toronto
audience. Then add the interest of the sum
required to build the Intercolonial Railway,
five per cent, on $20,000,000, and we have an
annual payment of $1,000,000 more, which is
increased by $150,000, the indemnity paid to
Newfoundland for its valuable mineral lands.
Then we have to pay the local governments,
at the rate of 80 cents per head, $3,056,849. The
interest on the debt of Nova Scotia, $8,000,000,
will amount to $400,000; on that of New
Brunswick, $7,000,000, to $350,000; on that of
Newfoundland, $3,250,000, to $162,000; and
on the debt of Prince Edward Island,
$2,021,425, to $101,071. Adding all these sums
together, we find that the annual expenditure,
in addition be it remembered to the burdens
which we now bear, will be $6,237,920—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]—
representing a capital of $124,758,400.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
share of Canada in this annual expenditure
will be $1.89 per head, amounting to the sum
of $4,725,000. This is altogether irrespective of
the debt of $62,500,000 with which Canada
enters the union. The share of Upper Canada,
according to population, will be $2,646,000;
but Upper Canadians have long claimed that
they paid upwards of two-thirds of the
expenditure, and the Globe lately said that this
was the proportion ten years ago, but that the
disparity had greatly increased since. If Upper
Canada really pays two-thirds of the
expenditure, its share in the additional but
necessary expenditure will be $3,183,334 per
annum.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This
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is taking for granted that the Lower Provinces
should pay their share according to
population. I have my doubts about that, and
I believe that the city of Montreal pays a little
more duty on imports than Prince Edward,
and more, perhaps, than Prince Edward Island
and Newfoundland put together, and that the
population of the District of Montreal pay a
good deal more per head than that of New
Brunswick.
Hope Mackenzie [Oxford North]—Do you
mean the local consumption?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I
mean to say that the inhabitants of the city of
Montreal pay a great deal more than the
inhabitants of any similar portion of any of the
provinces, and that the district of Montreal
consumes as much as any other section of the
same extent and
•
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population. But I have taken these figures, as
to the relative contribution of Upper and
Lower Canada to the revenue, as given by the
organ of the President of the Council [George
Brown]. But, sir, we have been told, for ten
years past, that Upper Canada wanted
representation by population for nothing else
but because Lower Canada was spending the
money of the province lavishly—two-thirds of
it coming from the pockets of the people of
Upper Canada. We have been told that it was
not to interfere with the institutions, language,
or laws of Lower Canada, but merely to give
Upper Canada proper control over the
finances. That was the only thing to be gained
by it.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—No, no!
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]—
Perhaps the honorable gentleman will
recollect a letter written by the honorable
member for Montreal West [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee] to “my dear friend Macarrow,” of
Kingston. It was on the eve of the general
election in June 1861, and intended to induce
the people of Upper Canada to join in putting
out that bad Administration that had been the
bane of the country—the Cartier-Macdonald
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Administration55. The reasons which were
given were as follows:—
First.—Because they collectively violated the Constitution,
and outraged the moral sense of the country by the
double-shuffle56 and double swearing of 1858.
Second.—Because they violated the Constitution by
allowing payments, and granting gratuities, and giving or
procuring lucrative contracts for members of Parliament,
or their supporters, as witness the payments, grants and
contracts made or given to Mr. Turcotte, Mr. McLeod, Mr.
Benjamin, Mr. A.P. Macdonald, and Mr. McMicken.
Third.—Because they violated the Constitution by keeping
for three sessions Messrs. Alleyn, Dubord and Simard in
their seats for Quebec on a pretended majority of 15,000
votes.
Fourth.—Because they violated the Constitution by
justifying the sale of offices in Sheriff Mercer’s case, and in
retaining the Hon. Col. Prince in the Upper House as their
active partisan, after his office had been created and his
commission made out, as Judge of the District of Algoma.
Fifth.—Because they violated the Constitution by keeping
Joseph C. Morrison in the Cabinet, as Minister of the
Crown, after he had bean three times rejected by the
people.
Sixth.—Because they violated the Constitution in
abandoning to the discretion of Sir Edmund Head
personally, the sole representation of the people of
Canada, during the memorable visit of His Royal
Highness the Prince of Wales.
Seventh.—Because they have continuously and
systematically violated the Constitution in expending vast
sums of money, amounting in the aggregate to several
millions of dollars, without the authority of Parliament. 57

Sir, I advise the honorable gentleman to
continue that correspondence and add the
55
56

57

58
59

$100,000 which the Grand Trunk Railway had
got, and the bill of exchange affair58.
William
Powell
[Carleton]—The
Confederation is worth all that.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
letter proceeds to say:—
This indictment will be admitted to contain grave
misdemeanours and breaches of trust, which ought to be
punished by the people, now that they have the offenders
up for judgment. Whatever differences of opinion may
exist among the Opposition, whether members or leaders,
as to the nature and extent of the constitutional reforms
demanded in our present frame of Government, there is
not a shadow of difference in this point, that some remedy
must be found at once for the unprincipled expenditure of
the public money which is daily demoralizing our public
men, beggaring the country, and retarding its natural ratio
of increase….
We want, first of all, an honest government, a really
responsible government—which, except in the clearest
case of necessity, such as an invasion of the soil, will not
on any pretext whatever lavish the people’s money
without the authority of the people’s representatives.59

Well, sir, this was the advice given to Upper
Canada in 1861, by one of the leaders, the
present Hon. Minister of Agriculture [Thomas
D'Arcy McGee].
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
What has that to do with the union of the
provinces?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It has
much to do with it. It shows that
representation by population was put forth as
a remedy for the financial evils of our present

Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862). The administration ended on May 24, 1862.
Six months after the 1857 election, the Macdonald-Cartier ministry found itself unable to maintain its support in the
legislature and was forced to resign on Jul. 29, 1858. The Brown-Dorion coalition quickly formed a new coalition and
sworn-in a new Ministry on Aug. 2, 1858. Legislation since 1852 (16 Vic. Cap. 154, Sec. 3) required newly appointed
ministers resign from their seats and run for re-election before the Ministry could face a vote of confidence. Following the
resignations of the newly appointed Brown-Dorion ministers, a rebuilt Macdonald-Cartier ministry was now in the
majority, and within 4 days they re-formed government without having to resign their seats due to application of a
provision (20 Vic Cap. 22, Sec. 7) that allowed cabinet members to change from one portfolio to another within thirty days.
The Macdonald-Cartier ministry formed government until 1862. The constitutionality of the new ministry was
unsuccessfully challenged in Macdonell vs. Macdonald [1858].
Letter from McGee to Maccarow, Montreal (Jun. 12, 1861). “Letter from Mr. McGee, M.P.P., to an Elector of Kingston,”
Montreal Herald (Jun. 14, 1861).
Supra footnote 36.
Supra footnote 57.
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system of government. Under this advice
Upper Canada gave a large majority against
the Government of the day, and the members
elected turned round, and by abandoning, for
a time at least, representation by population,
they acknowledged that the financial question
was paramount to it. I have shown, Mr.
Speaker, I think, the proportion which Upper
Canada would have to pay of the increased
expenditure which must immediately ensue
from the adoption of Confederation which is
proposed to free Upper Canada from a larger
expenditure by Lower Canada than what she
contributes to the revenue.
Now, let us see what that expenditure is. The
whole expenditure of the province exclusive of
interest on public debt, costs of legislation,
militia, subsidy to ocean steamers and
collection of revenue, which will have to be
paid even with Confederation, if it takes place,
does not amount to more than $2,500,000, or
one dollar per head of the whole population.
Then supposing that
•
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Upper Canada pays two-thirds of that sum, or
$1,606,666, and Lower Canada one-third,
Upper Canada would only pay $266,666 more
than her share according to population. And it
is, I say, to get rid of this expenditure of a
couple of hundred thousand dollars that the
Upper Canadian members of the Government
propose that their section of the country
should pay an additional yearly expenditure
of $3,181,000, yielding no return whatsoever—
(hear, hear)—and to saddle on Lower Canada
an additional expenditure of from $1,500,000
to $2,000,000 a year—the amount depending
on the proportion which they respectively
contribute to the revenue of the country. And,
Mr. Speaker, this is only the immediate and
necessary expenditure that will fall upon the
people of Canada at the very outset. There is
not a single sixpence in this estimate for any
improvements to be made in the eastern or
western portion of the Confederacy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—But,
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sir, respecting the defences of the country, I
should have said at an earlier stage of my
remarks that this scheme proposes a union not
only with Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
Prince Edward Island, and Newfoundland,
but also with British Columbia and
Vancouver’s Island. Although I have not been
able to get the information from the
Government—for they do not seem to be very
ready to give information—yet I understand
that there are despatches to hand, stating that
resolutions have been adopted in the
Legislature of British Columbia asking for
admission into the Confederation at once. I
must confess, Mr. Speaker, that it looks like a
burlesque to speak as a means of defence of a
scheme of Confederation to unite the whole
country extending from Newfoundland to
Vancouver’s Island, thousands of miles
intervening without any communication,
except through the United States or around
Cape Horn.
Some Hon. Members—Oh!
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—There
is
an
Interoceanic Railway to be built.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Yes, I
suppose that is another necessity of
Confederation, to which we may soon look
forward. Some western extension of this
Grand Trunk scheme for the benefit of Messrs.
Watkin & Co., of the new Hudson’s Bay
Company. So far as Lower Canada is
concerned, I need hardly stop to point out the
objections to the scheme. It is evident, from
what has transpired, that it is intended
eventually to form a legislative union of all the
provinces. The local governments, in addition
to the General Government, will be found so
burdensome, that a majority of the people will
appeal to the Imperial Government for the
formation of a legislative union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I may
well ask if there is any member from Lower
Canada, of French extraction, who is ready to
vote for a legislative union. What do I find in
connection with the agitation of this scheme?
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The honorable member for Sherbrooke
[Alexander Galt] stated at the dinner to the
delegates given at Toronto, after endorsing
everything that had been said by the
Honorable President of the Council [George
Brown]:—
We may hope that, at no far distant day, we may become
willing to enter into a Legislative Union instead of a
federal union, as now proposed. We would have all have
desired a legislative union, and to see the power
concentrated in the Central Government as it exists in
England, spreading the series of its protection over all the
institutions of the land, but we found it was impossible to
do that at first. We found that there were difficulties in the
way, which could not be overcome.60

Honorable members from Lower Canada
are made aware that the delegates all desired
a legislative union, but it could not be
accomplished at once. This Confederation is
the first necessary step towards it. The British
Government is ready to grant a Federal union
at once, and when that is accomplished the
French
element
will
be
completely
overwhelmed by the majority of British
representatives. What then would prevent the
Federal Government from passing a set of
resolutions in a similar way to those we are
called upon to pass, without submitting them
to the people, calling upon the Imperial
Government to set aside the Federal form of
government and give a legislative union
instead of it?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé
Dorion
[Hochelaga]—
Perhaps the people of Upper Canada think a
legislative union a most desirable thing. I can
tell those gentlemen that the people of Lower
Canada are attached to their institutions in a
manner that defies any attempt to change
them in that way. They will not change their
religious institutions, their laws and their
language, for any consideration whatever. A
million of inhabitants may seem a small affair
to the mind of a philosopher who sits down to
write out a constitution. He may think it

60

would be better that there should be but one
religion, one language and one system of laws,
and he goes to work to frame institutions that
will bring all to that desirable state; but I can
tell honorable gentlemen that the history of
every country goes to show that not even by
the power of the sword can such changes be
•
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accomplished.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
have the history of the Greek race, having at
one time a population of six millions,
dwindling down to seven hundred thousand,
and we find them even then, after several
centuries of oppression, rising up and
asserting their rights.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
have the same circumstance in the history of
Belgium, which was united to Holland with a
view to secure the assimilation of the two
countries, but fifteen years of trial had hardly
elapsed when the whole of the Belgium people
and Government rose en masse to protest
against that union, and to assert their separate
nationality.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Sir, it
is not only from the history of the past we may
derive the lesson, but we have the
circumstances of the present generation to
guide us. I am astonished to see the honorable
member for Montreal West [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee] helping a scheme designed to end in a
legislative union, the object of which can only
be to assimilate the whole people to the
dominant population. In that honorable
gentleman’s own country the system has
produced nothing but a dissatisfied and
rebellious people. Is it desirable that in this
country then we should pass a measure
calculated to give dissatisfaction to a million of
people? You may ascertain what the cost of

Alexander Galt, Speech at Toronto (Nov. 1864). Whelan, The Union…, pp. 204-205. Wording doesn’t match perfectly. Supra
footnote 47.
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keeping down a million of dissatisfied people
is by the scenes that have been and are now
transpiring on the other side of the line, where
a fifth of the people of the United States has
risen and has caused more misery and
misfortune to be heaped upon that country
than could have been wrought in centuries of
peaceful compromising legislation.
Sir, if a legislative union of the British
American Provinces is attempted, there will be
such an agitation in this portion of the
province as was never witnessed before—you
will see the whole people of Lower Canada
clinging together to resist by all legal and
constitutional means, such an attempt at
wresting from them those institutions that
they now enjoy. They would go as a body to
the Legislature, voting as one man, and caring
for nothing else but for the protection of their
beloved institutions and law, and making
government all but impossible. The ninety
Irish members in the British House of
Commons, composed as it is of nearly seven
hundred members, by voting together have
caused their influence to be felt, as in the
grants to the Maynooth College and some
other questions. It would be the same way
with the people of Lower Canada, and a more
deplorable state of things would be the
inevitable result.
The majority would be forced by the
minority to do things they would not, under
the circumstances, think of doing. This is a
state so undesirable that, although I am
strongly opposed to the proposed Federal
union, I am still more strongly opposed to a
legislative union. Those who desire a
legislative union may see from this what
discordant elements they would have to deal
with in undertaking the task, and what misery
they would bring upon the country by such a
step.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I
know there is an apprehension among the
British population in Lower Canada that, with
even the small power that the Local
Government will possess, their rights will not
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be respected. How, then, can it be expected
that the French population can anticipate any
more favorable result from the General
Government, when it is to possess such
enormous powers over the destinies of their
section of the country?
Experience shows that majorities are always
aggressive, and it cannot well be otherwise in
this instance. It therefore need not be
wondered at that the people of Lower Canada,
of British origin, are ready to make use of
every means to prevent their being placed at
the mercy of a preponderating population of a
different origin. I agree with them in thinking
that they ought to take nothing on trust in this
matter of entering upon a new state of political
existence, and neither ought we of French
origin to do so, in relation to the General
Government, however happy our relations to
each other may be at present.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—That
is a glorious doctrine to instil into society.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Well
it is the doctrine generally acted upon, and
correctly so. When my honorable friend makes
a contract with a friend and neighbor to be
filled even a few months in the future, does he
not have it put in legal form, in black and
white? Of course he does. And when we are
making arrangements calculated to last for all
time to come, is it not vastly more important
that the same safe and equitable principle
should be recognized?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
honorable gentleman recognized it himself in
the most marked manner, by placing in the
resolutions
guarantees
respecting
the
educational institutions of the two sections of
Canada. The Roman Catholics of Upper
Canada were anxious to have their rights
protected against the hand of the Protestant
majority, and, where the Protestants are in a
minority, they are just as anxious to have their
rights permanently protected. But, sir, the
whole scheme, since it must be taken or
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rejected as
•
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a whole, is one which I do not think any
honorable member of this House can really
endorse in an unreserved manner, if he were
to speak his sentiments freely. I see nothing in
it but another railway scheme for the benefit of
a few—and I cannot better describe the whole
project than by a quotation from the remarks
of a gentleman, who expressed himself on the
subject of Confederation and the Intercolonial
Railway a very short time before he became a
member of the present Administration, and a
warm advocate of both these bubbles.
After speaking of the visit of Mr. Watkin to
this country, he closes with the following:—
If our Government were to rush into the railway project,
expend a large sum of money upon the road, and form a
compact immediately with Nova Scotia, New Brunswick,
and Prince Edward Island, both the alliance and the road
would be carried out mainly for the benefit of the
dominant power in this province at this moment; we need
hardly say we mean Lower Canada.
The important question to Upper Canada—her
connection with the North-West Territory—would be
altogether ignored, Quebec would be made the capital of
the Federation, representation by population would form
no part of the compact, and, instead of having one leech
draining her of her resources, Upper Canada would have
three.
Before entering into new alliances, it should be the effort
of Upper Canadians to regulate the affairs of their own
province, to obtain representation by population, and to
open the North-West Territory, so that when the
Federation of all the British American provinces does
come, it may be found with Upper Canada as the central
figure of the group of states, with western adjuncts as well
as eastern.
Not even the most ardent supporter of the union of all the
provinces can allege that there is any absolute necessity
for haste in carrying out the project. Nobody is being hurt
by the provinces remaining in their present condition; no
one single material interest, either in Canada or the Lower
Provinces, would be enhanced in value by the union.61
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This appeared in the Globe in 1863.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—What
Administration did that refer to?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It did
not refer to mine.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West]—Well, whose was it?
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I think the
Minister of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee] might inform my honorable friend.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
The Honorable Attorney General [John A.
Macdonald] has them nearly all around him.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—On
the 15th of October, Hon. Mr. Brown’s paper
further stated:—
The line, in fact, will leave us just where we are now. In
the summer, when navigation is opened, we can send
produce down the river and gulf, and, to some extent,
compete with the Americans. But in the winter, to suppose
we can send flour and wheat over this long land route
cheaper than the Americans can send it from the eastern
ports, is an absurdity which no man acquainted with the
trade will commit. 62

Again, on the 17th of October, in the same
year, it said:—
The road is to run mainly through a country which does
not belong to Canada, but which cannot, under any
possible circumstances, bring any profit or return, directly
or indirectly.63

On the 20th it said:—
It will not be wise for the opponents of the measure to rely
upon present appearances. The ministerial project must be
resisted at every stage, in the press and in Parliament.64

Again, on the 25th of the same month:—
With fair professions of retrenchment and economy on
their lips, Ministers took office; but three short months
afterwards we find them launching a new railroad scheme
upon the market, admittedly more onerous at the moment
of initiation than was the Grand Trunk at the same stage.65

“The Inter-Colonial Railway,” The Globe (Jan. 6, 1863).
“Mr. M'Gee and the Inter-Colonial Railway,” The Globe (Oct. 15, 1862).
“North Western Extension,” The Globe (Oct.17, 1862).
“The Coming Session,” The Globe (Oct. 21, 1862). Dorion is incorrect with the date.
“Resignation of Mr. Dorion,” The Globe (Oct. 25, 1862).
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Sir, I agree with the statement, that to go into
the construction of this road without knowing
what it is to cost, or over what particular route
it is to be built, is a thing not to be thought of
by any prudent member of this House, and
that such a proposal ought to be resisted at
every stage. I think, too, that the whole
scheme, apart from the construction of the
railway, is worse than the railway scheme
itself, and ought to be still more strongly
opposed.
It is a mere revival of a scheme that has been
rejected by the people on every occasion on
which it has been presented to them during
the past seven years. Independent of various
other considerations the mere question of its
expense ought to cause it to be rejected by the
representatives of the people. When the duties
on imports were raised to twenty and twentyfive per cent., what was the cry we heard from
the lower portion of the province? It was that
the people were quite unable to pay such a
serious tax, and the result was the
establishment of a free port at Gaspé.
We have not, for several years, collected a
single cent of income from that large section of
country, but have, from year to year, paid out
large sums of money for the opening up of
roads, for the administration of justice, and for
keeping up
•
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a steam summer communication with the
extreme eastern section of the province. More
money has been squandered in that section of
the country than on any other, yet it has
produced no revenue. And that was the
character of the country through which the
Intercolonial road was to run, both in Canada
and in New Brunswick. For we are asked to
add, at one stroke, to our debt of sixty-two and
a half millions of dollars, an annual charge
representing in capital the moderate sum of
one hundred and twenty-four millions—for
that is the financial nature of the proposition,
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and this for the purpose of adding 900,000
inhabitants to our population, most of whom
are not in a better position, if they are in as
good, as the people of the district of Gaspé.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Sir, in
1841, nearly twenty-five years ago, Lower
Canada entered into the union of the
provinces66 with a debt of £133,000. That was a
debt created by the Special Council, for the
Legislature of Lower Canada under the old
Constitution owed not a penny when it ceased
to exist. That debt was created between 1837
and 1840. Since the union there have been
expended in Lower Canada, for the
Beauharnois canal, the enlargement of the
Lachine canal, the works on Lake St. Peter, and
the Chambly canal, about four millions of
dollars. Besides, we have three hundred and
fifty miles of the Grand Trunk Railway—
about a hundred less than Upper Canada.
Taking one-half the cost to the province of that
railway—two million pounds currency, or
eight millions of dollars—we have four
millions for canals and eight millions for
railways. Twelve millions of dollars have,
therefore, been expended for public works in
Lower Canada, with perhaps another million
for other small works—in all, thirteen millions
of dollars.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—What
about the Montreal harbor?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
Montreal harbor will pay for itself. The
Government will not be called upon to pay a
single sixpence of its indebtedness. The
province only guarantees a small portion of its
debentures, and will never have to pay a
copper of it, any more than it will of the
municipal indebtedness of the city of
Montreal, the interest of which is regularly
paid every year. Twelve or thirteen millions of
dollars’ worth of public works is all we are
able to show for an increase of our debt from
£133,000 at the time of the union, to
$27,500,000, which, on going out of the union

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
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to enter into the Confederation, is the Lower
Canada proportion of the $62,500,000 of public
debt we are bringing into it. I do not take into
consideration the Municipal Loan Fund
indebtedness, nor the Seigniorial Tenure
redemption, because if we have received any
benefit from the outlay, we are going to be
charged for those items separately over and
above our share in the $62,500,000.
If I am not right in thus stating the case, I
hope honorable gentlemen on the other side of
the House will correct me. Front the
explanations given the other day by the
Honorable Finance Minister [Alexander Galt],
I infer that by putting the Seigniorial Tenure to
the charge of Lower Canada, and by Upper
Canada abandoning its indemnity for the
Seigniorial Tenure expenditure, there is no
necessity for taking those items into account as
part of the liability of Canada in the
Confederation; that the charge for the
redemption of the Seigniorial Tenure, the
township indemnity under the Seigniorial Act
of 185967, the interest on that indemnity, the
liability of the province to the Superior
Education Fund, and the loss on the Lower
Canada Municipal Loan Fund, amounting in
all to about $4,500,000, will have to be paid by
Lower Canada alone, the interest on which, at
five per cent, will be $225,000, which sum will
be retained out of the $880,000 to be paid by
the General Government to Lower Canada for
local purposes, leaving something less than 60
cents per head for carrying on the Local
Government. Upper Canada came into the
union with a debt of £1,300,000. Immediately
after the union £1,500,000 sterling was
borrowed for public works, most of which
amount was expended in Upper Canada.
And yet Upper Canada goes out of the union
by simply abandoning its claim for indemnity
under the Seigniorial Tenure Act68, having
nothing to assume but its Municipal Loan
Fund and its share in the Federal debt; while
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Lower Canada, on the contrary, goes out with
a load of $4,500,000 of local debt, besides the
$27,500,000 which falls to its share to be paid
through the General Government. And this,
too, after paying for twenty-five years a highly
increased taxation, for all which it has nothing
to show except public improvements to the
amount of about $13,000,000.
Sir, if such a scheme as this, on being
submitted to the people, would be approved
by them, I am very much mistaken. I submit
that no such project ought to be voted by the
House, before we have the fullest information
necessary to enable us to come to right
conclusions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It is
for the security of the majority, as well as of the
minority, I make
•
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this demand. Honorable gentlemen who cry
“hear! hear!” may find themselves very much
disappointed, if, after this portion of the
scheme is passed, the local constitutions
proposed were quite unsatisfactory. I contend
that the local constitutions are as much an
essential part of the whole as the general
Constitution, and that they both should have
been laid at the same time before the House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
ought, besides, to have a clear statement of
what are the liabilities specially assigned to
Upper and Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It is
well that Upper Canada should know if she
has to pay the indebtedness of Port Hope,
Cobourg, Brockville, Niagara, and other
municipalities which have borrowed from the
municipal loan fund, and what these liabilities
are; and it is important for Lower Canada to be
told what are the amounts they will be
required to tax themselves for. We ought,

The Seigniorial Amendment Act of 1859 (Province of Canada, 1859).
Act for the Abolition of Feudal Rights and Duties in Lower Canada (Province of Canada, 1854) and The Seignorial Amendment Act
of 1859 (Province of Canada).
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besides, to obtain some kind of information
upon the subject of the Intercolonial Railway,
what is the proposed cost, and what route is to
be followed; and before these facts are before
the House, we ought not to take it upon
ourselves to legislate on the subject. Still
further, the people of the country do not
understand the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Many
members of this House, before hearing the
explanations which have been offered, were,
and others are still, in doubt as to the bearing
of many of these resolutions. In the Upper
House doubts were expressed as to who
should recommend the appointment of the
members composing the Legislative Council.
It was thought in many quarters that the
appointment of these members was to be
made by the local governments after the
scheme should come into operation. But this it
seems is a mistake. There are many other
matters with which we are unacquainted,
particularly as regards the assets and
liabilities.
There is a provision that the nomination of
the judges of the superior courts shall be
vested in the General Government, but it
would seem that the constitution of the courts
is to be left to the local governments; and I put
the question, What does this mean? Do you
mean that the local governments are to
establish as many courts as they please,
declare of how many judges they will be
composed, and that the General Government
will have to pay for them? Is a local
government to say, here is a court with three
judges; we want five, and those five must be
appointed and paid by the General
Government? I have received no answer to
this and to several other questions. I can well
understand what is meant by the regulation of
the law of divorce; but what is meant by the
regulation of the marriage question? Is the
General Government to be at liberty to set
aside all that we have been in the habit of
doing in Lower Canada in this respect? Will
the General Government have the power to
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determine the degree of relationship and the
age beyond which parties may marry, as well
as the consent which will be required to make
a marriage valid?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Will
all these questions be left to the General
Government? If so, it will have the power to
upset one of the most important portions of
our civil code, and one affecting more than any
other all classes of society. The adoption, for
instance, of the English rule, whereby females
at the age of twelve, and males at the age of
fourteen, can contract a valid marriage
without the consent of parents, tutors or
guardians, would be looked to by the mass of
the people of Lower Canada as a most
objectionable innovation in our laws, as would
also any provision to allow such marriages to
take place before any common magistrate
without any formality whatsoever.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Yet is
there no danger that such measures might be
carried, when you see the different feelings
existing on these questions among the people
of the different provinces?
There is another question to which I must
refer before closing. It is said that the division
of the debt is a fair one. We have given, say the
Government, $25 of debt to each inhabitant—
that is, in those provinces where it was less,
they have increased it to that amount,
charging it to the Confederation, and thereby
they have made a present to the several
provinces of the difference between their
present indebtedness and the $25 per head.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—This
$25 per head, when compared to the debt of
England, is a heavier burthen upon our own
people than the Imperial debt upon the people
of England, taking into consideration the
greater wealth per individual in England and
the fact that the greater part of that debt bears
three per cent, interest.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—There
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is another aspect in which this question of debt
is to be considered. To equalize it, the
Conference have increased it on the basis of
the present population for the several
provinces. This is fair enough at present,
supposing that each province contribute the
same proportion to the general revenue, and
would continue to be so if their population
progressed in the same ratio of increase; but,
from the natural advantages of Upper and
Lower
•
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Canada, and their greater area of arable lands,
there is no doubt they will increase in
population and wealth in a much greater ratio
than the Lower Provinces, and in ten years
hence, this proportion, which this day appears
a fair one, will have much increased for Upper
and Lower Canada, while it will have
diminished for the Lower Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I owe
an apology to the House for having offered
such lengthened remarks on this question, and
I have to thank honorable members for having
so kindly listened to them.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “go on.”
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I will
simply content myself with saying that for
these reasons which I have so imperfectly
exposed, I strongly fear it would be a dark day
for Canada when she adopted such a scheme
as this.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It
would be one marked in the history of this
country as having had a most depressing and
crushing influence on the energies of the
people in both Upper and Lower Canada—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—for I
69
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consider it one of the worst schemes that could
be brought under the consideration of the
House; and if it should be adopted without the
sanction of the people, the country would
never cease to regret it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—What
is the necessity for all this haste? The longer
this Constitution is expected to last, the greater
the necessity for the fullest consideration and
deliberation. I find, sir, that when, in 1839,
Lord John Russell brought into the House of
Commons his first measure for the union of
the provinces69, he announced his intention to
lay his measure before the House, have it read
a second time, and postpone it till next session,
to give a year to the people of Canada to
consider it and make such representations as
they would think proper.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—And it
was only in the subsequent session, and after
undergoing considerable modifications in the
mean time, that the measure was passed70.
Nothing could be more reasonable than such
delay. But here it seems the people are to be
treated with less respect than they were when
their Constitution was suspended, and this
measure is to be pushed with indecent haste.
There are three modes of obtaining the
views of the people upon the question now
under discussion. The most direct one would
be, after debating it in this House, to submit it
to the people for their verdict, yea or nay. The
second is to dissolve the House and appeal to
this people. The third is to discuss and pass the
resolutions or address to a second reading,
and afterwards leave it open to the public to
judge of its merits, by meeting and discussing
it, and sending in petitions and instructing
their representatives how to vote upon it when
they came to Parliament at the next session.

The Union Act, 1840: Imperial Debate, Draft Bills and Correspondences (1839-1840).
The Durham Report was tabled in the Imperial Parliament on Feb. 11, 1839, but due to a strong opposition, the initial intent
of submitting to Parliament a Bill for the Union of the Canadas was postponed to the following session in 1840 to permit
the now Governor General Poulet Thomson (later known as Lord Sydenham) to obtain local support of both Upper and
Lower Canada. The Melbourne Ministry did however submit in June and passed in August 1839 An Act to Amend an Act
of the Last Session of Parliament for Making Temporary Provision for the Government of Lower Canada (Aug. 17, 1839).
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Any one of these methods would elicit the
views of the people. But to say that the
opinions of the people have been ascertained
on the question, I say it is no such thing.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—We
have heard one side of the question discussed,
but we have heard none of the views on the
other side; and yet the feeling, as exhibited in
some parts of the country, has been
unmistakeably in favor of an appeal to the
people. Some fifteen counties in Lower
Canada have held meetings and declared for
an appeal before the scheme is allowed to pass;
and when honorable gentlemen on the other
side have held second meetings, they have
been condemned more conclusively than at
first.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—In the
county of Rouville, the hon. member
representing that county, not satisfied with the
first expression of opinion, held a second
meeting, but the decision was still more
emphatic than at the first.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Then
meetings have been held, all tending to the
same conclusion, in St. Maurice, Maskinongé,
Berthier, Joliette, Richelieu, Chambly,
Verchères, Bagot, St. Hyacinthe, Iberville, St.
John’s,
Napierville,
Drummond
and
Arthabaska, Two Mountains, Vaudreuil, and
also in the city of Montreal.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval]—What about
Laval?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Yes, a
meeting was called, and called without the
requisite notice; the notice having been given
at the church doors on a Friday for a meeting
on the next day; but notwithstanding, when
the meeting was held, the hon. gentleman did
not dare press a resolution in favor of
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Confederation, but simply one of confidence
in himself.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—His
friends collected together, and all they did was
to express confidence in him. There was no
resolution in favor of Confederation, nor of
passing such a measure without submitting it
to the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I have
now to thank the House for the patience with
which they have listened to my remarks. In the
terms of the paragraph I have quoted from
the Globe, I shall feel it my duty to resist the
passage of the measure at every stage, with a
view that the scheme should go to the people
in some shape or other.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—There
is no hurry in regard to the scheme. We are
now legislating for the future as well as for the
present, and feeling that we ought to make a
Constitution as perfect as possible, and as far
as possible
•
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in harmony with the views of the people, I
maintain that we ought not to pass this
measure now, but leave it to another year, in
order to ascertain in the meantime what the
views and sentiments of the people actually
are.
Some Hon. Members—The honorable
gentleman was loudly cheered on resuming his
seat.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière] arose to speak.71
Hector-Louis Langevin [Dorchester, Solicitor
General East] rose, apparently at the moment,
and moved
The adjournment of the debate.

In the Hunter & Rose edition, the debate day is ended with the phrase, “After some discussion as to the mode of continuing the
debate, the House adjourned at ten minutes past twelve.” In the spirit of completeness, we have replaced this summary phrase
with the debate that occurred just prior to adjournment. Source: “Provincial Parliament,” [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Feb.
17, 1865).
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Christopher Dunkin [Brome] said that after
having four or give long speeches form
ministers, in a connected form, it was hardly
fair on the part of a member of the
Government to prevent the hon. member for
Lotbinière [Henri Joly] from speaking.
Thomas Parker [Wellington] said that if the
Government took the course which they
seemed disposed to take, it would be a
departure from what he had understood to be
the order of debate agreed upon.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga] said
that, in view of the disadvantage of speaking
at a late hour, he would advise his hon. friend
from Lotbinière [Henri Joly] to move the
adjournment of the debate.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall] said
that the course which was being pursued in
preventing hon. members on this side from
expressing their views was unfair, and he
hoped hon. gentlemen on the Treasury
benches would not tolerate it in their
subordinates.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and oh,
oh.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East] was understood to
deny that there was any understanding as to
the order in which the general debate was to
be carried on. The members of the
Government had closed the opening case, and
had given the delay which hon. gentlemen
required for the purpose of allowing the
explanations to go to the country; and now we
were into the regular crossfire—the free flight.
Hope Mackenzie [Oxford North] thought
that out of courtesy the Hon. Solicitor General
[Hector-Louis Langevin] ought to give way to
the hon. member for Lotbinière [Henri Joly].
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome] thought there
should, in all fairness, be an opportunity given
for some connected expression of the views of
hon. members on this side of the House.
John A. Macdonald [Kingston, AttorneyGeneral West] said that the Government had,
from the very beginning, been ready to go on

with the debate in the ordinary way. The
course which had been pursued was
altogether in deference to the request of the
Opposition. There was, however, no
agreement as to the order of the general
debate; and hon. gentlemen took anything but
a proper view of the case when they advocated
a stilted series of set speeches, instead of a fair
and proper discussion in the usual
parliamentary from.
Why, we should have the hon. member for
Brome [Christopher Dunkin] up thirty times at
least, and he would speak three days at a time?
We should be here all summer. If hon.
gentlemen wished to have the subject really
discussed on its merits, let it be in the usual
style of debate—so that when any one made a
statement for or against, he might be
answered. The discussion should not be
muffled if we desired to elicit truth; but we
should have a free and fair discussion.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East] was understood to say
that he had no objection to give way to the hon.
member for Lotbinière [Henri Joly]; but it
must be understood that he would follow him.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] said that
Government had better allow the course to be
pursued now which was the natural inference
of the manner in which they had commenced,
although he believed it would have been
better if we had had the debate in the regular
form from the outset.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome] arose amid
loud cries of “Spoke,” “Spoke.” He moved a
motion of adjournment for the purpose of having a
right to speak; and then went on to denounce as
unfair the course of debate proposed to be
pursued by the Government; and to advocate
the propriety of allowing the Opposition to
express their opinions in a connected shape.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]
followed on the same side.
John
Rose
[Montreal
Centre]—No
argument of a specious kind can prevent me
from expressing my own views at the time and
in the manner I may deem best so to do. It has
been suggested that members should be held
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to listen to a number of set speeches before
they are at liberty to express their own
sentiments.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I should be
glad to hear both sides.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—And I have
listened with a great deal of interest to the able
speeches on this side; and I do not wish, as an
individual member, after the observations of
my hon. friend, the member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion], to be prevented from
speaking when I please.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Joseph Cauchon [Montmorency] was
understood to say that the course which had
been pursued in the first instance was that
which the Oppositiuon desired. The
Government had, therefore, shewn great
liberality and great fair play in the course they
had pursued.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East] had no objection to
give way to the hon. member for Lotbinière
[Henri Joly], but wished it to be understood
that he desired to follow him.
Joseph Rymal [Wentworth South] said that
all we wanted was fair play, and fair play we
must have. Five of the most eloquent members
of the Government had supported the
scheme—let give of the ablest members on this
side of the House follow, from their own point
of view. When the crossing of arms, when the
“free fight,” as the Hon. Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier] styled it, came on, he
(Mr. Rymal) might have something to say.
When, however, he asked the five leading
gentlemen on this side be allowed to speak, he
was not, he assured the House, putting in a
word for himself.
Some Hon. Members—Roars of laughter.
Joseph Rymal [Wentworth South]—But if
there was to be a scramble, and permission to
speak as often as they pleased, then there was
no saying how often he might be troubling
them.
William McDougall [Lanark North,
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Provincial Secretary] spoke briefly in favor of
the propriety of adhering to the usual order of
debate, and of having a full and free
discussion of this as of any other important
question.
Hector-Louis Langevin [Dorchester, Solicitor
General East] moved
The adjournment of the debate.

Carried.
Heri Joly [Lotbinière] moved
The adjournment of the House.

Carried.
The House then, at ten minutes past twelve
adjourned.
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of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

H

enri Joly [Lotbinière] said—Mr. Speaker,
when it is proposed to change the
Constitution of the country, it becomes our
duty to study with the greatest care, and from
every distinct joint of view, the new
Constitution which it is proposed to substitute
for the existing one; and in doing so we ought
not to disdain the experience of past ages.
•

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
MONday,
february 20, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd inst. proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference

1

(p. 347)

History is the statesman’s safest guide; it
ought to be the basis of all his conceptions;
indeed it would be treating its lessons with
contempt, were we to attempt to dispose of the
future without first knowing how Providence
has disposed of the past. To make use of a
maxim, common, but yet most truthful: “There
is nothing new under the sun;” the history of
the world is a constantly revolving scene; the
same events pass and repass before our eyes
under aspects varied enough, it is true, to
deceive the superficial observer, but the man
who thinks and investigates will have no
difficulty in discovering that at all periods of
the world’s history, men have allowed
themselves to be controlled by the same
motives and cessions, and will arrive at the
inevitable conclusion that like causes produce
like effects. The honorable ministers who have
unfolded to us the scheme of Confederation
have based all their arguments on the future;
they have tried to prophecy, but for them the
history of the past is a dead letter. Before
attempting to predict the fate of our future
Confederation, they should first have told us
what had been the fate of past confederations.
It does not suffice to paint a splendid picture
of grandeur: and prosperity; let it first be
ascertained that the foundations on which the
edifice is to be erected are sure and proved,
and that established, we may then begin to
build with safety. As has been said by one of
the great professors of political science: “The

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 133. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Joly’s speech.
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wisdom of a statesman is the result of
experience and not of theory.” I am by no
means
astonished,
however,
at
the
repugnance evinced by the advocates of
Confederation to make allusion to the past.
The Minister of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee] alone has had the courage to open the
volume of the world’s history, and he hastily
closed it with the significant remark,
especially so falling from his lips:—
In all the constitutions in which the Federal principle has
been adopted, it cannot be denied that the same fatal vice
is to be discerned—the weakness of the central authority.
This has been the fatal disease in all confederations of
which I have heard, or whose histories I have read. They
have died of consumption.2

What the Government has not been willing
to do, I now propose to do. Let us take counsel
of those nations which have adopted
federative constitutions, and may the recital of
their unhappy experience be of use to us by
placing us on our guard against the same
dangers. I propose to cast a brief glance on the
history of each Confederation. I do not
propose to lay before you my own views, and
ask you to adopt them, but rather those of men
of eminence, who have made the art of good
government the study of their lives. I shall
indeed make use, as nearly as I possibly can,
of the very language which they have used.
Lord Brougham, who is listened to with
profound respect in the Imperial Parliament,
thus expresses his views in the third part of his
work on Political Philosophy:—

referred to the ancient commonwealths of Greece. As a
Florentine hated a Viennese worse than a German or a
Spaniard, or even an infidel, in modern times, so of old
did an Athenian hate a Spartan or a Theban worse than a
Persian. Now, the Federal union, by keeping up a line of
separation among its members, gives the freest scope to
these pernicious prejudices—feelings which it is the
highest duty of all governments to eradicate, because they
lead directly to confusion and war.4

Passing from the confederacies of Greece
and Italy to those of the Seven United
Provinces (now Holland and Belgium), we
there find the same state of things. Let us hear
what Lord Macaulay says in the first volume
of his History of England:—
The union of Utrecht, hastily established amid the throes
of a revolution, with the view of providing for the
exigencies of the moment, had never been considered with
calmness, nor brought to perfection in a period of
tranquillity. Each one of the Seven Provinces, which this
union bound together in one cluster, retained nearly all
the rights of sovereignty, and exacted from the Federal
Government the most absolute respect of its rights. As the
Federal authorities had no means of enforcing prompt
obedience from the Provincial authorities, so these latter
were equally powerless as regarded the Municipal
authorities.5

The advocates of Confederation take
pleasure in citing the result of the Swiss (or
Helvetic) Confederacy as an exception to the
disastrous fate awaiting all confederations; but
Switzerland possesses all the germs of this
fatal malady, as witness the civil and religious
war of the Sonderbund. Here, however, the
symptoms are less violent than in other
confederations, on account of its
•

Besides the other defected of the Federal union, its
manifest tendency to create mutual estrangement, and
even hostility, between the different parts of the same
nation, is an insuperable objection to it.3

And further on he adds:—
Whoever would see further proofs of this position, may be

2
3
4
5

(p. 348)

exceptional position; France, Prussia and
Austria are deeply interested in maintaining
the existence of Switzerland as a neutral and
independent state—it is indispensable to their
safety. Were it not go, the last hour of the
Helvetic Confederacy would have sounded

Thomas D’Arcy McGee, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 9, 1865), p. 144.
Henry Lord Brougham, Political Philosophy, Part III (1846), p. 53.
ibid.
Thomas Babington Macaulay, The History of England … Vol. I (1848), Chapter V. The wording doesn’t match. This is
probably because it is a translation from the original English to French and then back to English.
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long ago. If we pass from the confederations of
the old world to those of the new, we shall find
that the climate of America appears to be still
more fatal to confederations than that of
Europe.
Let us begin with the Central American
Confederacy or Republic of Guatemala. It was
established in 1821, and was composed of five
states: Guatemala, Honduras, San Salvador,
Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. In 1829, that is to
say, after an interval of eighteen years only,
Honduras set the example by seceding from
the Confederation, an example which was
very soon followed by the four other states,
and that Confederation has ceased to exist,
after a brief existence, in the midst of
revolutions and civil wars. The Confederation
of Columbia was formed in 1819 of the twelve
provinces freed by Bolivar from the dominion
of Spain. After endless troubles and
revolutions, they separated in 1831 (after an
existence of 12 years) into three independent
republics, though reunited under the name of
Confederation of the United states of South
America—New Grenada, Venezuela and
Ecuador.
I hold in my hand a volume of the Annuaire
des Deux Mondes, containing a general history
of the different states during the years 1853
and 1854. I will not occupy the time of the
House by entering into the details of that
history; I shall epitomize it by reading a few
lines from the table of contents, in which we
find mention made of the principal events in
the most succinct form.
I read from this table as follows:—
”Venezuela—General
condition
of
Venezuela—Insurrection
of
1853—
Insurrection of 1854.”6 One per annum, one
would soon become used to insurrections and
think but little of them in that happy country.
“Compulsory Loans”—I suppose one may get
used to these operations in coarse of time,
however disagreeable they may be. At all

6

7
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events, if matters turn out well with the
compulsory borrowers, as I have no doubt
they do, they do not leave enough to their
compulsory creditors to make it worth their
while to renew the operation annually, and
thus we see that compulsory loans are not
effected every year in Venezuela with the
same regularity in which the insurrections
there are carried out.
“New Grenada—movements of parties;” I
augur nothing good from this movement.
“The Golgothas and Draconians”—probably
the liberals and conservatives, who have had
the singular taste to assume these villainous
titles and who discuss the question of the day
by musketry practice—”struggles of parties
and threats of military revolution; movement
of 17th April.” Still another movement—
”uprising of the Provinces;”—here, at all
events, we have an unmistakable movement,
as to the nature of which there can be no doubt
whatever. “Present state of the civil war.”7—In
New Grenada civil war figures in the
quotations just as in Canada; we quote
transactions in flour or lumber; it is their
normal condition I hear an honorable member
exclaim “Oh, but they are savages!” They are
not savages; but I am free to confess they
behave like savages.
This is but the ordinary effect of civil war; as
witness what is passing amongst our
neighbors in the United States. But let us
proceed to another confederation. Bolivia and
Lower Peru formed themselves into a
Confederacy in 1836. This Confederacy was
born and lived and died, the whole in three
years, between 1836 and 1839, hardly allowing
time to begin to write its history. Next we have
the confederation of the United Provinces of
Rio de la Plata or Argentine Republic,
established in 1816, by the union of fourteen
independent provinces. Bouillet, after having
referred to the promulgation of the new
Constitution, continues in the following

François Buloz, Annuaire des Deux Mondes (1854), p. 955. Joly continues to read through the table of contents, which are in
quotation marks. He stops reading from this source at footnote 7.
ibid. Here ends the quotes from Annuaire.
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terms:—
This Constitution, however, does not prevent the united
provinces of Rio do la Plata from being a prey to anarchy.
The federalists and the anti-federalists are continually at
war. Manufactures there are none; and the trade is very
limited. 8

In that same table of contents of the Annuaire
des Deux Mondes, I read … “Civil war and
raising of the siege of Buenos Ayres—separate
Constitution for Buenos Ayres…—Struggle
between the parties, and financial distress—
Disturbance (echauffourée) of the 18th July
1853.”9 I suppose this word means something
half-way between a movement and an
insurrection, “Revolution of the 25th
September.” Events succeed each other
rapidly. “Civil war—Intervention of Brazil.”
But all this passed in 1853 and 1854. It is
ancient history.
Let us look at a few journals of last week or
the week before. What do we find? Here is a
specimen or two: “The President of San
Salvador in his speech at the opening of the
House defends
•

(p. 349)

himself indignantly against the imputation of
a wish to annex Central America to Mexico;”10
or take another article: “Hostilities have
recommenced between the Empire of Brazil
and the Republic of Uraguay,” 11 one of the
States of the Argentine Confederation.
“Paraguay, an ally of Uraguay, has also
declared war against Brazil. The latter is
assisted by the revolutionary party in
Uraguay, under the orders of General Flores.
A Brazilian fleet assisted by General Flores
and the revolutionists of Uraguay, has burned
Paysandu, the capital of Uraguay … so that
Uraguay is torn at the same time by civil war

8
9
10
11
12
13

and a foreign war.” 12
This is a lamentable state of affairs! How
prudently ministers have acted in omitting all
mention of these sad scenes, in asking us to
vote for Confederation! They would have
spoiled their brilliant picture by too great a
depth of shadow. Passy, in his Mémoire sur les
formes de Gouvernement et les causes qui les
déterminent, (Mémoires de l’Institut, Sciences
morales et politiques, 2e série, vol. 3,) expresses
himself as follows, speaking of all these South
American Confédérations:
Seldom does a year pass, without fresh rebellions
breaking out among them; very seldom do the heads of
the governments reach the legal term of their functions.
The president ships are ephemeral dictatorships, the prize
of generals who, exiles one day, are at the head of armies
the next, while the states themselves sometimes
confederate, again independent, are constantly changing
their forms of government and their aspect.13

Passy assigns two main causes for these
occurrences. The absence of homogeneity or
common origin, and the want of knowledge.
As to this want of knowledge, I must observe
that there are few nations in the world, if any,
the population of which is generally as
enlightened as that of the United States of
North America, and yet, at this very time, we
see the dogs of civil war let loose among them
and raging as fiercely as ever they did among
the confederate governments of South
America.
As to the absence of homogeneity talked of
by Passy, if it exists to such an extent as to lead
to these sad results among the confederations
of South America, in which all the citizens are,
without exception, Catholics, speaking the
same language, and who all within a few years
fought side by side against their common
enemy, Spain, to achieve their liberty,—if they
are deficient, I say, in homogeneity, what is the

Marie Nicolas Bouillet, Dictionaire universel d’histoire et de géographie (1856), p. 1413.
François Buloz, Annuaire des Deux Mondes (1854), pp. 955-56.
Article on El Savador. Unconfirmed reference.
Article on Brazil and Uruguay. Unconfirmed reference.
ibid.
Hippolyte Passy, “Des Formes des Gouvernements et des Causes qui les Déterminent” in Mémoires de l'Académie Royale
des Sciences morales et politiques de l'Institut de France, Tome III (1841), p. 394.
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case with us? Protestants and Catholics,
French, English and Irish speaking two
different languages. The strongest bond of
union among the citizens of a state is a
community cu language and religion. We have
neither in common.
The confederations of South America have
both, and yet, as Passy says, they have not
sufficient homogeneity to afford a hope that
they can ever live in peace under a federal
regime.
Mexico
was
constituted
a
Confederation in 1824. In 1837 it was united,
and the union subsisted till 1846, except three
years of dictatorship. In 1846 the Federal
principle again prevailed, but disappeared in
1853, since which period the history of Mexico
is too generally known to need repetition in
this place. It is written with the blood of its
citizens. I shall merely mention the United
States of North America.
I do not pretend—I do not possess the
ability—to trace out the real sources of the
immense civil war by which they are now rent
in pieces. Enough for me to say, that nobody is
to consider slavery as the only cause of the
civil strife. More than thirty years ago upon a
question of tariff white went to protect the
manufacturers of the North at the expense of
the planters of the South, South Carolina
sounded the signal of insurrection, as she since
did in 1861; and had it not been for the
firmness of General Jackson, who overstepped
his powers to save his country, the civil contest
would have commenced at that time. It was
sure to come on; it was only delayed for a
while. These were all trials of the Confederate
system.
Hippolite Cornellier dit Grandchamp
[Joliette]—All the confederations which you
have mentioned were or are republican, and
had the common fate of republican
institutions. You have not said a word about
monarchical confederations.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—I have made no
mention of monarchical confederations,
because none have ever existed, and none can
exist. The principle of a monarchy is that the
power resides in one person; the principle of
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confederation is that it resides in all the
members
of
the
confederation.
A
confederation would, therefore, always be a
republic, even if formed of several states
subject to a monarchy; because the power
would not be vested in one person, but in each
of the several states, of which no one would
acknowledge a head; it would be a republic
consisting of a very small number of members.
Before I take leave of all the confederations,
the names of which I have mentioned, I intend
to say one word, at least, in their favor. We
understand that states
•
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perfectly independent of one another, and not
subject to any authority bearing equally on
them all, may have agreed (notwithstanding
the inconveniences of confederation) to
become confederate for the purpose of
strengthening him or herself to resist a
common enemy.
So much they may have done. But we do not
understand how provinces like ours, which
have no existence independent of each other,
but are all subject to the same authority, need
have recourse to confederation for the purpose
of cementing a union which already exists.
Confederation, by marking more strongly the
lines of demarcation between them, spoken of
by Lord Brougham, renders any more intimate
connection between them for the future
impossible. We are like bars of iron straggly
welded together, which men should try to
unite more strongly to each other by tearing
them asunder to reunite them with
shoemaker’s paste. Some will answer, “True!
the Federal principle has always and in every
case proved a failure, but the cause lay in the
weakness of the central power. We shall
obviate that inconvenience, by establishing a
central power strong enough to preserve our
Confederation from that danger.”
But then it will be no longer a Confederation;
it will be a legislative union—a union which
the most zealous advocates of Confederation
reject as incompatible with the various
interests of the different provinces. If you
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succeed in establishing this central power,
with strength enough to bear sway over the
local powers, the latter will no longer have an
exclusive existence; they will become the
authorized delegates of the central power,
their officers and every vestige of
confederation will disappear from your
Constitution. If you absolutely resolve to
adopt the Federal principle, you cannot do it
without adopting at though same time all its
inconveniences.
The weakness of the central power is not the
fruit of the Federal system; it is its root, it is
itself. This is the reason why states which are
perfectly independent of each other, adopt the
Federal principle solely as a means of defence
against foreigners, because the central power
in a confederation cannot be other than weak.
We already possess, under our present
Constitution, and without confederation, a
central power stronger than any power which
you can create, and to which we submit
without complaint, because it is perfectly
compatible with the existence of our local
powers—I mean the power of England.
It is exercised by men who live too far from
us to hearken to the bickering are of race or of
party, or to be mixed up with them in any way.
But if that central power was wielded by men
taken from among ourselves, men who have
taken part in our quarrels and animosities, and
who would make use of it to give effect to the
views of their party, it would become
insupportable.
As it now exists, we feel it only by the
benefits it confers. Having thus shown the
serious inconveniences innate in the Federal
system, let us see whether there be anything
exceptional in our position, operating in our
favor, and allowing us to hope for immunity
from those evils which have befallen all former
confederations. What is our position? In what
respects is it more favorable than that of other
14

15
16

confederations? Let us begin with Lower
Canada; its population is composed of about
three fourth French-Canadians, and of onefourth English-Canadians. It is impossible,
even for the blindest admirers of the scheme of
Confederation, to shut out from their view this
great difference of nationality, which is
certainly fated to play an important part in the
destinies of the future Confederation.
When Lord Durham wrote his celebrated
report in 1839, he said, when speaking of the
English-Canadians of Lower Canada:—”The
English population will never submit to the
authority of a parliament in which the French
have a majority, or even the semblance of a
majority.”14 A little further on, he added:—”In
the significant language of one of their most
eminent men, they assert that Lower Canada
must become English, even if to effect that
object it should be necessary that the province
should cease to belong to England.” 15
Whatever errors Lord Durham may have
fallen into in judging the French-Canadians,
he certainly cannot be reproached with having
shown too great severity towards the EnglishCanadians. He merely depicted their
sentiments, as they manifested themselves in
his day. Since then, things have undergone a
change. And last autumn, at Sherbrooke, the
Honorable Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt] presented to us a very different picture,
when he said:—”For five and twenty years
harmony has reigned in Lower Canada, and
the English and French populations have
entered into a compact to labor together to
promote the common interests of the
country.”16 This picture is a true one at the
present time, as was also
•

(p. 351)

that drawn by Lord Durham in his day; things
have changed! In the Parliament of the United
Canadas, the English are in a majority; they

Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839), p. 17. Quote is not verbatim as a
result of translation or because Joly is summarizing.
ibid, p. 19. Quote is verbatim.
Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864) in Speech on the Proposed Union of the British North American Provinces
(1864), p. 19. The wording is slightly different, probably as a result of a translation.

(pp. 346-362 in the primary document)

February 20 1865, Legislative Assembly

have not to deal with a French majority. But, if
circumstances have altered, men have not;
place them in the same position in which they
were previous to 1839, and again you will
perceive in them the same sentiments as were
depicted by Lord Durham17.
The seed lies hid in the soil, it does not show
itself on the surface; but a few drops of rain are
all that is necessary to cause it to spring up. If
such sentiments did not exist between the two
nationalities, why this resolution, to be
submitted to the House by the honorable
member for Missisquoi [James O'Halloran],
which I am now about to read:—
Resolved, That assuming the Federal system of
government to be a political necessity in a union of the
British North American Provinces, any Confederation of
those provinces which ignores the difference of race,
language and religion of the inhabitants of the respective
states or territories sought to be thus united, and is not
framed with a view to secure to the inhabitants of such
state or territory the management of their own local
affairs, in accordance with their own peculiar views and
sentiments, is unwise and inexpedient, and not conducive
to good government or to the peace and tranquillity of
those for whom it is framed;
Resolved, That with a view to secure to that portion of the
inhabitants of Lower Canada speaking the English
language, the free exercise and enjoyment of their own
ideas, institutions and rights, in any proposed
Confederation of the provinces, Canada should be
divided into three civil divisions, to wit: Western, Central
and Eastern Canada.18

At the mere idea of a legislature in which the
French element is to be in a majority if Lower
Canada, the passions described by Lord
Durham19 are evinced. It is true that the
Ministry are doing their best to reassure both
parties, and to each party, separately, they
make promises at the expense of the other.
French-Canadians! Do not allow yourselves to
be led away by those brilliant promises. An
Italian poet describes the endeavours of a
mother to induce her child to swallow a

17
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20
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draught, which is intended to restore him to
health; to tempt him, she covers the edge of the
cup with honey; in like manner, the edge of the
cup which is presented to you has been
covered with honey, but instead of containing
a health-restoring draught, that cup contains
poison and death.
I do not believe that the French-Canadians
will abjure the power of their majority in
Lower Canada by striving to oppress the
English-Canadians; but there are too many
points on which they disagree to allow of their
living long in peace together, in spite of their
sincere wish to do so, under the system of local
government which is proposed to us. The
Honorable Prime Minister [Étienne Pascal
Taché] said in the Council:—
I believe the French Canadians will do all in their power
to render justice to their fellow-subjects of English origin;
and it should not be forgotten that, if the former are in a
majority in Lower Canada, the English will be in a
majority in the General Government, and that no act of
real injustice can take place without its being reversed by
the Federal Parliament. 20

But who is to decide whether any act of the
French-Canadians is really an act of injustice?
The Federal Parliament, in which the English
element will be all-powerful! In political
matters, a disinterested opinion is but seldom
come to; the sympathies of the majority in the
federal Parliament will be against us; I see in
this the prospect of a position which may
prove to be a most dangerous one for us; if the
strife should commence, no one can tell when
it will end.
Joseph-Octave Beaubien [Montmagny]—I
have confidence in the conscience of the
Federal Parliament. We ought not to attribute
evil intentions to men, but rather suppose that
they will treat us as they desire to be treated
themselves, with justice, and in a
conscientious manner.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—Despite the

Durham Report (1839).
O’Halloran would present the two resolutions to the Legislative Assembly on Mar. 8, 1865, p. 793.
Durham Report (1839).
Étienne-Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 10.
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honorable member’s sermon—I beg his
pardon, I mean despite the honorable
member’s observation—I am of opinion that
we ought not to leave interests so precious as
those which are confided to us to the mercy of
men with whom we are not always certain of
living on good terms, without any other
guarantee than their conscience.
Confederation, by changing the state of
things which established harmony between
the English and French races in Lower
Canada, will destroy that harmony, and the
consequences may be only too easily foreseen.
In Upper Canada there is much more
homogeneity, and, by consequence, the
danger of intestine trouble there is much less
great; true it is, that the enormous power of the
Orangemen and the law respecting separate
schools may give rise to difficulties, but I fear
more for the relations of Upper Canada with
the other provinces, and especially the
Atlantic Provinces.
Upper Canada objects, in general terms, to
the construction of the Intercolonial Railway.
Its wish is to see the resources of the future
Confederation applied to opening up the
immense territory of the North-West, and to
the enlargement
•
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of its canals. The Atlantic Provinces desire the
Intercolonial Railway; but they hold in dread
the expenditure which would be entailed by
the opening up of the Northwest Territory and
the enlargement of the canals. Upper Canada
already fears lest the Atlantic Provinces
should unite with Lower Canada against her;
the French-Canadians fear for their
nationality, threatened by the English majority
from the other provinces, and yet
Confederation so far only exists as a scheme.
If our relations with the other provinces are
not at present very intimate, at least there is
nothing hostile in them. We regard them with
interest and friendship as members of one and
the same family with ourselves we all grow
together under the shelter of the English flag,
and in case of war with the United States, we

are all ready to unite in our efforts, in good
faith, for our common defence. But when the
different provinces shall meet together in the
Federal Parliament as on a field of battle, when
they have there contracted the habit of
contending with each other to cause their own
interests, so various and so incompatible with
each other, to prevail, and when, from
repetition of this undying strife, jealousy and
inevitable hatred shall have resulted, our
sentiments towards the other provinces will be
no longer the same; and should any great
danger, in which our safety would depend
upon our united condition, arise, it would then
perhaps be found that our Federal union had
been the signal for our disunion.
In such a position the greatest danger would
result from the neighbourhood of the United
States, a nation which for a long time has
looked on our provinces with a covetous eye,
and which has an immense army which the
end of the war, probably not far distant, will
leave without occupation. They will follow up
our political struggles closely, will encourage
the discontented, and will soon find an
opportunity for interfering in our internal
affairs, being called in by the weaker party;
history is full of similar occurrences.
The Attorney General for Lower Canada
[George-Étienne Cartier] pretends that the
opponents of Confederation desire annexation
to the United States. I find it difficult to believe
in his sincerity when he expresses that
opinion; it is usually by such arguments as this
that he replies to his opponents when he has
no other answer to make them. One of the
most justly respected men in Lower Canada, a
man who enjoys universal esteem, Mr.
Cherrier, who had long withdrawn from
public
life, determined,
despite
his
repugnance to entering the lists, to raise his
voice in order to warn his fellow-countrymen
against the dangers of the Confederation
project. The purity of his motives could not be
questioned; being connected with no political
party, he was perfectly disinterested in the
course he took. It appears to me that the
opinion of such a man deserved at least a
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respectful hearing.
Instead of answering his argument, the
honorable the Attorney General [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] attempted to make him the
laughing stock of this House. The Government
stifles the voice of those who wish to enlighten
the people; but it takes upon itself the task of
enlightening them. Here is a work “in favor of
Confederation,”
published
in
186521,
entitled: L’Union des Provinces de l’Amérique
Britannique du Nord, par l’Hon. Joseph Cauchon,
membre de Parlement Canadien, et Rédacteur enchef du Journal de Québec; and also author of a
work
published
in
1858,
“against
Confederation.”22
If the Government were generous, they
would distribute the work of 1858 at the same
time with that of 1865, in order to afford to
every one the advantage of a choice, more
particularly as the honorable author cannot be
right in both. In bringing these two works into
contrast, I do not wish to make a personal
attack on the honorable member; the fact that
he first wrote against Confederation and then
in favor of it, is perfectly foreign to the debate.
I should not have mentioned the matter, were
it not that the Government make use of the
work of 1865 (the second) in order to
propagate in every direction their doctrines on
Confederation;
they
are
distributing
thousands of copies of the work throughout
Lower Canada, and in order to influence the
English-speaking population, they are having
it translated into English.
It is, therefore, right to warn the people that
they must distrust the arguments contained in
that book; they are diametrically opposed to
the opinions enunciated by the author in his
work of 1858, in which he says, in express
terms, that the consequences of Confederation
would be the ruin of Lower Canada. Of course
the author, in his work of 1865, attempts to
explain his change of opinion; it is none the
less true that he was wrong either in 1858 or

21
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else in 1865—which? It may be said in behalf
of the book of 1865 that it is four times thicker
than the other; this perhaps may seem a
disadvantage to the
•
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minds of some readers.
The Government, knowing well how much
the people fear direct taxes, tell them that
Confederation involves them in no such risk.
What new method are they going to invent
then for raising money? It is perfectly clear
that Confederation will largely increase our
expenditure. Then, for instance, Canada,
which has now but one Government to
maintain (and it is as much as she can do to
maintain it), will have three to maintain, or
nearly so: the Government of Upper Canada,
the Government of Lower Canada, and ninetwelfths of the Federal Government; it will be
the same as regards the legislatures. Canada,
with a population forming nine-twelfths of the
Confederation, will have to build ninetwelfths of the Intercolonial Railway, in place
of the five-twelfths she was to have been
charged with, under the arrangements of 1863.
With reference to the opening of the all but
boundless territory of the North-West, and the
construction of the fortifications which are
spoken of only in whispers as yet, lest we
should become alarmed, it is impossible to
calculate the expenditure these works will
involve. And, in face of this increased
expenditure, our chief source of revenue is to
be considerably diminished. I refer to the
import customs duties. Here is the justification
offered by the Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt] for the reduction:—
It is evident since the Atlantic Provinces consume a far
larger quantity of articles paying import duties than we
do, that we shall be compelled, in order to assimilate all
the customs tariffs, to diminish the import duties we pay
in Canada. The Atlantic Provinces cannot adopt a customs
tariff so high as ours.23

Joseph Cauchon, l’Union des Provinces de l’Amérique Britannique du Nord (1865), p. 65.
Joseph Cauchon, Étude sur l'Union Projetée des Provinces Britanniques de l'Amerique du Nord (1858), pp. 25-26.
Justification from Galt. Unconfirmed reference.
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I think I have shown that our expenditure
must infallibly increase; and as our revenue
will diminish, to what new tax will the
Government have recourse in order to make
up the deficit? We are told that Lower Canada
will have a revenue of nearly a million and a
half to meet her local expenditure; with what
shall we meet our proportion of the Federal
expenditure, which will be far larger? But I
shall now deal with the advantages which we
are told must certainly result from
Confederation. They may be divided into
three
classes—political,
military
and
commercial.
The honorable member for Montmorency
[Joseph Cauchon] tells us that we are to have
the advantage of a seat at the banquet of
nations24. The perspective is a highly flattering
one, I admit, but we must be permitted to take
a common-sense view of it. The Honorable
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt], faithful
to the doctrine that the greatness of a State is
proportioned to the greatness of its debt,
announces to us that our credit will be
considerably increased, and that we shall be
enabled to borrow much more extensively
than we have hitherto done, a prospect at
which he seems greatly to rejoice25.
This facility of borrowing is not always an
unmixed good; but it must be remembered
that our credit will depend entirely on the
success of our Confederation. If it should not
succeed, if any serious difficulty should arise
within it—a thing which is possible—public
opinion will be more prompt to take alarm, in
that our Federal form of government does not
afford strong guarantees for the maintenance
of order and peace, and our credit will soon be
worth less than the credit of a single province
is worth to-day.
The Honorable the President of the Council
[George Brown] enumerated all our
provinces26, comparing one after another, as

24
25
26
27

regards superficial extent, with the great states
of Europe. He finished with the Hudson’s Bay
territory, stating that it is as large as European
Russia; but will it ever be capable of
supporting, like European Russia, a
population of sixty millions, and feeding, with
its surplus corn, a great part of Europe?
The vastness of territory in which the
honorable minister takes so much pride is
precisely what inspires me with uneasiness;
we shall have the outward form of a giant,
with the strength of a child; we shall be unable
to stand up. Hasty and premature growth is as
fatal to states as it is to men; a state should
extend its limits only in proportion as its
strength increases.
The Roman Empire did not attain in a day its
colossal proportions; its growth, like that of
the oak, was slow but sure. Let us not allow
ourselves to be dazzled by the ambition of
becoming all at once a great people; the United
States are a great people, but where is the
people, however small it maybe, that now
envies their greatness? Let us be content with
our lot; few nations have a better one. The
territorial formation of the future Federation
will also be an insurmountable obstacle to the
establishment of a strong government; it
amounts to a deformity. I give the following
passage in support of this proposition:—
What may the geographical advantages of the Union be?
We speak more as regards the future than as regards the
present. If the provinces it
•

(p. 354)

is proposed to unite were grouped in a compact mass as
are the majority of the states of the American Union, if
their geographical position were such that they needed
one another in order to prosper, in order to attain an outlet
on the sea, we should say—here, at all events, is a motive
for the sacrifices demanded of us. But no, they are
scattered over the surface of the Gulf. The nearest to
Canada, New Brunswick, is connected with us solely by a
narrow strip of territory at most but a few leagues in
width, and bordered throughout by the menacing frontier
of the American Union.27

Joseph Cauchon, Legislative Assembly (n.d.). Unconfirmed reference.
Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 7, 1865), pp. 62-71.
George Brown, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 8, 1865), pp. 84-115.
Joseph Cauchon, Étude sur l'Union Projetée des Provinces Britanniques de l'Amerique du Nord (1858), pp. 25-26.

(pp. 346-362 in the primary document)

February 20 1865, Legislative Assembly

And even at this moment, pending the
carrying out of the works of improvement we
have just referred to, the shortest route from
the provinces to Canada is by way of the
United States. While the union of the Canadas
was odious in its formula, it was at all events
justifiable in a geographical point of view;
Upper Canada required the use of the St.
Lawrence in order to reach the sea, and the
two provinces together form a compact body,
a fact which is the strongest possible
condemnation of the Constitutional Act of
179128, and on which they were separated.
If the readers of the work published by the
Hon. Mr. Cauchon, in 186529, in favor of
Confederation, desire to know where I found
that passage, I answer, in the work published
by the Hon. Mr. Cauchon, in 185830. It is
probably the portion of the honorable
gentleman’s work of 1858, which he will find
it most difficult to get over. He may, indeed,
allege in explanation of his change of opinion
on other points, that the political position is
altered, that our relations with the provinces
and our neighbors of the United States are no
longer the same; but I apprehend he will
hardly go the length of asserting that the
geographical configuration of the country is
changed.
He will perhaps endeavor to show that the
Intercolonial Railway, the construction of
which forms part of the plan of Confederation,
will obviate the defects of our geographical
position; but I would remind him that in 1858,
when he wrote his first work, the building of
the Intercolonial Railway was proposed as it is
proposed now; this will appear from the
passage I have just quoted: “And at this
moment, pending the carrying out of the
improvements we have just referred to, the
shortest way to come from the provinces to us
is by way of the United States.” 31

28
29
30
31
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Mr. Speaker, with the best possible desire to
assist the honorable gentleman, I find it utterly
impossible to extricate him from his
unfortunate position, and I shall not make the
attempt. The Hon. Attorney General [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] promises us that Lower
Canada will be the sun of the Confederation.
Since we cannot find a comparison on this
poor earth emblematic of our future greatness,
let us borrow one from the heavens at the risk
of losing ourselves in the clouds with the
advocates of Confederation; I propose the
adoption of the rainbow as our emblem. By the
endless variety of its tints the rainbow will
give an excellent idea of the diversity of races,
religions, sentiments and interests of the
different parts of the Confederation. By its
slender and elongated form, the rainbow
would afford a perfect representation of the
geographical
configuration
of
the
Confederation.
By its lack of consistence—an image without
substance—the rainbow would represent
aptly the solidity of our Confederation. An
emblem we must have, for every great empire
has one; let us adopt the rainbow. Mr. Speaker,
the fact of our provinces being all at once
erected into a Confederation will not give us a
single additional man; battalions cannot be
made to spring forth from the earth, armed
from head to foot, by a stamp of the foot as in
the mythological ages.
The Hon. Attorney General for Lower
Canada
[George-Étienne
Cartier]
has
developed a plan of strategy which I take the
liberty of seriously recommending to the
Commander-in-Chief.
The
honorable
gentleman sums up in the following terms the
advantages of the Confederation in a military
point of view: “When we shall be united, the
enemy will know that if he attacks any part of
our provinces, the Island of Prince Edward or
Canada, he will have to meet the combined

The Constitutional Act, 1791 (U.K.).
Joseph Cauchon, l’Union des Provinces de l’Amérique Britannique du Nord (1865).
Joseph Cauchon, Étude sur l'Union Projetée des Provinces Britanniques de l'Amerique du Nord (1858), pp. 25-26.
ibid., p. 26.
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forces of the Empire.” 32
There was no need of the Confederation to
convince our neighbors of that; they are, as a
general rule, sufficiently sharp-witted to
discover, without being told it, that if they
content themselves with attacking us at a
single point at a time, of course they will have
to meet all our strength. Would it not be well
to enter into a contract, binding them to attack
us at a single point only at one time—says
Quebec?
We might, in fact, give them the free use of
the Grand Trunk Railway to bring their troops
to Point Levis. Of what benefit to the United
States would be their vast armies, their great
fleets, their abundant means of transport in
every direction, if they were to attack us only
at one point at a time, as the Hon. Attorney
General [George-Étienne Cartier] seems to
hope?
In the war of 1812, they attacked us
simultaneously at different points, though
their troops were far less numerous in
proportion to ours than they would now be in
case of war, and though their means of
transport were then far inferior to what they
now are. Newfoundland, Prince Edward
Island, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and
Canada, would
•

(p. 355)

be attacked simultaneously, and each province
at different points. The provinces will help one
another sufficiently if each of them can
maintain the integrity of its own territory, so
that the enemy may not be enabled to take the
adjoining province in flank; in the same way
that a soldier in line of battle assists his
comrade at his side by simply keeping his own
place in the ranks.
We do not need Confederation to give us
that unity which is indispensable in all
military operations—unity of headship. A
32

33

commander-in-chief will direct the defence of
all our provinces; he will forward troops, and,
if he can, vessels of war, to the points most
seriously threatened, and will assist each
province to defend the post which Providence
has already assigned to each in our long line of
battle.
Moreover, in the event of war with the
United States, if we were to trust to numbers
we should be sadly disappointed. What we
need above all is enthusiasm; our citizen
soldiers must be convinced that they are
risking their lives for something worth while;
that they are happier in being under the flag of
England than they could be under that of the
United States, and that they must lose by an
exchange. In the present position of the United
States it is not difficult to make them
understand that; the taxes alone with which
the Americans are now crushed down, and of
which the vast volume is growing from day to
day, suffice to show, at a first glance, how far
our position is superior to theirs in a material
point of view.
But if, in order to meet the extravagant
expenditure the Confederation must bring
with it, the people find themselves taxed
beyond their resources, the Government need
not be surprised, if they should ever appeal to
the courage of the people and call upon them
to meet the enemy, to receive the answer the
old man got from his donkey in Lafontaine’s
fable. When, at the approach of the enemy, the
old man wished to mount and fly, the donkey
refused to boar him, and commenced the
following dialogue with his master:—
Me fera-t-on porter double bât, double charge?
Non pas, dit le vieillard, qui prit d’abord le large.
Et que m’importe donc, dit l’âne, à qui je sois?
Sauvez-vous, et me laissez paître.
Notre ennemi, c’est notre maître,
Je vous le dis en bon françois.33

George-Étienne Cartier, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 7, 1865), p. 55. The Hunter & Rose (English) version translates Cartier’s
words and Joly quoting Cartier’s words differently despite them being the same. In the French version of the debates the
quotes match. Débats parlementaires sur la question de la confédération des provinces de l’Amérique du Nord (1865), p. 361 (Joly);
55 (Cartier).
Original edition footnote:
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Lafontaine, it will be seen, found means, two
hundred years ago, of saying serious things in
a laughing way. If the Government treat the
people as a beast of burthen, to be pitilessly
overladen, the people will one day make them
the same answer that the donkey made to his
master, in Lafontaine’s fable. Lord Bacon, in
his essays, expresses the same thought in more
serious terms. But apart from purely material
interests, which are nevertheless highly
important, for happiness and poverty rarely
go hand in hand, there are other interests of a
higher order which rouse the courage of a
people and sometimes render it capable of
sustaining the most unequal struggles.
Deprive the French Canadians of their
nationality, and you deprive them of the
enthusiasm which would have doubled their
strength. I concur with the Government in
their desire to form more intimate commercial
relations between the different provinces; but
when it is attempted to use the immense
advantages which would result from these
relations as an overwhelming argument in
favor of Confederation, it is as well to form a
proper appreciation of those advantages, and
see whether we cannot secure them without
Confederation.
The Gulf Provinces possess timber, coal and
fisheries; our own two great articles of export
are timber and wheat. With regard to timber,
the Gulf Provinces have no more need of ours
than we of theirs. As to coal we import from
England what we need for our present wants,
in ballast, on board the numerous ships which
come here for our timber, and we thus get it
cheaper than we could import it from the Gulf
Provinces. When this supply becomes
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insufficient to meet our growing wants, it will
be necessary to look somewhere for a supply
of coal.
If the Lower Provinces can furnish it to us at
cheaper rates than we can get it in the United
States, we shall buy it from them. Upper
Canada will probably get its coal from the
Pennsylvania mines, which are in direct
communication with Lake Erie, on the north
shore of which the richest and most thickly
settled portion of Upper Canada is situated.
As regards fisheries, Canada has a stock of fish
in its waters sufficient not only to supply all its
own requirements, but to enable it to export
largely from Gaspé to Europe.
Now as to wheat. The Honorable President
of the Council [George Brown] told us that in
a single year the Atlantic Provinces paid
$4,440,000 to the United States for flour, and
that a portion of that flour came from Upper
Canada; and the honorable gentleman asks
why should not we
•

(p. 356)

ourselves sell our flour to the Lower
Provinces? For the simple reason that, instead
of having to pay four millions four hundred
and forty-seven thousand dollars to the
United States, they would have to pay us five
millions of dollars, and they would therefore
refuse to buy from us. There is no such thing
as sentiment in matters of business; men buy
in the cheapest market.
The Gulf Provinces will buy their flour from
the United States so long as they can obtain it
at a lower price there than in Canada; and the
fact that they do obtain it cheaper from the
United States is clearly demonstrated by their
buying from the Americans and not from us.

“On me double burthen do you think they will lay?”
“Not so,” said the old man, ere he toddled away.
“Then, what odds,” cried the donkey, “to whom I belong?
You may take to your heels and leave me to feed.
The donkey’s real enemy is his own master’s greed,
And I trust you’ll admit that the argument’s strong.”
Note from the editors (2022): The source is Jean de la Fontaine, "Le Veillard et l’Ane" in Fables of La Fontaine, Vol. I (1841),
p. 223.
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But a single glance at the map will account for
the difference in price. I do not believe that the
Intercolonial Railway can be advantageously
employed for the transport of flour from
Rivière du Loup to Halifax; the cost of
transport over five hundred miles of railway
would be too great; the water route must
therefore be adopted.
Kingston and Halifax are in the same
latitude, between the 44th and 45th parallel.
From Kingston the St. Lawrence flows
undeviatingly towards the north-east, and
falls into the Gulf in the 50th degree of north
latitude. From that point, in order to reach the
Gut of Canso, you must not only make five
degrees of southing, but also make nearly
three degrees of longitude to the east, and then
nearly three more towards the west before
reaching Halifax. Moreover, the navigation is
more or less dangerous throughout. When you
compare this circuitous route with the far
more direct one of the United States, it is quite
easy to understand why the United States can
sell even our wheat to the Gulf Provinces at
lower prices than we ourselves are able to do.
I have attempted to reduce the commercial
advantages we are promised to their proper
proportion.
I will now endeavor to show that we can
secure every one of these advantages without
the Confederation. I shall cite, for that
purpose, the very words of the Honorable
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt]:—
If we look at the results of the free interchange of produce
between Canada and the United States, we shall find that
our trade with them increased, in ten years, from less than
two millions to twenty millions of dollars. If free trade has
produced such results in that case, what may we not
expect when the artificial obstacles which hamper free
trade between us and the provinces of the Gulf shall have
disappeared?34

But this fine result was not obtained by
means of a Confederation with the United
34
35
36
37

States. What hinders us from having free trade
with the Gulf Provinces? In support of this
view, I shall quote the work of the honorable
member for Montmorency [Joseph Cauchon],
not that of 1858, but that of 1865, written in
favor of Confederation, pages 32 and 33,
where he shews in the most conclusive
manner that we have no need of
Confederation to improve our commercial
relations with the Gulf Provinces.35
It is under this head of commercial
advantages that the Intercolonial Railway fitly
comes in. The Honorable President of the
Council [George Brown] tells us that he is
favorable to Confederation, because it will
give us a seaport at all seasons of the year 36—a
most powerful argument, he adds, in its favor.
We stand in great need of a seaport in the
winter season, more especially if the United
States abolish the right of transit. Absolutely,
without reference to that, we require it in order
to perfect our system of defence. But is
Confederation necessary in order that we may
build the Intercolonial Railway?
Certainly not. The hon. minister, in the same
speech, gives an answer to the representatives
from Upper Canada complaining that the
Intercolonial Railway is to be built before any
scheme is entertained for opening up the
North-West Territory,—”The reason is that the
necessary means of constructing the
Intercolonial Railway are already secured to
us by the guarantee of the Imperial
Government, which will enable us to obtain
money at a very advantageous rate of
interest.”37
These means were secured to us a long time
since, long before the question of
Confederation was agitated. I see also in a
report laid before the House in a return to an
address moved for last year by the Honorable
Minister of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy

Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 7, 1865), p. 64-65. Quote is a loose summary or result of bad translation.
Joseph Cauchon, l’Union des Provinces de l’Amérique Britannique du Nord (1865), p. 32-33.
George Brown, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 8, 1865), p. 107.
ibid., p. 103. Quote is a summary.
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McGee]38, that as soon as it became known in
England that Mr. Fleming had been appointed
to report upon a plan for the Intercolonial
Railway, two offers were at once made for the
building of it, uncalled for by us. One is
contained in Mr. C.D. Archibald’s letter of 27th
August, 1863, and the other in that of Mr. C.J.
Brydges of 4th March, 186439. Our credit is
good enough to procure us the means of
building the railway without having recourse
to Confederation.
To sum up all in few words: all the
advantages are negative, that is to say,
Confederation will do no harm to our
interests, military or commercial, but neither
do they require it. As to the inconveniences of
which it may be productive, I leave them to the
judgment of the House, who will decide
whether they are positive. I am asked: “If you
will have nothing to do with Confederation,
what will you have?”
•

(p. 357)

I answer, we would remain as we are. That, I
am told, is impossible, in our present position
with respect to Upper Canada.
The Hon. Premier [Étienne Pascal Taché], in
introducing the scheme of Confederation to
the Legislature, said,—”At the time these
measures were resolved upon, the country
was bordering on civil strife, and he would ask
if it was not the duty of both sides to do all they
could to prevent the unfortunate results which
would have followed.” All the ministers
following him, used expressions of the same
tenor, nothing caring for the incalculable
wrong which they were doing to the country,
they whose duty it was to watch for the
preservation of its good name, and the safety
of its interests. How will the world be
astonished, who look upon Canada as one of
38

39
40
41
42
43
44
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the most favored countries on earth, in which
the people enjoy more liberty and more perfect
tranquillity than is to be found in any other—
how will they be astonished to hear that we are
“a country bordering on civil strife?”40
How will such tidings affect our credit? The
world will not understand the motives of our
ministers in painting the condition of our
country in such gloomy colors. It will not be
aware that they must have Confederation to
keep their places, and that this threat of war is
uttered for the nonce as an unanswerable
argument to force us to accept it. What a
discrepancy there is between this declaration
of the Ministry that we are “bordering on civil
strife,”41 and the opening of the Speech from
the Throne, which expresses “thankfulness to
a beneficent Providence for the general
contentment of the people of this province,”42
or the address voted by the Legislature in
answer to the Speech from the Throne 43, which
is the faithful echo of this grateful sentiment!
What would the members of the Ministry
have said, if a member had risen to move an
amendment to the Address in the words made
use of by the Hon. Premier [Étienne Pascal
Taché], “That the country is bordering on civil
strife, and that therefore the House cannot
admit that there is general contentment among
the people?” It is on reasons widely differing
from these that the Speech from the Throne
takes ground in recommending the adoption
of the scheme of Confederation. But are we
really bordering on civil strife?
Of course it is representation based on
population which is the exciting cause. Do the
people
of
Upper
Canada
demand
representation based on population as a
condition sine qua non44 of the continuation of
our peaceful relations with them? Has this

“Return to an Address of the Honorable the Legislative Assembly, dated 16 th March, 1864; ‘For copies of Documents
relating to the Intercolonial Railroad,” [No. 27] in Sessional Papers (1864).
ibid.
Étienne Pascal Taché, Legislative Council (Feb. 3, 1865), p. 9.
ibid.
Governor General Monck, Speech from the Throne, Legislative Council (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
Legislative Assembly (Jan. 23, 1865), p. A:5.
i.e. “without which, not.”
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desire to obtain representation based on
population taken such deep root in the bosom
of Upper Canada, that it is ready to plunge us
and itself into the horrors of civil war in order
to achieve it? Or is not representation by
population rather one of those political claptraps which ambitious men, who can catch
them no other way, set to catch the heedless
multitude?
We, Lower Canadians, who at this distance
cannot judge of the sentiments of Upper
Canadians by our own observation, must
depend for the formation of our opinions
respecting them on the Upper Canada
newspapers, and on the speeches of their
members in this House. They are the only
sources of information which we possess.
Well, in 1862, we saw the Upper Canada
leaders, except the President of the Council
[George Brown], who was wise enough to
keep aloof, who are at the same time
connected with the principal newspapers
there, either as proprietors, editors or coeditors, accept office under the MacdonaldSicotte Government45, the fundamental
principle of which was equal representation of
the two sections, a principle which entitled it
to the cordial support of Lower Canada.
These gentlemen we saw re-elected,
notwithstanding their abandonment of their
principles, and we found them voting against
representation by population. From this I
conclude that Upper Canada is much more
indifferent, and its leaders much less sincere
touching this question of the representation,
than they would have us believe. Were it
otherwise, Upper Canada would have taken
the opportunity, afforded by the election, of
punishing the men who had betrayed her.
But who are those two men who now pitch
their voices in harmony (formerly so
discordant) to predict civil war, if we do not
vote for Confederation? They are the Attorney
General for Lower Canada [George-Étienne
Cartier], and the President of the Council
(Hon. Messrs. Cartier and Brown!)—the one
45

demanding representation by population, the
other refusing it: both took their stand as the
champions of their sections, and became their
chieftains respectively.
When they found out that that game was
unprofitable to both, as the President of the
Council [George Brown] seemed to be
excluded for ever from the ministerial
benches, and the Attorney General [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] could not maintain himself in
his position on them, the Attorney General
[George-Étienne Cartier] gave way: he agreed
to representation by population, trying to
disguise it under the name of Confederation;
and to reward him for this complaisance, the
President of the Council [George Brown]
saved him—him and his colleagues—and
condescended to take a seat among them.
They hold over us a threat of civil war to
•
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force us to ratify their bargain. There is only
one man in Canada who could have done
what the Attorney General for Lower Canada
[George-Étienne Cartier] has done, and that
man is himself. Thanks to his energy, to his
intimate acquaintance with the strong and the
weak points of his fellow-countrymen, the
Attorney General for Lower Canada [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] has succeeded in attaining an
elevation which no one can dispute with
him—that of chief of the French Canadian
nationality.
To attain this eminence, he has crushed the
weak, cajoled the strong, deceived the
credulous, bought up the venal, and exalted
the ambitious; by turns he has called in the
accents of religion and stimulated the clamour
of interest—he has gained his end. When
Lower Canada heard of his alliance with the
President of the Council [George Brown],
there arose from all quarters one universal cry
of indignation. He managed to convert the cry
of anger into a shout of admiration.
When his scheme of Confederation became
public, a feeling of uneasiness pervaded all

Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863).
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minds; that instinct forewarned them of the
danger which impended. He has hushed that
feeling to a sleep of profound security.—I shall
compare him to a man who has gained the
unbounded confidence of the public, who
takes advantage of it to set up a Savings Bank,
in which the rich man deposits his wealth, and
the day labourer the small amount which he
has squeezed out of his wages, against a day
of need—both without a voucher. When that
man has gathered all into his strong box, he
finds an opportunity to purchase, at the cost of
all he holds in trust, the article on which he has
long set his ambitious eye; and he buys it,
unhesitatingly, without a thought of the
wretches who are doomed to ruin by his
conduct.
The deposit committed to the keeping of the
Attorney General [George-Étienne Cartier] is
the fortune of the French-Canadians—their
nationality. That fortune had not been made in
a day; it was the accumulation of the toil and
the savings of a whole people in a whole
century. To prolong the ephemeral existence
of his administration for a few months, the
Attorney General [George-Étienne Cartier]
has sacrificed, without a scruple, this precious
trust, which the unbounded confidence of his
fellow-countrymen had confided to his
keeping.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—And what have I
received in payment for that?
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—A salary of five
thousand dollars per annum, and the honor of
the position.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—That is not enough
for me.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—I am well aware of
it; that is why the honorable member is
desirous of extending the circle of his
operations. But he will not long enjoy the fruits
of his treason; by crushing the power of the
French-Canadians he has crushed his own, for
upon them his existence depends. Does he
believe in the sincerity of the friendship of the
Liberals of Upper Canada? They fought with
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him for too long a time to allow of the
existence of any sympathy between them and
him, and now he has lost even their respect.
They consented to ally themselves with him in
order to obtain their object—representation by
population; but when they no longer stand in
need of him, they will throw him aside like a
worn-out tool.
I look upon this threat of civil war as
resembling a farce played by two comrades;
they shout out to us, “Take care, we are going
to fight; we shall do some mischief if you don’t
hold us.” Do not put yourselves out of the way
to stop them; you need not be alarmed, they
will not fight. It is also said to us, “See how
many changes of Ministry there have been
since 1862; can such a state of affairs continue
any longer?” I am free to admit that all those
changes must have been very unpleasant for
the different ministers who have succumbed
under them, but has the country suffered
much by them?
The condition of the finances of a nation is
the touchstone of its prosperity. In 1862, the
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt], before
resigning, declared a deficit of five millions
one hundred and fifty-two thousand dollars
(page 20 of his speech); for the year ending the
30th June last, there was a surplus of seven
hundred and fifty thousand dollars. If all these
changes of ministries had not taken place, it is
impossible to say how large the deficit would
have become by this time, as for several years
previous to 1862 it had gone on steadily
increasing.
These two reasons advanced by ministers
are merely intended as a veil to conceal the
true motive for this complete revolution in our
Constitution; that true motive is simply a
desire on their parts to remain in power.
Without wishing to enter into all the details of
the measure proposed to the House, which
have been so ably handled by the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion], more especially those relating to the
Legislative Council, there are some which I
cannot pass over in silence. The following are
the paragraphs of the resolutions of the
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Quebec
Conference
which
regulate
the organization of the Lower House of the
Federal Legislature, principally in respect of
the number of representatives:—
•

It is difficult to foretell what the exact numerical increase
of the several provinces will be from the present time to
the next census in 1871.46

(p. 359)

17. The basis of representation in the House of Commons
shall be population, as determined by the official census
every ten years. and the number of members at first shall
be 194, distributed as follows:
Upper Canada
Lower Canada
Nova Scotia
New Brunswick
Newfoundland
Prince Edward Island

82
65
19
15
8
5

18. Until the official census of 1871 has been made up,
there shall be no change in the number of representatives
from the several sections.
19. Immediately altar the completion of the census of 1871,
and immediately after every decennial census thereafter,
the representation from each section in the House of
Commons shall be readjusted on the basis of population.
20. For the purpose of such readjustments, Lower Canada
shall always be assigned sixty-five members, and each of
the other sections shall at each readjustment receive, for
the ten years then next succeeding, the number of
members to which it will be entitled on the same ratio of
representation to population as Lower Canada will enjoy
according to the census last taken by having sixty-five
members.
21. No reduction shall be made in the number of members
returned by any section, unless its population shall have
decreased, relatively to the population of the whole
Union, to the extent of five per centum.
22. In computing at each decennial period the number of
members to which each section is entitled, no fractional
parts shall be considered, unless when exceeding one-half
the number entitling to a member, in which case a member
shall be given for each such fractional part. I object to the
21st clause, because it contains provisions which are
unjust to Lower Canada.
The full scope of that clause is not generally understood;
that proportion of five per cent, appears to be a very small
affair and yet, under certain circumstances, it might
produce considerable results, which are not taken into
consideration in the explanations given on that subject in
the work written by the Honorable Mr. Cauchon, which
the Government has caused to be distributed (pages 72 to
46

87).

The Honorable Mr. Cauchon assumes, as the
basis of his calculations, a rate of thirty per
cent. Let us suppose the case to prove that in
all the provinces (with the exception of Lower
Canada) the population increases, by thirty
per cent, between 1861 and 1871, and that that
of Lower Canada increases by thirty-four per
cent. It may, perhaps, be objected to this that it
is improbable. My reply is, that when we are
discussing a scheme of such importance as
that which is now under our consideration, we
should provide for all possible contingencies;
but this one is far from being impossible if the
predictions of the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] and the Attorney General
[George-Étienne Cartier], who promise to
Lower Canada so brilliant a future under the
Federal system, are fulfilled.
If Lower Canada becomes the heart of the
commercial life of the Confederation; if the
mines of copper, lead, silver, and gold which
we have lately discovered should produce the
same results that they produce everywhere
else, that of attracting a great influx of
population, I cannot be accused of any very
great exaggeration in supposing that the
population of Lower Canada may, between
the years 1861 and 1871, increase by four per
cent, more than the population of the other
provinces. In the case which I have supposed
the increase would be as follows:—
Upper Canada

418,827

Lower Canada

377,625

Nova Scotia

99,257

New Brunswick

75,614

Newfoundland

39,000

Prince Edward Island

24,227
—

Total increase

1,034,550

Quebec Resolutions 17-22. Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
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According to this calculation, Lower Canada
would have, in 1871, a population of 1,488, 289
souls, which would have to be divided by 65,
that being the invariable number of
representatives assigned to Lower Canada, in
order to ascertain what will be the number of
constituents for each representative in the
Federal Parliament; the result will be found to
be 22,896. Upper Canada would have a
population of 1,814,918 souls, which, divided
by 22,896, would give her seventy-nine
representatives instead of eighty-two.
Nova Scotia would have a population of
430,114 souls, which would give her nineteen
representatives as at present (eighteen and a
fraction over the half). New Brunswick would
have a population of 327,661 souls, which
would give her fourteen representatives
instead of fifteen. Newfoundland would have
a population of 169,000 souls, which would
give her seven representatives instead of eight.
Prince Edward Island would have a
population of 104,984 souls, which would give
her five members as at present (four and a
fraction over the half).
It will be seen that if the five other provinces
were represented on the same scale as Lower
Canada, they would, in 1871, lose among them
five members; but as the total population of
each will not have decreased by five per cent,
relatively to the total population of the
Confederated Provinces,
•

(p. 360)

there will be no reduction in the number of
their representatives, in accordance with the
provisions of this 21st clause47. It is the interest
of Lower Canada, more than of any other
province, to watch with a jealous eye over the
mechanism adopted for the organization of
the Federal Legislature. In case of a vital
question arising, we should have to counteract
the votes of these five members (who ought, in
justice, to be deducted from the representation
47
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of the other provinces) by those of five of our
members, whose votes would thus be lost to
us, as would also be the weight which their
five united counties, with a total population of
114,480 (or 22,896 for each county), would
throw into the scale.
Other combinations of circumstances might
arise which might prove even more
disadvantageous to us. This subject naturally
leads me to address myself to my French
Canadian colleagues; I fear that my remarks
may not be well received by all, but I hope that
honorable members will be good enough to
excuse my frankness in consideration of the
great importance of the question. I have no
right to maintain that all those who are
favorably disposed towards Confederation are
not acting in good faith; it is not my wish to
reproach them for acting according to their
convictions, but in so acting they should not
forget the duties which their charge imposes
on them.
It a well known fact that when the scheme of
Confederation was laid before the public, all
the newspapers, and most of the members
who support the Administration, declared
themselves in favor of the scheme, but, in
nearly every instance, with an express
reservation of the right to introduce certain
amendments
which
they
considered
indispensable. But the Honorable Attorney
General for Upper Canada [John A.
Macdonald] declared, some days ago, that the
Government would accept no amendment,
and that the resolutions must be adopted
exactly in the shape in which they were
brought down. Are honorable members going
to submit to this decree? Is it not their
intention at least to make an effort to have
those amendments, which they looked upon
as indispensable, adopted? Their position in
relation to the Government confers upon them
an influence which they can never exert more
usefully than at present; it is their duty to exert

Quebec Resolution 21, which reads in full, “21. No reduction shall be made in the number of Members returned by any section,
unless its population shall have decreased, relatively to the population of the whole Union, to the extent of five per centum.” Supra
footnote 46.
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that influence; they are responsible for the
results of this measure, which cannot be
adopted without their concurrence.
Their principal argument in support of
Confederation is that we have now an
excellent opportunity of obtaining; favorable
conditions—an opportunity which will
probably never occur again, and one of which
it is their duty to avail themselves. But have
the honorable members made those
conditions? Have they taken as great
precautions to preserve intact the interests of
nearly a million French Canadians entrusted
to their care, as they would have taken in
making an agreement for the sale of a farm, or
even the purchase of a horse? Have they made
any conditions at all? If they have made no
conditions, do they at least know what the fate
is that is reserved for us? Do they know the
nature of the form of Government which will
be imposed on Lower Canada? Can they say
whether we shall have Responsible
Government?
No! For the Ministry refuses to speak; it will
only speak when the measure of
Confederation shall have been adopted, and
when it is too late to raise any objections.
Responsible government would not be a very
efficacious remedy for the evils which I
foresee, but it would, at all events, be a means
of defence for us, and we ought not to reject it.
It is true that, according to the 41st article of
the resolutions, “The local governments and
legislature of each province shall be
constructed in such manner as the existing
legislature of each such province shall
provide.”48 But the English element is at
present in the majority. We are told that the
English are naturally favorable to responsible
government. That is true when it relates to
48
49

50

themselves; for how many years did Canada
remain without responsible government?
The painful events of 1837 and 183849 were
the result of that anomaly in the parliamentary
system. Upper Canada will not need, as we
shall, a local responsible government; it will
not have, as we shall have, to defend a
nationality which will be in a minority in the
Federal Parliament, but which, at least, ought
to enjoy in Lower Canada those powers which
parliamentary authority everywhere accords
to the majority. Upper Canada only desires to
make of her local legislature a municipal
council on a large scale; she will fight out her
party quarrels in the wider arena of the
Federal Parliament.
The English of Lower Canada, who will gain
nothing by having a responsible local
government, because that government is the
government of the majority, will unite their
votes with those of Upper Canada to impose
upon us the same system of government as in
the other section. The local parliaments, in the
event of that system being adopted, having no
part in the government, will soon become
perfectly useless, and
•
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they will soon be dispensed with, just as in a
machine we do away with useless and
expensive wheelwork.
Nothing will then be left to us but the
legislative union which the honorable
members have not ventured to propose,
because they are compelled to admit it would
be an act of crying injustice to Lower Canada.
But we are told to rely on article 4250, which
gives to the local legislatures the right of
amending or changing their Constitutions
from time to time, and it is said that when
Lower Canada is separated from Upper

Quebec Resolution 41. Supra footnote 46.
Violent insurrections broke out in 1837-1838 in both Lower Canada and Upper Canada that later led to Lord Durham’s
proposed substantive constitutional reforms in 1839 and the development of the constitutional convention full responsible
government in 1848. The conflicts in Lower Canada killed more than 300 people, and in Upper Canada, over 500 armed
rebels claimed parts of Toronto. While their goals weren’t fully aligned, they both were symptomatic expressions of deeper
failures of the constitution.
Resolution 42, which reads in full, “The Local Legislature shall have power to alter or amend their constitution from time to time.”
Supra footnote 46.
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Canada, she may alter her Constitution if she
pleases, and adapt it to her own views.
It must not be forgotten, however, that the
Lieutenant-Governor, who will enjoy the right
of reserving the bills of the Local Parliament
for the sanction of the Governor General, will
be appointed by the Governor General in
Council, that is to say, by the Federal
Government, and, as a matter of course, it
must be expected that he will act in conformity
with the views of the Federal Government.
Any bill reserved by him will require to be
sanctioned by the Federal Government, which
may refuse such sanction if they think proper,
as they undoubtedly will as regards any bill
the object of which might be to give
responsible government to Lower Canada,
whilst all the other provinces would only have
governments which were not responsible.
And the militia,—it will be exclusively
under the control of the Federal Government.
Have the honorable the French-Canadian
members, to whom I more particularly
address myself at this moment, reflected on
the danger to us that is contained in this
provision? It is with reluctance that I once
more allude to the difficulties which may arise
between the different sections of the
Confederacy, but it would be wrong to shut
our eyes to the future for fear that it may
appear too threatening.
Did we not, a few days ago, hear one of the
honorable members, who most warmly
supports the Government, complain in this
House that Upper Canada was going to have
four military schools, whilst Lower Canada
would only have two? Why should we vest in
the Federal Government the right of giving
instruction in the military art and of arming
the other provinces at the expense of Lower
Canada? Why, while there is yet time, should
we neglect to take those salutary precautions
on which our existence as French-Canadians

51
52
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depend?
Our Local Government ought to have the
same active part in the organization,
instruction and equipment of our militia
which belongs to all local governments which
form part of other confederacies. But I was
forgetting that this is to be a model
Confederation, which is to unite within itself
all the evils of the Federative system without
including one of its advantages.
I read in the work in favor of Confederation,
to which I have referred on more than one
occasion, page 25, as follows: “With them we
offer protection to your religion, to your
institutions, and to your civil laws,”51 &c, &c.
They offer to protect the French-Canadians;
but when, under the present Constitution,
they can protect themselves, why should they
abdicate the right of so doing? Now they are
strongly entrenched in their citadel, and they
are advised to raze the walls in order to secure
their safety. The French Canadians, at the
present day, are in a better position than they
were at the time of the union.
They are at the same time both judges and
suitors. They are asked to adopt a new form of
government; it is not imposed upon them;
and, to induce them to do so, the hon. Minister
of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy McGee] tells
them that this new form of government was
recommended successively by Chief Justice
Sewell, Judge Robinson, and Lord Durham 52.
The names alone of these three men ought to
suffice to open our eyes; their avowed object
always was to obliterate French-Canadian
nationality, to blend the races into one only,
and that the English; and to attain that end
they recommended, as the Minister of
Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy McGee] has told
us, the system of government now submitted
for our approval.
In the last passage, a few lines of which I
have just cited, we find at page 25 a phrase

Joseph Cauchon, Étude sur l'Union Projetée des Provinces Britanniques de l'Amerique du Nord (1858), p. 25.
Thomas D’Arcy McGee, Legislative Assembly (Feb 9, 1865), p. 126. Various schemes of union had been proposed
throughout the years by Sewell, Robinson, and Durham. See footnotes 6, 7, 8, and 9 on that day (Feb. 9) for more
information on each of their schemes.
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upon which I have reflected seriously; it is as
follows, and is placed by the author in the
mouths of the English-Canadians of Lower
Canada, “Remember that we, too, are
inhabitants of Lower Canada, and that we, too,
aspire to other and nobler destinies.” 53 I asked
of myself, with all seriousness, what then are
the aspirations of the French-Canadians? I
have always imagined, indeed I still imagine,
that they all centre in one point, the
maintenance of their nationality as a shield
destined for the protection of the institutions
they hold most dear.
For a whole century this has ever been the
aim of the French-Canadians; in the long years
of adversity they have never for a moment lost
sight of it; surmounting all obstacles, they
have advanced step by step towards its
attainment, and what progress have they not
made? What is their position to-day? They
number nearly a million, they have no longer,
•

(p. 362)

if they are true to themselves, to fear the fate
of Louisiana, which had not as many
inhabitants, when it was sold by Napoleon to
the United States, as Canada had in 1761. A
people numbering a million does not vanish
easily, especially when they are the owners of
the soil. Their number is rapidly increasing.
New townships are being opened in every
direction, and being peopled with industrious
settlers. In the Eastern Townships, which it
was thought were destined to be peopled
entirely by English settlers, these latter are
slowly giving way to the French-Canadians.
There is a friendly rivalry between the two
races, a struggle of labor and energy; contact
with our fellow-countrymen of English origin
has at last opened our eyes; we have at last
comprehended that in order to succeed, not
only labor is needed, but well-directed and
skilled labor, and we profit by their example
and by the experience they have acquired in
the old countries of Europe. Agriculture with
us is now becoming an honorable pursuit; the
53

man of education is no longer ashamed to
devote himself to it. Our farmers feel the
necessity and desire of attaining perfection in
the art.
We possess magnificent model farms, in
which we can learn the science of agriculture.
We are entering a new era of prosperity. The
French-Canadians hold a distinguished
position in the commerce of the country; they
have founded banks and savings banks; on the
St. Lawrence between Quebec and Montreal,
they own one of the finest lines of steamboats
in America; there is not a parish on the great
river which has not its steamboat; the
communications with the great towns are
easy; we have railways, and we now measure
by hours the duration of a journey which
formerly we measured by days; we have
foundries and manufactories, and our
shipbuilders have obtained a European
renown.
We have a literature peculiarly our own; we
have authors, of whom we are justly proud; to
them we entrust our language and our history;
they are the pillars of our nationality. Nothing
denotes our existence as a people so much as
our literature; education has penetrated
everywhere; we have several excellent
colleges, and an university in which all the
sciences may be studied under excellent
professors. Our young men learn in the
military schools how to defend their country.
We possess all the elements of a nationality.
But a few months ago, we were steadily
advancing towards prosperity, satisfied with
the present and confident in the future of the
French-Canadian
people.
Suddenly
discouragement, which had never overcome
us in our adversity, takes possession of us; our
aspirations are now only empty dreams; the
labors of a century must be wasted; we must
give up our nationality, adopt a new one,
greater and nobler, we are told, than our own,
but then it will no longer be our own. And
why? Because it is our inevitable fate, against
which it is of no use to struggle. But have we

Supra footnote 51.
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not already struggled against destiny when
we were more feeble than we are now, and
have we not triumphed?
Let us not give to the world the sad spectacle
of a people voluntarily resigning its
nationality. Nor do we intend to do so. Let the
people have time given them to understand
the question; let their opinion on the subject be
obtained at the polls. It is but their right, unless
our form of government is a delusion and a
snare. If the measure is a good one, what
danger is there in discussing it? If the new
Constitution it is proposed to give us is to last
for centuries, why should we not at least
endeavor to make it as perfect as possible?
Why press its adoption before it is
understood? In conclusion, I object to the
proposed Confederation, first, as a Canadian,
without reference to origin, and secondly, as a
French-Canadian. From either point of view, I
look upon the measure as a fatal error; and, as
a French-Canadian, I once more appeal to my
fellow-countrymen, reminding them of the
precious inheritance confided to their
keeping—an inheritance sanctified by the
blood of their fathers, and which it is their
duty to hand down to their children as
unimpaired as they received it.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
The debate was then adjourned.
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of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

H

ector-Louis Langevin [Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—It is not
without some degree of hesitation that I rise to
address the House on this occasion; for I see
before me the representatives of two millions
and a half of people, who are called together
to settle the most weighty matters which
concern them, and more particularly to take
into consideration a question involving the
destiny, not only of the two Canadas, but also
of all the Provinces of British North America. I
must confess that I experience a strong feeling
of hesitation and great diffidence of my own
powers, when I consider the importance of the
measure submitted to us for discussion, and
the consequences which may result from
•

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
TUESday,
february 21, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd instant proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference

1

(p. 363)

our decision, both to ourselves and our
posterity. The measure is so vast in its
bearings, the interests affected by it are so
considerable, and that no one can be surprised
at my diffidence and hesitation.
This question of Confederation is bound up
with the common interests of empires and the
general policy of nations, for it is no
unimportant matter for the great nations who
bear sway among mankind, to know into what
hands the Provinces of British North America
may fall. We need only look back into the
pages of history to learn how greatly nations
are moved by the creation of a new people;
and on the present occasion, the thousand
voices of though press proclaim the interest
which the question of Confederation excites
both in America and in Europe itself, and how
closely the governments observe our
proceedings; and this interest which they feel
and proclaim is legitimate and natural, for the
measure is destined to male us rank among the
nations of the earth.
More than all, this question particularly
concerns England and the United States, and

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 139. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Langevin’s speech.
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in an equal degree with ourselves. England is
interested in seeing these provinces well
governed, prosperous, free, contented and
happy She is interested in their having a good
government, and that it should be so
administered as to be no burthen to her as the
Mother Country; that, on the contrary, they
should become powerful and in a position to
assist her in certain eventualities. On the other
hand, the United States must feel a degree of
satisfaction in seeing the Provinces of British
North America become a powerful nation.
They will see it without a feeling allied to
jealousy. They must wish us to be strong
enough to maintain our neutrality, our good
understanding with them, and those friendly
relations which should ever subsist between
neighboring nations. But if this question is
interesting to England and the United States, it
is still more so to ourselves—to us, whose
destiny is at stake, to us whose position is a
lofty one as compared with the ordinary lot of
nations; for the faculty is not granted to all
nations to choose their own lot in the full
leisure of a time of peace, without the taint of
a single drop of blood shed—to fix upon a
Constitution which will set them at once on
the high road of progress, and enable them to
take such ground for their career as may seem
good in their own eyes.
In 1840, when the union of the two Canadas
was under consideration2, we occupied no
such position, for that union was imposed
upon us in our own despite, and we were
never consulted on the subject. It will be
remembered that for a certain time our very
language was proscribed, and our position
rendered as unfortunate as it could be made.
True, we had an equal number of
representatives in this House, but as a people
we were manifestly held to be inferior. I grant
that the attempt to fix the yoke permanently
on our necks proved a failure, but this was no
fault of those who imposed the union on us.
We have won the position which we now
2

occupy by our own energy and perseverance,
assisted by some of the representatives of
Upper Canada.
At this day things are greatly changed. We
are in the midst of a great revolution, but a
revolution of which peace is the guiding spirit;
we are free to deliberate whether we will
change our position, and to dictate the terms
on which the change is to be made. We are
invited to shape out our future destiny, and
we should not be true to ourselves, or to our
constituents, if we refused this day to avail
ourselves of the resolutions adopted at the
Conference of Quebec. The hon. member for
Hochelaga (Hon Mr. Dorion), whom I regret
not to see in his place—
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—He will be
here in a moment.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] told us the
other day that the plan of a Confederation was
adopted and moved by the present
Administration for the mere purpose of
stifling the cry of representation by
population. Well, and if it really were so,
where does the hon. member find the harm in
it? Is it not most important that we should stop
that cry for representation based on
population, in our present condition?
Representation by population would have left
us, Lower Canadians, in an inferior position
relatively to that of Upper Canada—would
have conferred on the latter the privilege of
legislating for us, not only in general, but in
local matters. The hon. member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] ought to have been the
last to reproach the present Government with
having, by this measure of Confederation,
stopped the cry for representation based on
population.
In 1854, the hon. member admitted, as he
himself acknowledges, that representation
based on population was just in principle, and
the consequence of that admission was fatal.

See The Union Act, 1840: Imperial Debate, Draft Bills and Correspondences (1839-1840).
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The consequence was that the hon. member
was compelled to keep in the same track until
the formation of the Brown-Dorion
Administration in
•

(p. 364)

18583—an Administration which had no very
long existence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—
Unfortunately.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—That Administration
had no very long existence, and I rejoice that I
did my part in upsetting it, for it is probable
that, if it had stood, representation based on
population would have been forced upon us,
and we should not be now in our present
position—in a position to make our own terms
as freely as Upper Canada, and take part, on a
footing of equality, in negotiating a treaty with
the Lower Provinces. This is why I rejoice that
I contributed to overthrow that government.
The hon. member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] told us the other evening that in
1856 he spoke as follows:—
In 1856, when Parliament was sitting at Toronto, I first
suggested that one means of surmounting our difficulties
would be the substitution of a Confederation of the two
Canadas in place of a legislative union. By that
arrangement local questions would be debated in the local
legislatures, and the Central Government would have the
control of commercial and other questions of general
interest. I said that considering the differences of race,
religion and laws now existing between the two sections
of the country, it would be the best means of surmounting
them. That is to say, I would leave to a central government
questions regarding commerce, banking, the currency,
public works of a general character, &c., and to the local
legislatures all local questions. At the same time I said that
if these views were not accepted, I should certainly be in
favor at representation based on population, with
conditions and guarantees which would secure the
interests of Lower Canada, and preserve to Lower Canada
the institutions which are so dear to her.4

3
4
5
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Well, we see that in 1856, the hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] was
desirous of forming a new Constitution for the
express purpose of stifling the cry for
representation based on population.
In 1858 he formed, together with the present
Hon. President of the Council (Hon. Mr.
Brown), the Brown-Dorion Government; and
again, he stipulated that the question of
representation based on population should be
taken into consideration, and that the
Government should consider the means of
settling the difficulties which it involved.
In 1859 he signed a document, which also
bore the signatures of Hon. Mr. Drummond,
Hon. Mr. Dessaulles, and Hon. Mr. McGee, in
which he said with his colleagues, that a
change in the Constitution of the country was
necessary:—
If Lower Canada insists on maintaining the union intact;
if she will neither consent to a dissolution of the union, nor
consider the project of a Federation, it is difficult to
conceive on what reasonable grounds the demand for
representation according to population can be resisted.
The plea for such resistance has hitherto been that danger
might arise to some of her peculiar and most cherished
institutions; but that ground will be no longer tenable if
she rejects a proposition, the effect of which would be to
leave to her own people the sole and absolute custody of
those institutions, and to surround them by the most
stringent of all possible safeguards, the provisions of the
fundamental law of the land, unalterable save by the
action of the people affected by them. The logical
alternative now presented to the people of Lower Canada
would, therefore, seem to be dissolution or federation on
the one hand, and representation according to population
on the other.5

Here, again, he intended to stifle the cry of
representation based on population, and
intended to do it by founding a new
Confederation. In 1861 it was just the same; he
declared that he was desirous of settling that
question of the representation; that it was not
expedient that it should remain an open
question; that it was a difficulty to be got rid of

Led by George Brown & Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Aug. 2-Aug. 6, 1858).
A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 246.
The manifesto was signed in Montreal on Oct. 25, 1859. “Meeting of Opposition Members of Parliament of Lower Canada”,
The Globe (Oct. 31, 1859).
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one way or another.
In 1862, also, he went into the Government
with the same object in view but how did he
set about carrying it out? He made it a close
question, and adopted, with his colleagues,
the plan of the double majority. The hon.
member doubtless had forgotten that in 1859,
when he penned the manifesto which I have
just quoted, he had condemned the double
majority6. Here is, in fact, what he said in that
document:—
In each section there would still be minority and majority
parties, and unless the principle of the double majority
could be enacted as a fundamental law, we should be
exposed to an endless round of the same complaints that
we now hear, of one section ruling the other contrary to its
well known public opinion, and to see reproduced in our
politics the same passions, the same intrigues, the same
corruption and insincerity. The enactment of the double
majority is not advocated in any quarter. The impossibility
of clearly defining the cases to which it should apply, and
of distinguishing them from those to which it should not,
is felt by all; but were it even possible, it would only lead
to new phases of difficulty, by compelling majorities
professing opinions and principles diametrically opposed
to each other, to unite, and thereby effectually to
extinguish the influence
•
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of one or the other minority, or have both. It is difficult to
conceive one single legislature composed of two
majorities and two minorities; these two majorities
without any identity of principle, acting nevertheless
together by common consent, so as to never trespass the
one on the other, and so that each section of the province
would always be governed by a majority of its
representatives. On many questions this course could not
be carried out without alternately forcing the majority of
the representatives of each section of the province to
abstain from voting, or to declare themselves in favor of
measures which their judgment and their conscience
would disavow. The complications of such a system
amounting to nothing short of an application of the
Federal principle to a single legislature, would render it
impracticable. 7

Then the honorable member had changed
his opinion on this subject! I do not say this as

6

7

a reproach; but it proves that the always acted
with the same object in view—that is to say, to
stifle the cry for representation based on
population. How, then, does it happen that he
finds fault with the present Ministry for
bringing forward a measure to put an end to
these difficulties, and to prevent our being
placed in a position of inferiority?
But the object of the Confederation is not
merely to do away with existing difficulties. It
has become a necessity, because we have
become sufficiently great,—because we have
become strong, rich, and powerful enough,—
because our products are numerous enough
and considerable enough,—because our
population has become large enough to allow
of our aspiring to another position, and of our
seeking to obtain an outlet through some
seaport for our products.
At the present day we stand in a position of
vassalage to the United States, with respect to
the exportation of our products to Europe; we
are at their mercy. If we should have any
difficulty with our neighbors to-morrow, they
would close the Portland route to us, and we
should find ourselves, during nearly seven
months in the year, cut off from all
communication with the seaboard, save by
means of the usual long and difficult land
journey.
This is not a tenable position, nor one
worthy of a people such as that which inhabits
the Provinces of British North America. It is a
position which must be emerged from, for
such is the interest of Canada, of the Lower
Provinces, and of the Western States. The
honorable member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] told us that he was in favor of a
plan which would settle existing difficulties,
and would place Lower Canada in a suitable
position; but he never told as what that plan
was.
The only thing he ever proposed was his

The "double majority" principle advocated that the Ministry should be supported by two sectional majorities, one for upper
and another for lower Canada, in the legislature. J.S. Macdonald believed this principle was not only necessary but already
inherent in the sectional nature of the united Canadas. The Macdonald-Sicotte ministry in 1862 in fact practiced the
principle. See Bruce W. Hodgins, John Sandfield Macdonald, 1812-1872 (University of Toronto Press, 1971).
Montreal Manifesto (Oct. 25, 1859).
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plan of 1859 for the Confederation of the two
Canadas; but that plan would only have
settled one difficulty, and would have allowed
others of the greatest importance to arise—and
among
others,
that
respecting
our
communication with the seaboard. That plan,
for instance, would not have allowed us to
construct the Intercolonial Railway; for it is
almost impossible that so great an enterprise
should succeed unless it is in the hands of a
great central power, and if it is necessary to
consult five or six governments before
commencing it.
But the question of the Confederation of the
two Canadas is not the only one which is
presented as a means of escaping from our
difficulties; there are different plans which I
shall enumerate. Some propose, for instance,
that we should remain in the position in which
we now are; others wish for annexation to the
United States; some would, perhaps, be in
favor of complete independence; others would
favor a Confederation of the two Canadas;
and, lastly, the Confederation of all the British
North American Provinces is proposed. Well,
let us cursorily examine these various
propositions. It may be that there are some
members who are desirous that we should
remain as we are. The honorable members for
Hochelaga and Lotbinière (Hon. Mr. Dorion
and Mr. Joly) consider our position an
excellent one, and so, in their speeches, they
have told us.
They consider that we are extremely
prosperous, and that we have nothing to wish
for. For my part, I consider that in our present
position we are under a great disadvantage; it
is that if we remain isolated and alone, we
cannot communicate with the metropolis,
except through the United States; if we remain
alone we can aspire to no position, we can give
rein to no ambition as a people. Again, we
have at the present time as many systems of
8
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judicature as we have provinces; with
Confederation, on the contrary, this defect will
be removed, and there will be but two
systems: one for Lower Canada, because our
laws are different from those of the other
provinces, because we are a separate people,
and because we do not choose to have the laws
of the other populations—and the other for the
remainder of the Confederation.
All the other provinces having the same
laws, or their system of law being derived
from one and the same source, may have one
and the same system of judicature; and, in fact,
a resolution of the Conference allows them to
resolve that they will have one code and one
•
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judicial system8; but an exception is made in
favor of Lower Canada and our laws. There
are also as many different tariffs as there are
different provinces, as many commercial and
customs regulations as provinces. It is true
that there are now many free goods, but it is
also correct to say that there as many customs
systems as there are provinces. And with
respect to great colonial works, is it not true
that it is impossible at the present day to
undertake them, because the interests
involved are too considerable, and because it
is necessary to consult three or four
legislatures?
By this it will be understood that it is almost
impossible to reconcile so many different
interests, except by uniting in one and the
same legislature the representatives of those
interests and of the people affected by them,
and this object we cannot attain by remaining
by ourselves. Currency and the interest of
money are also regulated by different systems
in the several provinces. There is one currency
here, another in Newfoundland, another in
Prince Edward Island, and so on. The shilling
and pound of this province are different from

Quebec Resolution 29(33), which reads in full, “33. Rendering uniform all or any of the laws relative to property and civil rights
in Upper Canada, Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island, and rendering uniform the procedure of
all or any of the Courts in these Provinces; but any statute for this purpose shall have no force or authority in any Province until
sanctioned by the Legislature thereof.” Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
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the shilling and pound of Newfoundland and
those of the other Maritime Provinces.
But, with Confederation, all these matters
would be placed under the control of our
central legislature; the currency would
become uniform throughout, and capital
might be everywhere invested without
obstacle. So also it will be with respect to the
rights of authors, patents for mechanical
inventions, &c. When speaking of the
Intercolonial Railway, I made no mention of
the Pacific Railway, because I consider that we
ought to
devote our
attention to
accomplishing the works of which we at
present stand in used. At a later period, when
our resources and our population shall have
sufficiently increased, we may direct our
attention to the Pacific Railway.
And should it become necessary, we can,
with Confederation, hope to build it in less
than ten years, whereas by remaining by
ourselves as we are, we could not hope to have
it for perhaps one hundred years. I think that I
have now held up in a salient point of view the
disadvantages of the status quo. The necessary
consequence of what I have just demonstrated
is that we cannot remain in the position in
which we now are, whether we will or not. The
question of representation based on
population must be met; that question must be
settled. To say that we will grant it is to wish
to place us in a position of inferiority, and I, for
my part, will never consent to place my section
of the province in that position.
Then there is another alternative that is
proposed—annexation to the United States. I
do not believe, there is a single member in the
House or out of the House who would consent
to the annexation of Canada to the United
States. But it is a question which must be
examined
when
discussing
that
of
Confederation, because it is one of the
alternatives offered to us, and out of which we
have to make a selection. What then would be
our position in case we were annexed to the
United States? It is true that we should become
an independent State in the American
Confederation, but with the advantages

accruing from such a state of affairs, we should
likewise have the disadvantages. We should
have to contribute towards the liquidation of
the enormous debt which the United States
have contracted in consequence of the war
which is desolating one of the finest portions
of the land; we should have to pay the interest,
and subsequently the principal itself, for I do
not suppose that the Americans have the
slightest intention of repudiating their debt.
The debt would have to be paid, and to effect
that, heavy imposts would have to be paid for
a great number of years to provide the interest
and sinking fund. Those who talk of the debt
which is going to result from the
Confederation should remember that it will be
but a mere trifle compared with that for which
we should become responsible under
annexation. For one dollar that we shall have
to pay under Confederation, we should have
to pay six under annexation. It is said that the
debt will be enormous, but it will only be as
one dollar to four dollars in England, and six
dollars in the United States. That is the
financial aspect of annexation. But what
would be the fate of the French-Canadians in
the case of annexation to the United States?
Let us profit by the example of the French
race in the United States, and enquire what has
been the fate of the French in Louisiana? What
has become of them? What has become of their
language, their customs, their manners and
their institutions? After the war, hardly a trace
will remain to show that the French race has
passed that way.
So far as religion is concerned, we might not
find ourselves so badly off; but we live in
peace at the present day and are perfectly
comfortable; Catholics and Protestants have
the same rights and religious liberty, and they
live as peacefully together
•
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as if there was but one religion in the land.
Alexandre Dufresne [Iberville]—We are
well off, let us remain so.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Yes, but we cannot
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remain in the position in which we are. The
hon. member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] has said so for ten years past, and
undertook to change it. He said the position
was no longer tenable in 1854, and if it was not
tenable then, it is still less so in 1865. I now
come to the other alternative proposed to us—
that of independence. Men may be found, both
in the House and out of the House, who would
be disposed to say that we had better have
independence than Confederation.
For my part, I believe that the independence
of the British North American Provinces
would be the greatest misfortune which could
happen to them; it would be to leave us at the
mercy of our neighbors, and to throw us into
their arms. Independence would make us
masters of our position, but at the same time
we should be deprived of the protection of
England, and without that it is by no means
difficult to foresee what would become of us.
The hon. member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] may think it to our advantage to
be weak, but in that opinion I do not coincide;
I consider that it is better to be in a position to
meet the enemy in case of his attacking us.
Let it be well understood that without the
protection of England we can do nothing. And
besides the outlay which would be entailed by
our providing for our defence, there would
also be enormous expenditure in order to keep
up in a suitable manner our relations with
foreign powers. With independence, and
without the support and assistance of
England, we should have to maintain an army
and a very expensive government, we should
have to keep up diplomatic relations with
other countries, and provide means to defray
a host of other expenses which we should not
have
to
do
under
Confederation.
Independence is, therefore, out of the question
for the present.
Lastly, we have the fourth alternative—the
Confederation of the two Canadas, proposed
by the honorable member for Hochelaga
9
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[Antoine-Aimé Dorion]. In his manifesto of
1864 he told us in what position we should
then be. The following passage is from the
manifesto in question:—
It would have been easy at any time to satisfy Upper
Canada, by giving her four or five members more than
Lower Canada, preserving at the same time equality in the
Legislative Council. To avoid the danger which this
increase of members might entail, it is proposed to give
Upper Canada seventeen members more than Lower
Canada, and there are added besides forty-seven
members more for the Maritime Provinces; in all sixtyfour members are added to the British element besides the
twenty-eight additional members which are given to the
Legislative Council; and this is the way in which it is
pretended that the rights of Lower Canada are to be
protected. 9

The hon. member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] according to his own plan
would have preferred—
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It is
not a plan, it is an argument.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Then it is a very bad
argument—an argument by no means
advantageous to Lower Canada. The hon.
member says in that manifesto that it would be
quite an easy matter to secure the silence of
Upper Canada, by granting it four or five more
members than Lower Canada. But the hon.
member very well knows that if we were to
grant representation based on population, it
would not be four or five members we should
have to give to Upper Canada, but the
seventeen members which it is now proposed
to give Upper Canada by the plan of
Confederation. The increase would not be
based on an imaginary number.
But even with four or five members more in
the present union, Upper Canada could
impose its decision on all questions which
might come before the House The hon.
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] has told us that under the proposed
system Upper Canada will have seventeen
members more than Lower Canada, and that

Dorion’s letter to the voters of Hochelaga (Nov. 7, 1864). A.A. Dorion, “Aux Electeurs du Comté d’Hochelaga,” La Minerve
(Nov. 11, 1864).
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the English element will be increased by the
addition of all the members from the Lower
Provinces, and that they will enter into a
league against us Lower Canadians. I must
say, I do not think the hon. member pays a
very high compliment to his ex-colleague the
Hon. Mr. Holton, when he says that because
the members will be English, they will be
against us French-Canadians.
So great was his confidence in the hon.
member for Chateauguay [Luther Holton],
that he took him into his Government, and
would take him again to-day if he had the
opportunity; and yet the hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] speaks of
the English as though they were our natural
enemies. For my part, I do not think they are;
moreover, the question before us is not the
formation of a Local Government only.
We are considering the establishment of a
Confederacy—with a Central Parliament and
local parliaments. The Central or Federal
Parliament will have the control of all
measures
•
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of a general character, as provided by the
Quebec Conference; but all matters of local
interest, all that relates to the affairs and right
s of the different sections of the Confederacy,
will be reserved for the control of the local
parliaments. The position in which
Confederation will place us is very different
from that which we should have occupied
under the system proposed by the honorable
member, inasmuch as the seventeen members,
which Upper Canada will have more than
Lower Canada, will have nothing to do with
our local affairs, our religious questions or
particular institutions, and the hon. member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion], by his
scheme, would have entrusted all that to the
good-will of the Upper Canadian majority; but
for my part, I would rather entrust the
management of these matters to my own
people than to them.
As regards the seventeen additional
members which Upper Canada will have in

the Federal Parliament, I am not alarmed at
their presence any more than at that of the
members from the Lower Provinces, because
in Parliament there will be no questions of
race, nationality, religion or locality, as this
Legislature will only be charged with the
settlement of the great general questions
which will interest alike the whole
Confederacy and not one locality only.
Our position then is excellent, and all those
who frankly give expression to their opinions
must admit that the representatives of Lower
Canada at the Quebec Conference have
carefully guarded her interests. I may say that
the basis of action adopted by the delegates, in
preparing the resolutions, was to do justice to
all—justice to all races, to all religions, to all
nationalities, and to all interests. For this
reason the Confederation will be accepted by
all, in the Lower Provinces as well as here.
Under Confederation there will no longer be
domination of one race over another, and if
one section should be desirous of committing
an act of injustice against another section, all
the others would unite together to prevent it.
But, supposing that an unjust measure was
passed in the House of Commons opt the
Federal Legislature, it would be stopped in the
Legislative Council; for there we shall be
represented equally with the other sections,
and that is a guarantee that our interests will
be amply protected. In the Legislative Council
we shall have 24 members like Upper Canada
and the Lower Provinces. I assert, then, that
there is a vast difference between the
arguments of the hon. member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] and the measure of
the Government; the Legislative Council will
protect our interests, and the measures of
general interest will come under the
jurisdiction of the Federal Parliament.
When the matter under consideration is a
great public enterprise, such as a railway, a
canal or a telegraph line, our religious and
national interests will not be endangered. It
will be the duty of the Central Government to
see that the country prospers, but it will not be
its duty to attack our religion, our institutions
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or our nationality, which, moreover, as I have
just proved, will be amply protected. While on
this point, I will draw the attention of the
honorable member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] to the fact, that in 1859 he
expressed himself as follows:—
Whatever may be the number of provinces or of
subdivisions which it may hereafter be deemed necessary
to adopt, the separating line between Upper and Lower
Canada must be maintained. In defining the powers of the
local and federal governments, those only must be
delegated to the latter which would be absolutely
necessary for the purposes of Confederation, and, as a
necessary consequence, reserve to the subdivisions
powers as ample and as varied as possible.
The customs, the mail service, the laws respecting the
currency, patents and copy-rights, the public lands, and
such of the public works as possess an interest common to
all parts of the country, ought to be the principal, if not the
only objects which would be placed under the control of
the Federal Government, whilst all that would relate to
improvements
purely
local—to
education,
the
administration of justice, the militia, the laws of property,
and of internal police—would be under the control of the
local governments, whose powers, in a word, would
extend to all matters not specially delegated to the General
Government.10

Thus we see that the honorable member was
willing to give up the control of the public
lands to the Federal Government. He
considered that it would be better to leave the
control of colonization and the public lands to
the Federal
Government, in which,
nevertheless, he was prepared to give a
preponderance to Upper Canada. By the plan
of Confederation brought down by the present
Government, the control of these matters is
given up to the local legislatures, and I
earnestly hope that the honorable member will
not endeavor to take them away and transfer
them to the control of the Federal
Government. If his plan or his argument had
ever been put into operation, he
•
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would have abandoned the control of our
public lands to the British element, of which he
now pretends to stand in mortal fear.
10

635

I repeat the declaration that it is impossible
for us to continue in our present position; that
annexation to the United States would be the
greatest disaster that could befall us; and that
it is impossible, that it would be disastrous to
think of the independence of the country; that
the project for the Confederation of the two
Canadas as proposed by the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] is not desirable, and would not offer
any guarantee for the institutions of Lower
Canada, but that the Confederation of all the
Provinces of British North America would be
preferable, and is our only remedy. The
Confederation would have the effect of giving
us more strength than we now possess; we
should form but one nation, one country, for
all general matters affecting our interests as a
people.
But when I speak of a great and powerful
nation, far be it from me to wish that we
should form an independent nation, and that
we should abandon the protection of the
British flag; on the contrary, I earnestly hope
that we shall long remain under the protection
of that flag. What I would say is, that with
Confederation we shall be in a better position
for self-defence, and to aid the Mother
Country under certain exigencies, than we are
at the present time. Having Confederation, the
Central Government will be in a position to
have its orders carried out over its whole
territory; and when the question of defence
comes up, it will not be obliged to consult four
or five different legislatures, but it will be able
to organize our defences immediately and
without obstruction.
Besides, we shall have acquired a standing
which we have not hitherto attained in our
relations with other countries with which we
have dealings. It is of no small importance for
the inhabitants of a country to have a standing
in foreign countries, and not to be treated as
men of inferior position. When Canadians go
to London or elsewhere out of their own
country, they have no recognized position,

Montreal Manifesto [French version] (Oct. 25, 1859). “Quebec. Jeudi, 3 November 1859,” Journal de Québec (Nov. 3, 1859).

(pp. 362-393 in the primary document)

636

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

because we are only a simple colony. But
under the Confederation we shall be protected
by England, and besides we shall have a
position in foreign lands, the portion which
every man enjoys who belongs to a great
nation. On this very point a public writer
wrote some few years ago in a London
newspaper an article from which I will ask
permission to read an extract to the House.
The matter under consideration was the
cession of the right of fishery on the Banks of
Newfoundland by England to France. He
says:—
Now, see the effect of this want of association and
representation here. The basis of a treaty is agreed upon
between Great Britain and France, by which Great Britain
agreed to give to France the exclusive right of fishing upon
a great portion of the coast of Newfoundland, a thing
unjustified by any former treaty. Newfoundland no
sooner heard of it than she remonstrated, and denied the
right of Great Britain to sign away to a foreign nation the
property of the people of Newfoundland; and, in fact, set
at defiance the action of the Imperial Government. Now,
this is not only derogatory to us as a nation, but it
illustrates the danger which may arise to the colonies from
the Imperial Government not being properly informed on
such subjects. For, from a careful perusal of all the treaties
on the subject in question, we cannot but believe that
Newfoundland was right.11

It is evident that, if the Confederation had
existed at that period, England would not
have acted without consulting us; but in those
days they used to say, “They are Canadians,
mere colonists, &c.;” and as we were then
separated, of course we had to submit; our
rights were not protected as they will be when
we are united. Under Confederation, England
will consult us in all matters which affect our
interests, and we shall be able to make
ourselves effectually heard in London. In
proof of this I cite from the same writer:—
Here is another question which especially affects Canada.
In the course of last year, the Imperial Government
renewed the subsidy of £176,340 per annum, paid to the
Cunard vessels plying between Liverpool and the United
States, for a period of six years. Another postal subsidy of

11
12

£78,000 was just being granted by the Imperial
Government to a new line of steamers between Galway
and the United States, in this case also without consulting
the interests of British North America.
This is a great injustice, particularly to Canada, for that
province has expended large same in the opening of water
communication in the valley of the River St. Lawrence,
canals which have become valueless from having to
compete with the United States routes, encouraged by a
subsidy from the Imperial Government of nearly £300,000
per annum, while Canada on the other hand receives no
aid whatever from the Imperial Government, but is
compelled to subsidize a line of its own (to attract a feeble
share of the trade) to the extent of £50,000 per annum.”12

If all the Provinces of British North America
had then been united under one
•
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single government, we should have been
informed that the Imperial Government
intended to make that treaty, and our rights
would have been respected; but as we were
but a simple colony, and as there were many
interests brought to bear, we could do nothing
to protect ourselves. I do not desire to weary
the House with quotations, but I trust I shall
be allowed to cite another author, who in
addition to showing how limited are the
objects of ambition presented to the
inhabitants of a colony, demonstrates that,
though British subjects, we are almost on the
footing of foreigners in England:—
Here again the contiguity of the colonies to the United
States suggests disagreeable compare sons. In that great
republic, the scope for individual exertion is immense;
and although the rewards of success in the higher walks
of life are not generally so great as under most
monarchical governments, some of the “prizes open to
all,” in that country, are of a very high order. Many a
British North American has seen individuals upon the
United States side of our boundary, whom he knew from
personal acquaintance to be inferior to him in natural
abilities, education, wealth, and social standing, raised in
a short time to the presidency of that republic, a position
which would entitle him to rank with the proudest
monarchs of Europe. At the same time that British
American could not reasonably aspire even to become the
governor of his native province; and if he were to go to
England, all the influence which he could command

London newspaper, possibly The Times (the article probably appeared between 1860-1863). Unconfirmed reference.
ibid.
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would probably not procure him a presentation to his
Sovereign.13

Does not that show that the position of a
Canadian, or of any other inhabitant of the
colonies, in England is a position of
inferiority? We desire to remove that
inferiority by adopting the plan of
Confederation now submitted to the House.
The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] stated that the people
had not asked for Confederation, but that it
was adopted as the last resource of a falling
party. He referred, of course, when he
expressed that opinion, to the vote of censure
he had proposed last year against the TachéMacdonald Ministry14.
After all his efforts against that ministry, the
honorable gentleman could do no more than
reproach them with an act committed, or
supposed to have been committed, five years
before by another government; and by that
means he had succeeded in overthrowing the
ministry.
The result of the vote, brought about by the
honorable member, was very different from
what he expected; it resulted in the Coalition15,
and the project of Confederation now before
the House. The honorable gentleman say that
the people have not asked for it, but when the
Government announced to the House that the
basis upon which the new ministry had been
formed was the Confederation of the
provinces, the opposition did not declare that
the measure was a bad one. On the contrary,
the great majority of the members from Upper
and from Lower Canada pronounced
themselves in favor of the plan, and promised

13
14

15
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their support to the Government.
The honorable gentleman also asks, who
empowered the delegates to meet and prepare
a plan of Confederation, and submit it to this
House? I answer, that the power was derived
from the expressed sentiments of the House
when it consented to the formation of the
Government on that basis. The Government
felt that they had a perfect right not only to
assist at the Quebec Conference, but to bring it
about. And even though there had been no
other reason but the difficulties which had
arisen in Canada some years before; even
though there had been no other reason than
the care of the interests of the country, we
should have been justified thereby in assisting
at the Charlottetown Conference, and in
calling the Quebec Conference, at which the
measure was adopted by the thirty-three
delegates. The honorable gentleman let fall the
accusation that we consented that Canada
should have but one vote in the Conference. In
making a charge against the Government, as
leader of the Opposition, the honorable
gentleman ought to have sought to base it on
more correct information.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I
understood it to be so, from what the President
of the Council [George Brown] stated.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Canada had more
than one vote; and the President of the Council
[George Brown] never stated the contrary.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—How
many were there? Two?
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Yes, two; one for
Upper and one for Lower Canada. We could

Supra footnote 11.
Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864). The administration was defeated by two votes
on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous 1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The
motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall, brought a censure of the government for a $100,000
transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight – an advance of sum authorized by the also then
Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of retributive justice” for the previous CartierMacdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the 1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The
Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great Coalition was hashed out. See
“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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have had more, but that was not the question.
We did not go to the Conference to discuss
simple matters of form, nor did we go there to
force our views upon others; we desired to
come to an understanding with the Lower
Provinces. It was not our object to frame a
feeble and unjust Constitution, destined, from
the very fact, to last but a day. Hence it would
not have been right, and we did not desire to
take advantage of our position, but we treated
•
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with the provinces on a footing of equality, not
wishing to force our views upon them, but
anxious to come to an understanding, and to
extend justice to all.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
statement I made is not denied, that the votes
were given by provinces.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—It is true; the Lower
Provinces had each one vote, as had Upper
and Lower Canada, and it is for us a matter for
congratulation. I may be permitted to remind
the House, in connection with this matter, of
the saying of the first Napoleon to one of his
ambassadors, whom he sent to a prince who
was feeble, poor, and without an army—that
prince was the Pope: “Treat with him as if he
had an army of two hundred thousand men at
his back!”16 Now, that is what we did; we
treated Nova Scotia, New Brunswick and the
other provinces as we desired to be treated
ourselves, that is to say, with justice and
consideration, and the result shews that we
were right. The honorable gentleman ought to
have confined himself to publishing, in his
own way, the secrets of the Conference, and
refrain from divulging those of the committee
appointed last year with respect to
constitutional difficulties. I understood that
everything was to have remained secret in that
committee, except the report made to the
House17.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Does
16
17

the hon. gentleman accuse me of divulging the
secrets of that committee?
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The hon. gentleman
stated that the Hon. Attorney General (Hon.
J.A. Macdonald) had constantly acted and
voted in that committee against the
Confederation project, and that now he
presents one himself; and I maintain that he
ought not to have said that, for the action of
the members of the committee was to have
remained secret. If the deliberations of the
committee were to have remained secret, the
hon. gentleman must see that he is in a difficult
position.
The object of that secrecy is evident; it was
the same object we had in view in preserving
secrecy in the proceedings of the Quebec
Conference; to give increased freedom of
opinion to each member, and not, as has been
said, to deprive the people of information to
which they were entitled. We knew that if our
proceedings were presented day by day to the
people, through the press, we should not have
enjoyed that liberty of action and of discussion
which we required. It is easy to understand,
that during the deliberations, a member might
one day pronounce against a resolution or
some important point, and that the arguments
of another member in a contrary sense might
make him change his opinion; but that this
might be, it was necessary to be free from all
outside influence, and therefore it was that the
Conference sat with closed doors.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Will
the hon. member allow me to say a few words?
He has stated that I divulged the secrets of the
committee on sectional difficulties. I assert
that I never attended the sittings of that
committee, that I merely went there on the first
day to state that I would not take part in its
proceedings, and that I then withdrew and did
not again attend. I was opposed to the
proceedings of that committee, and I did not

Napoleon to Francois Cacault (French Ambassador to Rome) re Pope Pius VII (1801).
George Brown created the committee on Mar. 14, 1864. Journals, p. 91. The report was adopted on Jun. 14, 1864. Journals,
pp. 383-384.
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attend it; but I learned that the Hon. Attorney
General [John A. Macdonald] voted, on the
last day the committee sat, against
Confederation; and that was all I stated. So
that if the secrets of the committee have been
revealed, it has not been done by me.
Joseph Cauchon [Montmorency].—The
hon. member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] has quite forgotten what passed in the
committee. He was present, with the hon.
member for Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton),
at the commencement of the proceedings of
the committee, when it was stated and agreed
that everything that passed in the committee
was to be kept secret. I admit that the hon.
gentleman refused to take part in the
proceedings of the committee, but at the same
time he knew perfectly well that they were to
be secret, and he was bound to respect that
secrecy. He was aware that the representatives
of the press had been excluded.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
hon. gentleman is entirely mistaken, for I was
not present.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The hon. member for
Hochelega must understand that not being
myself a member of that committee, and
knowing that he was a member of it, and that
it had been stated in the House that the
proceedings were to be secret, I was perfectly
justified in blaming him for having spoken.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—I
never knew that the proceedings, of the
committee were to be secret.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—I knew it, and I feel
that I was perfectly justified
•
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in saying what I said; but after the
explanations which the hon. gentleman has
just given, I cannot accuse him of having done
it otherwise than inadvertently. The honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
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Dorion] stated that the memorial submitted by
the Government at the time of its formation
spoke of a Confederation other than the one
which it now proposes. It will be well to refer
to the document in question in order to
ascertain its contents. The memorial consists of
two parts, of which the following is the first:—
The Government are prepared to state that immediately
after the prorogation, they will address themselves, in the
most earnest manner, to the negotiation for a
Confederation of all the British North American
Provinces.
That failing a successful issue to such negotiations, they
are prepared to pledge themselves to legislation, during
the next session of Parliament, for the purpose of
remedying existing difficulties by introducing the Federal
principle for Canada alone, coupled with such provisions
as will permit the Maritime Provinces and the NorthWestern territory to be hereafter incorporated into the
Canadian system.18

In other words, the Government promises,
in the first part of the memorial in question, to
direct its attention to a Confederation of all the
British North American Provinces; and, in the
event of its not succeeding in carrying out that
object, to turn its attention to a Confederation
of the two Canadas. And now here are the
contents of the second part:—
The Government are prepared to pledge themselves to
bring in a measure, next session, for the purpose of
removing existing difficulties, by introducing the Federal
principle into Canada, coupled with such provision as will
permit the Maritime Provinces and the North-West
territory to be incorporated into the same system of
government.
And the Government will seek, by sending
representatives to the Lower Provinces and to England, to
secure the assent of those interests which are beyond the
control of our own legislation, to such a measure as may
enable all British North America to be united under a
General Legislature based upon the Federal principle. 19

Well, where is the contradiction between
these promises and the present action of the
Government? We begin with a plan of
Confederation for the two Canadas, and

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
ibid.
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subsequently, finding that the Maritime
Provinces are ready to enter upon the
consideration of a more extensive union, we
have made arrangements to bring them at
once into the Confederation. There is no
contradiction in that, but it is the same
measure and the same plan; the only
difference is, that, instead of admitting them
into the union some six or nine months hence,
we have admitted them at once. When we
approached the question, we found the
Maritime Provinces in process of deliberating
upon a union amongst themselves; but the
Charlottetown delegates perceived that the
Confederation which we proposed to them
would be much more advantageous to all the
provinces than that upon which they were
engaged, and they at once consented to accept
our proposition.
Accordingly they came to Quebec, and the
result of their visit was the plan which has
been submitted to this House, The hon.
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] has, therefore, no right to reproach us
with having altered the plan promised to the
House, since it is word for word that which we
promised. This measure, as I observed a short
time ago, cannot last, unless it protects the
interests of all.
Now, we have different interests in Lower
Canada, in which reside two populations
differing in origin, differing in religion, and
speaking different languages. On the other
hand, Upper Canada has a homogeneous
population, but one professing different
religions, and so it is with respect to the several
Maritime Provinces. In these latter provinces,
also, we have more than one hundred
thousand fellow countrymen of French origin.
Well, Mr. Speaker, we have taken care to
protect these different interests, and to
preserve the rights of this population, by
uniting them in the Confederation to a people
numbering a million souls of the same origin
as themselves. But we are told: “You wish to
form a new nationality.” 20
20

Let us come to an understanding on this
word, Mr. Speaker. What we desire and wish,
is to defend the general interests of a great
country and of a powerful nation, by means of
a central power. On the other hand, we do not
wish to do away with our different customs,
manners and laws; on the contrary, those are
precisely what we are desirous of protecting in
the most complete manner by means of
Confederation. Under the new system there
will be no more reason than at present to lose
our character as French or English, under the
pretext that we should all have the same
general interests; and our interests in relation
to race, religion and nationality will remain as
they
•
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are at the present time. But they will be better
protected under the proposed system, and that
again is one of the strongest reasons in favor of
Confederation.
Not only indeed did we assure ourselves of
that protection, but the provinces who were
parties to the Confederation desired it also. All
local interests will be submitted and left to the
decision of the local legislatures. There will be
other exceptions with respect to Lower
Canada, and, in fact, all the exceptions in the
scheme of Confederation are in favor of Lower
Canada. These restrictions in favor of Lower
Canada were obtained by the delegates from
that province; but they seek no thanks for their
conduct, as they consider that in so doing they
only performed a duty—a duty incumbent on
all true patriots and good citizens. All that
they now come to this House and ask for, is its
sanction to the measure which ensures these
privileges to the populations which they
represent. I may add that, under
Confederation, all questions relating to the
colonization of our wild lands, and the
disposition and sale of those same lands, our
civil laws and all measures of a local nature—
in fact everything which concerns and affects
those interests which are most dear to us as a

Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
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people, will be reserved for the action of our
local legislature; all our charitable and other
institutions will be protected by the same
authority. There is also the question of
education.
Upon this question, as upon all others, the
Lower Canadian delegates have seen to the
preservation of certain privileges, and that
question has been lift to our Local Legislature,
so that the Federal Legislature shall not be able
to interfere with it. It has been said that with
respect to agriculture the power of legislation
would be exercised concurrently by the
Federal Legislature and the local legislatures.
But the House is perfectly well aware for what
reason that concurrent power was allowed.
Everyone, indeed, is aware that certain general
interests may arise respecting which the
intervention of the Central Legislature may be
necessary; but, Mr. Speaker, all interests
relating to local agriculture, everything
connected with our land will be left under the
control of our Lower Canadian Legislature,
and this is a point upon which we invariably
insisted, and which was never denied us in the
Conference.
It is thus clear that under Confederation as
proposed, the inhabitants of distant parts of
the Confederacy, having the privilege of
laying their claims before their respective local
legislatures, will not be put to the great trouble
of betaking themselves to the central seat of
government, when, for instance, they wish to
obtain authority to build a bridge or open a
road. I now come, Mr. Speaker, to the subject
of the details of the measure, and I shall reply
to the observation of the honor-able member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] on that
subject. That honorable gentleman objects to
the appointment of the legislative councillors
by the Central Government, and adds that
those councillors will be appointed by a Tory
government, and will necessarily be selected
from among the Tories. In making that
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assertion the honorable member did not act
with that frankness which we are entitled to
expect from him.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—He hardly alluded, if
he did so at all, to the clause in the resolutions
by which the opposition, in the different parts
of the Confederation, are protected. In that
clause it is provided that the Central
Parliament, in making the appointments in
question, shall be careful to watch over the
interests of the Opposition, as well as over
those of the Ministerial party. Now, Mr.
Speaker, when a government binds itself in
this way, is it reasonable and fair to believe or
to suppose that it will break its word which
has been so solemnly pledged?
For my part, I am convinced that the
members of the present Government, should
they form part of the Central Government,
would fulfil what has been promised, and
would watch over the rights of the Opposition
as over those of the other part. The honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] also pretended that the Maritime
Provinces had forced upon us the clause which
provides that the legislative councillors in the
General Parliament shall be appointed by the
Crown21.
Yet, the honorable member right well knows
that the elective principle in our existing
Legislative
Council
was
merely
an
experiment, and that in Lower Canada we
have become tired of the system, not because
the councillors who have been elected by the
people are unworthy of the position which
occupy, or because their selection was an
unfortunate selection, but because the very
nature of the system prevents a large number
of men of talent, of men qualified in every
respect and worthy to sit in the Legislative
Council, from presenting themselves for the
suffrages of the electors, in consequence of the

Quebec Resolution 11, which reads in full, “The Members of the Legislative Council shall be appointed by the Crown under the
Great Seal of the General Government, and shall hold office during life: if any Legislative Councillor shall, for two consecutive sessions
of Parliament, fail to give his attendance in the said Council, his seat shall thereby become vacant.” Supra footnote 8.
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trouble, the fatigue and enormous expense
resulting from these electoral contests in
enormous divisions.
We know that the system has wearied Lower
Canada,
•
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and that that province will approve of our
having inserted the clause in question in the
resolutions. The vote which took place last
night in another place, shews that I am not
mistaken in what I assert on this subject. One
of the greatest objections which the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] raises to the appointment of the
legislative councillors by the Crown, is that
their number will be fixed, and that, by
consequence, it will prove an obstacle to the
decisions and legislation of the Commons
House of the Federal Parliament.
In a word, the honorable member declares
that the Legislative Council, so constituted,
will be, to use an English expression, a
nuisance. The honorable member should
glance back at the past to consider how many
councillors appointed for life there were in the
Legislative Council at the time of the
concession of the elective principle, and how
many of those said councillors remain at the
present day. He would have ascertained that
in eight years the number had diminished by
one-half. Of the forty-two or forty-three
members which there were then, there now
remain but twenty-one or twenty-two.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] should also have admitted that in
those eight years there had been such
considerable changes among the elected
councillors, that there was no danger of the
Legislative Council not being at least
accessible to the people. This diminution gives
an average of three members a-year, and if we
take the proportion between this diminution
and that which would necessarily prevail
among a larger number of councillors, we

shall find that there will be at least five
vacancies in each year. The honorable member
must then perceive that, if it should happen
that the Legislative Council should be so
opposed to the views of the Lower House as
systematically to reject the measures of the
popular branch of the Legislature, at the end
of a year or perhaps less, such changes would
be effected by death or otherwise, that we
should immediately have such an infusion of
new blood, that any attempt of this kind could
not be repeated for a long time. Besides, the
Legislative Council will not constitute a
separate class like the House of Lords in
England.
The councillors will come from among the
people, with whom they will have interests in
common, and it is absurd to suppose that they
will be induced to oppose systematically and
constantly the measures which the Lower
House may enact in favor of the people and at
their instance. The hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion], when on
this subject, reproached the Attorney General
for Upper Canada [John A. Macdonald] with
having stated in his opening speech, that if he
had to preside over the selection of the
legislative councillors, he would see that the
best qualified men were appointed.
Now, Mr. Speaker, I see nothing in that
declaration which is not in the most perfect
accordance with the interests of the country,
and it is important that the best men from each
section of the Confederacy should be called to
sit in this important branch of our General
Legislature. The honorable member has taken
occasion to find fault with the clause of the
resolutions which provides that the
lieutenant-governors shall be appointed by
the Central Government, and sees in it great
danger, especially to Lower Canada. Mr.
Speaker, I should very much like to know
what protection the population of the different
provinces derive from the fact that the
governors of the British North American
Provinces are sent out to us from England.
Under the existing system, our governor is
responsible neither to the people nor to the
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House; he depends entirely upon the English
Government, to which he is responsible.
Under the system proposed the lieutenantgovernors will be appointed by the Central
Government, to which they will necessarily be
responsible for their actions. And in that
Government we shall have more than one
vote; we shall be represented in it by our
ministers, who will be there to cause every
encroachment or arbitrary act which the
lieutenant-governor may allow himself to
commit, to be condemned. If the Central
Government should refuse to do us this
justice, and should persist in not recalling any
lieutenant governor who should have so failed
in his duty to the population which he
governed, we should have our sixty-five
representatives to protest and to vote at need
against a government which should dare to act
in such a way.
In that respect we should have much better
guarantees than at present; and in very truth
this is a new privilege that we have obtained,
as the people will have a voice in these
appointments, from the fact that we shall have
our responsible ministers in the Central
Government, who will be sustained and
supported by the members from our section.
In allusion to the appointment of the
lieutenant governors, the honorable member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion]
thought proper to make a violent attack upon
the Conservative party. He asserted that that
party continually sought to diminish the
liberties and the privileges of the people,
whilst the Liberal party labored to extend and
ensure those same
•
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liberties.
Well, Mr. Speaker, I believe the people know
their interests as well as the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
22
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Dorion], and that they will not heap
reproaches upon us for having given them a
Constitution, the object of which is to protect
their local and general rights in a much more
effectual manner than they are protected
under the present system. While thus
attacking the Conservative party, the
honorable member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] did not neglect also to make a
slight insinuation against the delegates to the
Conference. In fact, he says:—
The Speaker of the Legislative Council will also be
appointed by the Crown. This is another retrograde step,
and a bit of patronage more for the Government. We have
all heard talk of a speech delivered lately in the Island of
Prince Edward or in New Brunswick—I forget which—in
which the speaker enumerated the advantages which had
been flashed in the eyes of the delegates, while they were
here, in the shape of appointments which were to be
looked for, as those of judges in the Court of Appeals, of
Speaker of the Legislative Council, of local governorships,
as one of the causes of the unanimity which prevailed
among the members of the Conference.22

The honorable member must have a very
mean opinion of human nature, to suppose
that public men, having such great interests
entrusted to them, and their own and their
country’s honor to guard and to keep pure and
unsullied in the eyes of the world, would agree
to betray and deliver up their country for the
love of a poor appointment, even if it were the
post of lieutenant-governor or of chief justice.
I am willing to believe that that insinuation
was a slip of the tongue, and that he is already
sorry that it ever escaped from his lips.
Another point on which the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] enlarged, is the militia question and
the defence of the country. On this head, the
honorable member declares that he cannot
understand how the union of the provinces is
to increase our strength. The experience of the
honorable member for Hochelaga [Antoine-

A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 256. The wording doesn’t match because Langevin quoted Dorion in
French and was translated to English. The original version (1865) translates Dorion’s original words and Langevin quoting
Dorion’s words differently despite them being the same. In the French version of the debates the quotes match. Débats
parlementaires sur la question de la confédération des provinces de l’Amérique du Nord (1865), pp. 259-260 (Dorion); 381
(Langevin).
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Aimé Dorion] and the teachings of history
ought, however, to have taught him that a
disunited people, scattered over a vast extent
of territory, must be an easier conquest than
one which is united under a single strong and
respected government.
This brings me to speak of another
observation made by the honorable member,
who declared that our best policy, in order to
avoid all difficulty with our neighbors, and
escape the evils of a war, would be to remain
quiet and sit with our arms across. The House
will permit me to quote the very expressions
of the honorable member on this subject:—
It would be a piece of folly for us to raise a standing army,
by way of keeping off an invasion of our frontier. Our best
plan is to remain quiet, and to give no pretext to our
neighbors for making war on us. Let a healthy state of
public opinion be our shield; let not the press violently
assail the northern authorities; then if war comes without
any fault of ours, it will be our duty to do our best to assist
the Mother Country in the struggle which would ensue.23

I think, as the honorable member does, that
we ought not to give any just cause of
dissatisfaction to our neighbors, and still less
attack their frontier; and the present
Government have given proof, on all
occasions, that they are disposed to respect the
rights and opinions of the American people.
But, on the other hand, the honorable member
is the first to inform us that the best means of
defending ourselves is, not to be ready and
accustomed to the use of arms, but to remain
unarmed, with our arms across like men of
peace—in plain terms, to give ourselves up,
bound hand and foot.
Now, I will ask him a plain question. If he
were apprehensive of an attack from a
neighbor of his, would he go to him and say,
“Here I am, do what you please with me,” or
would he not rather be prepared to meet an
attack? I rather think that the honorable
member would not be long in making up his
mind as to which course he would take. Now,
that which is wise and politic in an individual

23

is equally wise and politic in the case of a
nation. We are not desirous of assuming a
threatening attitude towards our neighbors.
On the contrary, our wish is to live with
them in peace and quietness. We are anxious
not to do the least act which can be construed
into a threat; but we should be lamentably
blind if, with the enormous military armament
of our neighbors before our eyes, we looked at
this formidable military display with our arms
across, and a careless disregard of its greatness
in our hearts. Such an attitude would neither
be patriotic nor worthy of a nation of free men.
The most certain way to avoid an attack and
subjugation by our neighbors, to have our
independence and our privileges respected, is
to shew them that we are prepared to defend
them at any cost. The honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] has
declared that he is prepared to make some
sacrifices to defend the country, but he has not
told us how much he is ready to do in that
behalf. Perhaps he will let us know at a future
time, if we are called upon to spend money for
the purpose. However that may be, I must
animadvert on the remarks which he has made
with regard to the volunteers.
•
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Speaking of the expense which the
Government were incurring for the defence of
the frontier, he said that 30,000 militiamen
would cost thirty millions of dollars! The
honorable member has a singular way of
calculating. The fact is, if we were under the
necessity of raising an army of 30,000 men, we
should not pay them at the rate of a dollar, nor
even three-quarters of a dollar, a head.
The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] knows as well as I do
that the militia force now on foot and doing
duty at the frontier, or in garrison in the
interior, was called out in circumstances
altogether exceptional, and that the
Government were quite unable to control, to
the extent they would perhaps have desired,
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the rate of pay which was to be allowed. The
honorable member must likewise be aware
that those brave militiamen gave the greatest
proof of their love of country, and in many
cases made very great sacrifices to the
detriment of their own interest and that of
their families. Many of them were employés in
commercial houses, some in counting-houses,
others in workshops, which gave them much
higher remuneration than they are now
receiving from the Government, and I
consider it very bad taste indeed that any
should grudge them their paltry pay, under
the pretence that it will be a heavy item on the
budget.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—They did not
hesitate, when the country claimed their
services, to risk their health and to give up the
comforts and delights of home, and I am well
assured that the people will not grudge them
the miserable half crown which they receive in
exchange, and will approve of what the
Government
has
done
under
the
circumstances. The honorable member for
Hochelaga reproaches the Government with
another misdeed. The truth is that he finds
something wrong, some short-coming, in
every action of the present Administration.
Accordingly, alluding to the right of veto
permitted to the General Government, the
honorable member expresses himself in this
manner:
“Thus, if a measure were passed by a
majority of a local legislature, and if,
nevertheless, the majority of the section of the
General Government representing that
particular province were opposed to it, would
not that section use all their influence in the
General Government to throw out that
measure?”24 Before answering the honorable
member, Mr. Speaker, I think it will be well to
refer to the two clauses which relate to that
matter. In these clauses we find:—
24
25
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1. Any bill of the General Parliament may be reserved in
the usual manner for Her Majesty’s assent, and any bill of
the local legislatures may, in like manner, be reserved for
the consideration of the Governor General.
2. Any bill passed by the General Parliament shall be
subject to disallowance by Her Majesty within two years,
as in the case of bills passed by the legislatures of the said
provinces hitherto; and, in like manner, any bill passed by
a local legislature shall be subject to disallowance by the
Governor General within one year after the passing
thereof.25

Well, I ask the House, what is wrong in those
two clauses? At present, what is our position
when a bill has passed the two Houses of our
Legislature? It is this: the bill is submitted for
the sanction of the Governor General, and in
nearly all cases is sanctioned without being
referred to the Imperial Government. But if,
for instance, the bill relates to a divorce, or to
any question which concerns the Imperial
Government, or if again it is a measure
affecting our relations with our neighbors or
any other nation, it is then reserved for Her
Majesty’s sanction. When a measure is thus
reserved, does the honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] suppose
that the members of the English Government
meet to take it into consideration?
Not at all; there is in the Colonial Office a
second or a third class clerk whose particular
business it is, and who makes his report to the
minister. This report decides either the
sanction or the disallowance of the measure in
question. If the measure is highly interesting
to the country and is disallowed, we cannot
blame any one and must submit, as the English
ministry are not responsible to us. Under the
Confederation this danger and inconvenience
will no longer exist.
In a case wherein the Local Government of
Lower Canada should pass a law which the
Lieutenant-Governor might think fit to reserve
for the sanction of the Central Government, if
the latter refused their sanction, although it

Supra footnote 22. A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 16, 1865), pp. 258 and Débats p. 262 (Dorion); 382 (Langevin).
These are actually Quebec Resolutions 50 and 51. Supra footnote 8.
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was demanded by the people of the section,
and there were no reason for this refusal, we
should have our sixty-five members in the
Central Parliament to protest against it, and
who would unite and make combinations to
turn out the ministry who should act in that
manner.
And you are not to say that those sixty-five
members would be powerless against the rest
of the House. United in a compact phalanx,
they would, without doubt, find support
among the members of the other provinces,
who would have every reason not to allow our
rights and privileges to be infringed, lest they
should one day experience the same treatment
themselves in
•

(p. 377)

regard to their own.
On the other hand, Mr. Speaker, the
disallowance of a measure sanctioned by the
local governments is limited as to time, and
must be declared within twelve months,
whereas, under the present system, it can be
done within two years. This is a restriction
which has been granted in favor of Lower
Canada and of all the other provinces of the
Confederation; it is a restriction favorable to
the people, but the honorable member will
refuse, no doubt, to acknowledge that this
concession to the people is our work.
Moreover, why should we be afraid of this
veto? In our Local Legislature we assuredly
have no intention to be unjust towards a
portion of the population, but propose to act
towards them, as in times past, as towards
equals; we intend, in short, to be as just to that
part of the population as we were when they
were a feeble clement in it. This has not
prevented the honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] from
telling the English members from Lower
Canada that they must be on their guard and
take care of themselves.
Well, Mr. Speaker, I shall not offer such an
insult to the race to which I belong. The
26

French-Canadians
have
always
acted
honorably towards the other races who live
among them, and they will certainly not take
advantage now, any more than they have done
in times past, of the majority they may have in
the Local Legislature to molest or persecute
the minority. This is the reason why we have
no fear nor misgiving relative to the right of
veto. Moreover, we are not to suppose that the
intention of the two clauses which I have
already quoted, is that every bill passed in the
local legislatures will be reserved for the
sanction of the Central Government. That
reservation will take place only in respect of
such measures as are now reserved for Her
Majesty’s sanction.
So that the honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] is widely mistaken
when he reproaches the present Government
for having agreed to those two clauses.
Another question on which the hon. member
has also called us to account, relates to the
export duties on timber and coals. In clause 29,
which relates to the powers of the Federal
Parliament, the third section reads as follows:
This imposition or regulation of duties of customs on
imports or exports, except on exports of timber, logs,
masts, spars, deals, and sawn lumber from New
Brunswick, and of coal and other minerals from Nova
Scotia.26

The fact that this power has been conferred
on the Government does not imply that it will
be exercised. The power was granted simply
because it might be necessary in certain cases
mentioned. Now this is the reason for the
second part of the clause which I have just
read to the House, and which I cannot better
explain than by citing some expressions of a
speech by the Hon. the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] on the subject. Nevertheless,
as there are several honorable members in the
House who do not understand English, I think
it will perhaps be better to explain them in
French.
Here then was the thought of the
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Convention: as in New Brunswick the
Government had found that it was a great
disadvantage to collect the duties on timber
according to the system formerly adopted, and
they had substituted an export duty which
superseded all other dues on that product, it
was no more than right that this source of
revenue should remain in New Brunswick, to
which province it was an object of absolute
necessity to defray its local expenses. In
Canada we retain, under the new
Constitution, our own method of collecting
similar duties. As to New Brunswick, the duty
on the article in question is their principal
revenue, as coal is almost the sole revenue of
Nova Scotia; and if they had been deprived of
them, they would have peremptorily refused
to join the Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Their demand was
perfectly just, and could not therefore be
refused. Moreover, we have no right to
complain, for they leave us all our mines and
our lands, and we shall now, as heretofore,
collect the proceeds for our own use and
profit. The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] says that it will be
impossible to administer the affairs of the local
legislatures without having recourse to direct
taxation; but a man of his experience ought not
to have made that assertion. Instead of
attempting to trade on popular prejudice, he
ought to have admitted at once that the right
granted by the new Constitution of levying
direct taxes, is the same that already exists in
the present Constitution; it is the same right
that all our municipalities possess.
It does not follow that the right will be
exercised. But the honorable member knows
well that the people are not in favor of direct
taxation, and that they would be unwilling to
adopt it as a system, in place of indirect taxes;
hence his attempt to use it as a bug-bear in
order to alarm the people of Lower Canada.
We must bear in mind that the proceeds of the
local revenue of Lower Canada will be
employed in defraying local expenses. The
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Hon. Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt] has
stated that in Lower Canada the local revenue
will be $557,000, besides the 80 cents per
•

(p. 378)

head of the population to be paid each year, in
half-yearly payments in advance, by the
Federal Government.
This subsidy will, therefore, amount to
$888,000, making a total of $1,440,000 for the
local requirements of Lower Canada. I am
aware that the honorable member has cast a
doubt upon the accuracy of the figures set
down by the Hon. Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt], and attempted to show that
the local revenue would not be as large; but the
figures I shall give are taken from the Public
Accounts, and I think it will be admitted that
they must be considered to be correct. At all
events, here are the figures I have gathered
from an examination of the official
documents:—
Expenses other than those of the
legislature and of the local debt of
Lower Canada
Cost of legislation
Total

$997,000
150,000
—
$1,237,000

Now the revenue of Lower Canada will be
as follows, taking the present figures and
without adding the probable increase:—
Slide dues
Casual
Quebec Fire Loan
Fines, &c.
Tax on judicial
proceedings
Cullers’ fees, measuring
timber
Interest on Municipal
Loan Fund
Court houses,
Lower Canada
Jury and building fund,
L.C.
L.C. municipal fund
Commons school lands
Tavern licenses applied
to L.C. municipal fund

(pp. 362-393 in the primary document)

$49,040
4,000
294
341
91,731
79,900
114,889
25,392
29,710
38,752
128,340
3,962
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Crown lands
Total revenue
80c per head of
population

205,512
—
771,823
888,888
—
1,660,712

Now it is evident that these figures agree
with the calculations of the Honorable Finance
Minister [Alexander Galt], less a difference of
$20,000 to $25,000. Lower Canada will have a
revenue of nearly $1,500,000, and the excess of
its revenue over expenditure, according to the
calculations of the Honorable the Finance
Minister [Alexander Galt], will be $209,000.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Why
do you deduct the revenue from the Municipal
Loan Fund? Is it because Lower Canada is to
be charged with the payment of the Municipal
Loan Fund debt?
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—I strike out the item
of revenue from the common school lands,
because in the course of time the lands will
become exhausted, and the revenue cannot be
considered as permanent. Besides, the amount
must be added to the Common School Fund,
and cannot really be considered as an ordinary
source of revenue. It is the same as regards the
Municipal Loan Fund, which cannot be
considered as permanent revenue, and I wish
to count only the ordinary items of revenue.
But, on the other hand, it must be seen that
many of the items of revenue will increase in
course of time, so that the surplus of revenue
over expenditure in Lower Canada will
always be considerable.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
honorable member did not understand my
question. I asked him whether Lower Canada
will be compelled to pay the municipal debt,
and he has not answered.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—I understood the
honorable gentleman perfectly well, but I
make it a rule never to allow myself to be
turned aside by interruptions, and I shall not
depart from that rule now.

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The figures I have
given are highly important, for they
demonstrate that Lower Canada will have a
real revenue under the new Constitution—a
revenue which is not calculated upon the
probable increase and prosperity of the
country, but upon the present revenue—of
nearly $1,500,000, to meet local expenses. And
yet, in the face of these figures, which are
based upon the most evident facts, honorable
members talk of direct taxes.
They simply want to frighten the country.
But the people will see that there is no danger
of direct taxation with the surplus revenue we
shall have. Direct taxation must be resorted to
if Lower Canada should give way to
extravagance and spend more than her means,
but not otherwise. Lower Canada will have a
revenue sufficient to meet all its expenses,
unless it follow the example of a person with
an income of £400, who should expend £1,000.
The total expenses of Lower Canada for all
purposes, less the cost of legislation and the
payment of interest on the local debt, will be
$997,000, calculating the expenditure upon the
present basis.
But it is evident that Lower Canada will
reduce its expenditure, such for instance as the
expenditure connected with the Crown Lands
department, and that economy will be
practised
•
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in order, at a future period, to meet the
expenses of local works, without rendering it
necessary to defer other necessary items of
expenditure. The expenses of the local
legislation of Lower Canada may be set down
at $150,000, and that is a reasonable estimate if
we remember that all questions of general
interest are to be discussed and regulated by
the Federal Parliament, and that the local
legislatures will only have to deal with
questions of local interest. It is clear that the
sessions will be far shorter than they are at
present, and far less expensive.
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Every one will admit that under the present
system long discussions do not take place in
the House on private bills and measures of
local interest, which are discussed in
committees, but that such discussions occur on
questions of a general interest, such as
railways, taxation, the tariff, Confederation,
and that these are the discussions which
prolong the session. I say, moreover, that the
interest on the portion of the public debt to be
assigned to us will be about $90,000, and that
our total yearly expenditure will reach
$1,237,000, leaving us a surplus revenue of
$209,000. I trust Lower Canada will have the
prudence to set apart a large portion of the
$209,000, in order to carry out hereafter local
works and improvements without being
compelled to touch its yearly revenue.
Alexandre
Dufresne [Iberville]—The
surplus can be put out at interest!
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] feigns great uneasiness as to the
position of Lower Canada in the
Confederation, as well as to the matter of
direct taxes. He spoke at great length as to the
prosperous financial position of Lower
Canada when she entered the union in 1841;
but we must remember that before the union
the revenue of Lower Canada was but
$580,0,00, and that, nevertheless, she was
compelled to provide for all local expenses
and many items of general expense which,
under the Confederation, will fall within the
domain of the Federal Government, such, for
instance, as the payment of the salaries of the
judges, etc. Under the Confederation Lower
Canada will have a surplus of over $200,000 on
its local expenditure, even though the present
expenditure should not be reduced.
The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] also said that the share
of the debt apportioned to Lower Canada,
apart from the general debt, would be
$4,500,000. He must have made serious errors
in his calculations in order to arrive at such a

649

result. The debt of the two Canadas at the
present moment, deducting the Sinking Fund,
is $67,263,000; comparing the calculation of the
honorable member with that put forth by him
in his address to his electors in 1863, I find he
has arrived at a perfectly different result, and
he has no right to accuse others of being in
error. Thus, in his address he states that apart
from the then debt, $16,000,000 would be
required for the Intercolonial Railway, and yet
he now asserts that it would take twenty
millions.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—It was
the President of the Council [George Brown]
who said it.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The honorable
member should not trust to the calculations of
the President of the Council [George Brown],
since he himself has stated that nothing good
can come from this side of the House. But the
fact is the honorable member was anxious not
to frighten the people at that time, and
therefore it was that he spoke of sixteen
millions, whereas now ho speaks of twenty.
With regard to the amount of the public debt,
the Hon. Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt]
has given us figures taken from the most
reliable sources, and I prefer adopting his
figures to following those of the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion].
The Hon. Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt] told us that the total debt of the two
Canadas, without counting the Sinking Fund,
was $67,263,000, and that the Federal
Government would undertake $62,500,000.
There will therefore remain about $4,763,000
to be divided between Upper and Lower
Canada, and if Lower Canada takes for its
share $4,500,000 as the honorable member
stated, there will only remain about $263,000
for Upper Canada! I do not see how the
honorable gentleman has managed to arrive at
such a result, for it is clearly erroneous.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Let
the Honorable Soliticitor General apply to the
Honorable Minister of Finance [Alexander
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Galt], and he will get the explanation.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—It is evident that the
honorable member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion], in his calculation of the
apportionment of the residue of the debt
between Upper and Lower Canada, has put a
4 in place of a 1 or 2, in the same way that he
put 20 in place of 16 in the matter of the
Intercolonial Railway. In his anxiety to find
fault he sees double, and instead of seeing five
millions to be divided, he s as nine. The debt
devolving upon Lower Canada will not be
$4,500,000. Lower Canada will have only its
just share of the five millions to be divided.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—The
honorable member has forgotten the
explanations of the Honorable Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt], who stated
•
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that the debt incurred for the redemption of
the seigniorial tenure, which amounts to three
millions, was not included in the general debt.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt] stated the whole
debt, in his speech at Sherbrooke, at
$67,263,99427. The amount of the debt is
$75,578,000; but it is necessary to deduct the
Sinking Fund and cash in bank, $7,132,068,
reducing it to $68,445,953; the Minister of
Finance also deducted the Common School
Fund, which amounts to $1,181,958, and he
arrived at the result I have just given, that is to
say, that the real debt of Canada is $67,263,994.
I do not give all the items of the public debt,
for I do not think it devolves upon me to prove
that the calculations of the Finance Minister
[Alexander Galt] are not correct; that is the
task of those who accuse him of error; and the
Public Accounts are there to show that the
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt] has stated
nothing but the truth.
The honorable member for Hochelaga

27

[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] has manifested
excessive anxiety respecting the financial
position of the Confederation; but in this case
also we have the same guarantees as for that
of the local governments. He asserted, for
instance, that Newfoundland was too poor to
contribute
to
the
revenue
of
the
Confederation, and that, in place of receiving
anything from that province, we shall be
compelled to send down money to prevent the
people of the island from perishing by cold.
The honorable gentleman is, nevertheless,
well aware that Newfoundland has a large
revenue, a revenue of $480,000, and that its
expenses are less than its income.
Newfoundland will receive its share from the
Federal chest, but it will also contribute to the
general revenue. While I am considering this
portion of the honorable gentleman’s speech, I
must admit that it is the strongest argument in
behalf of Confederation, from the standpoint
of the Lower Provinces, that could be brought
forward; and, for my part, I desire to see
thousands of copies of his speech sent to those
provinces, for his object clearly is to shew that
the measure would be entirely to their
advantage.
He has attempted to show that they will
have a larger revenue than they have at
present; but he omitted to state that Lower
Canada would have $200,000 over and above
her expenses. He knows perfectly well that the
total revenue of the provinces forms a sum of
$14,223,320, for 1864, and that the total
expenditure amounted only to $13,350,832, so
that there is a surplus of $872,488, apart from
the revenue from increase of imports in 1864.
The financial position is therefore highly
favorable for the formation of a Confederation.
The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] stated that New
Brunswick would have a surplus of $34,000
over its expenditure, and he complains, upon
that ground, of the subsidy of $63,000 it is
proposed to pay that province during ten
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years. But every one is aware that the subsidy
is to be paid because that province gives up all
its revenues to the Federal Government,
except that derived from its export duty on
timber; that was the reason its delegates
insisted on the payment of the subsidy during
ten years, and they were right. The honorable
member also stated that Prince Edward Island
was to receive $48,000 more than its expenses.
But how comes it then that Prince Edward
Island has hitherto exhibited reluctance?
It must be that that province takes a different
view from the honorable member. The truth,
however, is that Prince Edward Island, like the
other provinces, was treated with justice and
equity by the Quebec Conference, that its local
requirements were considered, and that a
sufficient revenue to provide for them was
awarded to it.
The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion], who spoke in English,
took that opportunity to make a violent appeal
to the members from Upper Canada, and told
them that there would be enormous imposts,
and that two-thirds of the revenue and of the
taxes would be paid by them. He did well to
speak in English, for I am certain that he
would not make the same assertion in French
in the presence of the members from Lower
Canada; he would make no appeal of that
nature, and I regret it, for that would give us
the best of reasons for entering into the
Confederation; but I must acknowledge that
that statement of the honorable member is not
exactly correct, for the basis of the
Confederation is justice to all. The honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] also said, in order to produce an effect
upon the members from Upper Canada, that
the extension of the Confederation westward
was a farce, “an absurd affair,” 28 because the
western provinces do not even think of it, and
because we have no communication with that
territory.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We must go round
28
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Cape Horn!
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Since the question of
Confederation has been raised, papers have
arrived from Victoria (Vancouver’s Island)
and from British Columbia, and they all agree
in saying that it is to their
•

(p. 381)

advantage to unite themselves with the
provinces for all general business, reserving to
themselves the management of their local
affairs. I quote as follows from one of the
journals in question:—
Whatever may be the result of the present attempts to
form a Confederation of the North American Colonies, we
may be certain of one thing, and that is, that but few years
will pass away before the accomplishment of a plan of this
nature. Half a dozen provinces lying adjacent to each
other, and subject to one and the same power, having
different tariffs, exhibit a state of affairs which, from its
very nature, cannot continue long. However, setting aside
this anomaly, we find North American Colonies for which
a more vast political career must be provided.
The people have too long labored under the weight of
disabilities which, by wounding their pride, have placed
them in a humiliating position before the eyes of the whole
world. With all the advantages of responsible government
granted to him by the Imperial authorities, after years of
strife and trials, the colonist hardly possesses one half the
national privileges enjoyed by an Englishman. He is
deprived of his share of patronage even in cases in which
he is entitled to it and is eminently worthy of it. The
position of Colonial Governor is seldom or never granted
to him, and in many parts of Her Majesty’s dominions he
is forbidden to practise his profession in the courts of
justice. We therefore hail this initiative taken by the
Canadian Government as the commencement of the
regeneration of the colonists, who have hitherto remained
in pupilage.
With a confederation of colonies extending from one
ocean to the other, what limits shall we assign to our
greatness, our material progress and our political
aspirations? Instead of seeing the talent of our statesmen
fettered, harassed and restrained within the narrow limits
of local politics, we shall find its scope extended to a whole
continent, while a more vast and natural field will be
thrown open to the active and enterprising spirit of the
North American Provinces. Want of space prevents our
entering upon this question at greater length to day; but
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we hope that the movement will succeed, and will allow
us at no distant day to emerge from the isolated and feeble
position in which we now are, to become a part of the
great British North American Confederation.29

That is the language of one of the
newspapers of those colonies. What has the
hon. member to say to it? I hope I shall be
forgiven for reading some more extracts from
these journals, which we do not read here as
much as we ought to do, al though they are of
a nature to give us information respecting that
part of British North America. Another paper
says:—
There is then but one course left for the English colonies,
and more especially the North American and Australian
colonies. Before ten years have passed over our heads, the
population of the colonies comprised between
Vancouver’s Island and Newfoundland will be hardly less
than six millions of souls, occupying a territory as large as
that of the United States before the civil war, and in extent
greater than three-fourths of the continent of Europe. With
telegraphic communication and railways from one ocean
to the other, with a Federal union, in which will be
combined and concentrated all the talent of the colonies,
and the object of which will be to represent the various
interests of those colonies, what country has before it a
more splendid future than this immense Confederation,
with its innumerable and inexhaustible resources?30

I shall not occupy any further time in
quoting from these journals, but I wished to
demonstrate that the plan of Confederation is
not only a plan of political men in their
extremity, as was said by the hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion], but that
the provinces give in their adherence to it,
because they perceive that it will be
advantageous to them. As to the facilities for
communication, I shall quote an excellent
authority—Professor Hind—to show that they
are not so limited as the hon. member declares
them to be.
The following is from an essay by Professor
Hind on the subject of the North-West
Territory:—

29
30
31

The Canadian emigrant party assembled at Fort Garry, in
June, 1862, travelling thither by Detroit, La Crosse, St.
Paul, and Fort Abercrombie, by rail, stage and steamer. At
Fort Garry they separated into two parties; the first
division contained about one hundred emigrants, the
second division, sixty-five persons. The first party took the
northern route, by Carlton to Edmonton; the second, the
southern trail.
At Edmonton they all changed their carts for horses and
oxen, and went thence in a straight line to the Leather Pass
(lat. 54 °), through which they took 130 oxen, and about 70
horses. They suddenly found themselves on the
headwaters of the Fraser River, and so gentle was the
ascent that the only means they had of knowing that they
had passed the dividing ridge of the Rocky Mountains
was by unexpectedly observing the waters of the rivers
flowing to the westward. When in the mountains they
killed a few oxen for provisions; others were sold to the
Indians at Tête June Cache, on the Fraser River, and others
were rafted down the Fraser to the forks of the Quesnelle.
At Tête June Cache a portion of the party separated from
the rest, and, with fourteen horses, went across the
country by an old well-worn trail, to Thompson’s river,
and thus succeeded in taking their horses from Fort Garry
through the Rocky Mountains—through a supposed
impassable part of British Columbia—to the wintering
station on Thompson’s
•
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river for the pack animals of the British Columbia goldseekers. With this party of more than 150 people were a
woman and three little children. The little children were
well cared for, for the emigrants took a cow with them,
and these infant travellers were supplied with milk all the
way on their long journey to the Leather Pass in the Rocky
Mountains. I look upon the successful journey of the
Canadian emir grants in 1862, across the continent, as an
event in the history of Central British America of
unexampled importance. It cannot fail to open the eyes of
all thinking men to the singular natural features of the
country which formed the scene of this remarkable
journey. Probably there is no other continuous stretch of
country in the world, exceeding 1,000 miles in length, and
wholly in a state of nature, which it would be possible for
100 people, including a woman and three children, to
traverse during a single short season, and successfully,
and indeed easily overcome such apparently formidable
obstacles as the Rocky Mountains have been supposed to
present.31
On a review of what is now known of Central British

Newspaper article from British Columbia. Unconfirmed reference.
ibid.
Henry Houle Hind’s speech to the Statistical Society of London (Jan. 19, 1864). “The Commercial Progress and Resources
of Central British America” in The Merchant's Magazine and Commercial Review, Vol. 51 (1864), pp. 263-264.
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America, the following facts cannot fail to arrest the
attention and occupy the thoughts of those who think it
worthwhile to consider its future, and its possible relation
to us during the next and succeeding generations.
We find in the great basin of Lake Winnipeg an area of
cultivable land equal to three times the area of this
province, and equal to the available land for agricultural
settlement in the province of Canada. It is watered by
great lakes, as large as Lake Ontario; and by a vast river,
which in summer is navigable to within sight of the Rocky
Mountains. It contains inexhaustible supplies of iron,
lignite, coal, salt, and much gold. It has a seaport within
350 miles, via the Nelson River, of Hudson Bay, which is
accessible for three months in the year for steamers.
This great basin contains the only area left on the
American continent where a new nation can spring into
existence. 32

This is a complete refutation of the statement
made by the hon. member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion], that communication
with those colonies is impossible. In a part of
the lecture from which I have just quoted,
Professor Hind says that, between Lake
Superior and the Lake of the Woods, the
distance is only about 200 miles, and when
once that is got over, an immense valley more
than a thousand miles in length is attained—a
magnificent valley, which may form part of
the Confederacy and provide an outlet for our
population.
The hon. member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] also told us, that if we accepted
Confederation we should subsequently be
drawn into a legislative union; but he well
knows that by the Constitution which is
submitted to this House, the question of a
Federal union only is mooted. If at a
subsequent period our descendants should
choose to have a legislative union, that will be
their affair and not ours; if they do choose to
have it, it will be because they will then be
strong enough to have nothing to fear.
32
33
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Further, without entering into all the details
relating to the position, as to religion, of Lower
Canada in the Confederation, I must call
attention to the fact that the total population of
all the provinces, in 1861, was 3,300,000 souls,
and of these the total number of Catholics
amounted to 1,494,000.
Thus they will be numerous enough to
protect their religious and other interests; and
those interests will be in a position of safety in
the local legislatures. We do not seek to be
allowed privileges which others have not; we
only wish that our rights may be respected as
we respect those of others. French-Canadians
are not, have never been, and will not become
persecutors either in political or religious
matters under the Confederation.
I appeal to men belonging to other religions
to say whether we have ever proved unjust or
persecutors to them. That part of the
population of Lower Canada which is of
foreign origin will have nothing to fear under
the Local Government, any more than we shall
have anything to fear under the Federal
Government. But in consideration of what has
been said by the honorable members for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] and
Lotbinière [Henri Joly], and of the mistrust
which they have endeavored to create in the
minds of the French-Canadian and Catholic
population of Lower Canada, I think the
House will allow me to read an extract from a
letter written by His Grace the Archbishop of
Halifax, who is likely to understand the
interests of the Catholic population quite as
well as the two honorable members in
question.
This is the reply which he makes to those
who pretended that we had reason to fear
invasion of the country by the Fenians33:—

This portion of the essay/speech is unconfirmed.
The Fenian movement gained strength in North America when British antipathy in the United-States heightened after
American politicians blamed “unneutral” British interference during the civil war after it concluded and after raids on the
Irish Republican Brotherhood in Ireland in the Fall of 1865 angered American immigrated Irish. In America, membership
in the Fenian movement swelled late in 1865 and it aimed at invading British North American to encourage rebellion and
free Ireland from English subjugation. While the movement itself did attempt actual invasions of British North America,
these were inefficient and unorganized.
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If there be fifty thousand men already prepared to invade
this country, as you admit, instead of labouring to keep us
in our present disjointed and defenceless position, you
should rather call on all to unite where a single man
cannot be dispensed with, and gird on our armour for the
reencounter. If responsible government, which the great
and good men of this country won for us, be a precious
heirloom on the Lilliputian scale on which we now find it,
instead of bartering it away for nothing by Confederation,
as you say, we shall rather, in my opinion, add to its lustre
and value, and ennoble and enrich it, and make it
boundlessly grander and more secure for ourselves and
those who are to come after us. We obtained
•
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responsible government from the Mother Country, in
whose legislative halls we had not a single member to
represent us. We are now, on the contrary, asking to
transfer the rich and prized deposit to a place which will
be a part only of our common country, where our voice
must be heard, and where we will have a fuller and fairer
representation than the city of London or Liverpool, or
Bristol, can boast of in their English House of Commons;
and this is the great difference between obtaining from
England what we had not, and transferring what we now
have, in order to make it more valuable and more
available for our own purposes, and by far more secure.
Confederation, therefore, instead of depriving us of the
privileges of self-government, is the only practical and
reliable guarantee for its continuance. We are too small to
be warranted in the hope of being able to hold it always
on the strength of our own resources; and England, if not
too weak, is certainly too prudent and too cautious to risk
her last shilling and her last man in a country where,
instead of a population of four millions, she will have
scarcely one-tenth of that number to help her against the
united power of a whole continent. To deny, therefore, the
obvious advantages of Confederation, you must first
prove that union is not strength—that England under the
heptarch, and France under the feudal chief and barons,
were greater and stronger and happier than they now are
as the two greatest nations of the world.34

Here, again, is what he says in answer to
those who will have nothing to do with
defence, under the pretext that we have
nothing to fear from our neighbors:—
No nation ever had the power of conquest that did not use
it, or abuse it, at the very first favorable opportunity.
All that is said of the magnanimity and forbearance of

34

35
36

mighty nations, can be explained on the principle of sheer
expediency, as the world knows. Take whole face of
Europe has been changed, and the dynasties of many
hundred years have been swept away within our own
time, on the principle of might alone—the oldest, the
strongest, and, as some would have it, the most sacred of
all titles. The thirteen states of America, with all their
professions of self-denial, have been all the time, by
money-power, and by war, and by negotiation extending
their frontier, until they more than quadrupled their
territory within sixty years; and believe it who may, are
they now, of their own accord, to come to a full stop? No;
as long as they have the power they must go onward, for
it is the very nature of power to grip whatever is within its
reach. It is not their hostile feelings, therefore, but it is their
power, and only their power I dread.35

In reply to those who declare that the best
defence we can have is no defence at all, he
says:—
To be fully prepared is the only practical argument that
can have weight with a powerful enemy, and make him
pause beforehand and count the cost. And as the sort of
preparation I speak of is utterly hopeless without the
union of the provinces, so at a moment when public
opinion is being formed on this vital point, as one deeply
concerned, I feel it a duty to declare myself unequivocally
in favour of Confederation as cheaply and as honourably
obtained as possible, but Confederation at all hazards and
at all reasonable sacrifices.
After the most mature consideration, and all the
arguments I have heard on both sides for the last month,
these are my inmost convictions on the necessity and the
merits of a measure which alone, under Providence, can
secure to us social order and peace, and rational liberty
and all the blessings we now enjoy under the mildest
government and the hallowed institutions of the freest
and happiest country in the world.36

I will now draw your attention to a short
letter from the Roman Catholic Bishop of
Newfoundland, which has not yet been read
in the House, but which has just been
published in the newspapers:—
St. Johns, Jan. 5th, 1865.
My Dear Sir,—In reply to your communication of this
date, I beg to state that I took no notes of the observations

Archbishop Connolly’s letter was published in the Halifax Morning Chronicle on Jan. 13, 1865. Republished in the [Quebec]
Morning Chronicle (Jan. 24, 1865).
ibid.
ibid.
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I made at the last examination of the youth of St.
Bonaventure’s College. I distinctly remember, however,
that among other arguments I used to impress on parents
and scholars the necessity of education, one was, that
according to the tendency of the age, a union of all the
British North American Provinces would take place, if not
immediately, by the force of circumstances in a few years;
and that such a union would have an extraordinary
influence on the rising generation in Newfoundland.
People were in the habit of saying that education of a high
class was useless in this country, as the field was too
limited.
I repudiated that idea altogether. Newfoundlanders were
not confined to this island, the British Empire and the
States were open to them. Wherever the English language
was spoken, there was an opening for an educated
Newfoundlander. But independently of that, the
Confederation of the Provinces would open up a homemarket for education and talent—a market increasing
every year, and of which at present we can form no
conception. The bar, for example, would be open to all; the
Central Legislature would open up a great field for
political ability; the highest offices of the law and the
government would be open to Newfoundlanders as well
as to Canadians or Nova Scotia’s; and I hope that they
would be found perfectly qualified by education to take
their places, side by side, with their fellow confederates,
and compete for the prizes the Confederation would hold
out to them, on terms of perfect equality. I sincerely
believe that they could do so, as, from my experience, I
considered that the youth of this country have as fine
talents,
•
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and as great an adaptability for learning, as I have seen in
any part of the world; and that I never saw, in any part of
Europe, boys acquitting themselves better (and in many
eases not so well) than they did at the preparatory
examinations and the present exhibition. This, so far as I
recollect, was the substance of the remarks I made on
the fact, immediate or prospective, of the Provincial
Confederation.37

Thus, whilst some honorable members seek
to alarm Lower Canada by asserting that our
religion and our nationality are in danger, here
we have an Archbishop and a Bishop
declaring them strongly in favor of
Confederation, and who do not see in it any
danger for their flocks. And it is well known,
even here, that the whole of the estimable and
most respected body of the clergy, from those
of the highest rank down to the very humblest
37
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of their followers, are in favor of
Confederation. But the honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion], for the
purpose of frightening Lower Canada, has
told us that we should very soon have a
legislative union, and that in that case the fifty
French-Canadian members from Lower
Canada would coalesce with the minority of
the Federal Parliament, with the view of
obstructing the working of the Government.
Well, what better proof could we have that we
have nothing to fear, and that we shall not be
exposed to danger under Confederation?
History is before us to prove that there will
always be an opposition, and that if an attempt
is made to oppress any one section of the
Confederation, its representatives would unite
in a body with the minority, and having
thereby constituted a majority, would prevent
any injustice on the part of the Federal
Government.
I beg to thank the hon. member for having,
against his will, furnished me with so strong
an argument in favor of Confederation. The
hon. member then appealed to the national
passions and the prejudices of race. He told us
that the Protestant minority in Lower Canada
would have to seek protection against the
majority of that section. I repeat it, he made
that assertion in English, and would not repeat
it in French. But what treatment did the
minority receive in Lower Canada when she
had a separate Parliament? Did not the
French-Canadian majority always exercise
liberality towards our fellow-countrymen
whose origin and religion was different from
ours?
Thank God, our race is not a persecuting
race; it has ever been liberal and tolerant. The
hon. member for Lotbinière (Mr. Joly) has also
appealed to the religious and national
prejudices of the English minority of Lower
Canada, but he ought to remember that there
is no more danger for the English race in
Lower Canada than for any other, and that he

Letter from John T. Mullock, Bishop of Newfoundland on Jan. 5, 1865. Republished in “The R.C. Bishop of Newfoundland
on Confederation,” [Quebec] Morning Chronicle (Feb. 24, 1865).
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was the very last member of the House who
ought to appeal to religious or national
prejudices.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—Mr. Speaker, I beg
leave to correct the honorable member.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The hon. gentleman
can speak presently.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—But any member
may correct another when he has been made
to say the very reverse of what he did say.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Mr. Speaker, I call
the hon. gentleman to order. I have not found
fault with his having spoken for three hours. I
did not interrupt him whilst he spoke, and
consequently I do not choose to be interrupted
myself. I do not wish to put words into his
mouth which he has not uttered, but I wish to
have it understood that he made an appeal to
the English of Lower Canada, calling upon
them to reflect on the fate of their race and
their religion, when he read an extract from
the report of Lord Durham 38, the hon.
gentleman took very good care to read it in
English only—
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—I protest against
the language of the hon. member, and I claim
the right to explain.
Jean-Baptiste-Éric Dorion [Drummond &
Arthabaska]—It is not so; the hon. member for
Lotbinière [Henri Joly] did not appeal to
religious prejudices.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—I desire to know,
Mr. Speaker, whether the hon. member is to be
allowed to assert that I said what I did not say?
Mr. Speaker—The hon. member for
Lotbinière [Henri Joly] is entitled to explain
his language, or to correct the Solicitor General
[Hector-Louis Langevin] after he has finished
speaking.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—I have the floor, and
I claim to be heard without further
interruption.
38
39

Jean-Baptiste-Éric Dorion [Drummond &
Arthabaska]—Good; but state correctly what
a member may have said.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The hon. gentleman
is not pleased that an attack should be made
on one of his friends, and yet he was by no
means displeased at the language used by the
hon. member for Lotbinière [Henri Joly] last
night when speaking of my colleague the Hon.
Attorney General [George-Étienne Cartier]. At
all events I will not be interrupted.
•
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Jean-Baptiste-Éric Dorion [Drummond &
Arthabaska]—This is the sort of justice to be
expected from the other side of the House.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—You may speak
when you like; you can speak when your turn
comes, but we shall not listen to you.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—I assert then that the
hon. member for Lotbinière [Henri Joly] has
appealed to the passions, seeking to have it
believed on the one hand that French
Canadian nationality and the Catholic religion
would be endangered by Confederation, and
on the other hand that English nationality and
the Protestant religion would be exposed to
danger in Lower Canada under the local
government. He cited in the English language
the report of Lord Durham 39, to induce the
belief that the English of Lower Canada would
never consent to submit to a legislature, the
majority of which would be French-Canadian;
but for my part I am not of that opinion, and I
think that they will submit to it, because they
are sure that they will be treated with justice.
It ill became that hon. gentleman to make this
statement, when he is himself elected for a
county exclusively Catholic, which has not
hesitated to entrust him with its interests. He
ought not to have made this appeal, as he
himself is a living proof of the religious

Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839).
Durham Report (1839).
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tolerance and liberality of our compatriots.
Neither did it become the hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] to speak as
he did to the same effect, when we have seen
a large and important electoral division—the
division of Laurentides—reject a venerable
gentleman who presented himself for reelection to the Legislative Council, a man who
had been in political life for more than twentyfive years, to elect in his place an English
Protestant, Mr. Price, although there were not
1,500 Protestants in the whole division, out of
a population of 50,000 souls. The election of
the member for the county of Megantic (Mr.
Irvine) is yet another evidence of the liberality
of our fellow-countrymen, the majority of the
residents in that county being FrenchCanadians and Catholics.
Jean-Baptiste-Éric Dorion [Drummond &
Arthabaska]—It was not they who sent him
here.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—On the contrary, but
for their votes he would not have been
returned to Parliament for that county. I may
further say, Mr. Speaker, that the presence
here of the hon. member for Shepherd (Hon.
Mr. Huntington), that of the member for
Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton), and the
presence of several other members afford
abundant proof of the liberality of our fellowcountrymen, because those honorable
members, although English and Protestant,
represent counties the great majority of the
population in each of which is FrenchCanadian and Catholic.
The English have always been dealt with
more liberally than the hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] himself
would, perhaps, treat us were he in power. We
did not require the aid of the hon. members for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] and
Lotbinière [Henri Joly] for the protection of the
minorities in the Conference. We were the first
to demand that justice should be extended to
the Catholics of Upper Canada and the
Protestants of Lower Canada, because we
desired to establish a solid work, and not to
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build on the sand an edifice which would
crumble to dust the next day.
The English of Lower Canada will not be
excited by the appeals of the hon. members,
because they know that whatever they can
justly claim will be conceded to them without
difficulty and with all good will. Mr. Speaker,
although, it is with great regret that I have to
ask the continued attention of the House, at
this late period of the evening, yet such is the
great importance of the question before us,
that I venture to hope that the House will
pardon me for presenting at such length my
views on this matter. I may be permitted, I
hope, to refute another assertion made by the
honorable member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion]. That honorable member, who
has found something to censure in every
article of the scheme of Confederation,
conceived that he produced an argument that
would be irresistible by asserting that the
distribution of the debt was unfair and
burdensome to Lower Canada.
To give a greater force to this argument, he
stated that Lower Canada entered into the
union with a debt of $400,000, and that she
would leave it with a burden of $30,000,000,
after having only expended in the interval the
sum of $12,000,000 for public works within her
limits. This argument is most specious.
Supposing that our debt was $400,000, and
that to day it is $30,000,000, the honorable
member must at all events admit that the
circumstances also have very much changed.
At the time of the union our population was
only 630,000, and to day it is 1,250,000. The
honorable member, too, must not forget that at
the time of the union our territory only
produced 21,000,000
•
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bushels of grain, whilst to day it produces
more than 50,000,000 bushels. At the time of
the union we had only 1,298 schools, and to
day we have 3,600.
At the time of the union only 39,000 children,
whilst to day they are attended by more than
200,000 attended these schools. At the union
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the exportations from the ports of Quebec and
Montreal amounted to $9,000,000; to day they
exceed $18,000,000. At the union the number
of vessels built annually in our shipyards were
48 only; now we have 88, and the tonnage is
quadrupled. At the time of the union our
importations amounted to $10,000,000, and to
day they reach $45,000,000. At the time of the
union our exportations and importations
amounted to $16,000,000; to day they reach the
enormous sum of $87,000,000.
And it is with such figures as these before us
that we are to be told that we are leaving the
union with a debt of $30,000,000! At the time
of the union the revenue arising from the tax
on bank-notes, which affords a fair indication
of the extent of business done, amounted to
$2,200; to-day it amounts to $15,800. At the
time of the union the number of merchantmen
arriving in Quebec every year was 1,000; now
it is 1,660, and the number of vessels arriving
at all the ports in Lower Canada is 2,463 At the
time of the union the tonnage of these vessels
was 295,000 tons, and now in the port of
Quebec it is 807,000 tons, and for the whole of
Lower Canada 1,041,000 tons. At the time of
the union 25,000 sailors arrived here annually;
now we have 35,000.
In 1839 the revenue of Lower Canada was
$588,000; when we enter the Confederacy,
although we are not called upon to pay any of
the expenditure for general purposes, our
revenue will be $1,446,000, that is to say that
we shall have, under the Confederation, a
revenue three times as large as it was at the
time of the union; and instead of having, as we
then had, an excess of expenditure amounting
to about $80,000, the total expenditure of
Lower Canada, under the Confederation, will
be about $1,200,000, leaving a surplus of more
than $200,000!
If then our debt has increased, we have
made most rapid progress, and we have
received the full value for our money. Nor
must it be forgotten that at the time of the
union of Upper and Lower Canada the
country had not a single railway, and now it is
traversed from end to end by one of the finest

railways on this continent; and ere long, let us
hope in the interest of our commerce and our
safety, that this iron band will connect the
extreme west with the Atlantic ocean.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—We entered the
union when the Welland canal had hardly
been begun; we leave it with one of the most
magnificent canal systems the world has ever
seen.
And then the telegraph lines. At the time of
the union the only telegraph we had was that
one with balls, which so many of us
remember, and which used to connect the
citadel with the Island of Orleans, and thence
communicated with Grosse Isle by a telegraph
of the as ne kind; now an immense network of
telegraph wires places us in daily and
immediate communication with the most
remote districts in the different provinces. We
leave the union with a debt greater than that
with which we entered it, but we leave it with
a most perfect system of lighthouses, wharves,
piers, slides, in fact with a large number of
other public works, which have mainly
contributed to the settlement and the
prosperity of the country, and which have
more than doubled its resources since the
union.
The Grand Trunk Railway alone, for the
sixteen millions which it has cost us, has
contributed to increase the value of our lands
by millions and millions of dollars, by
enhancing the value of our agricultural
productions, which are by its means brought
with greater ease to the different markets, and
moreover entailed an expenditure in our
midst of more than seventy millions of dollars
for its construction alone.
Yes, Mr. Speaker, if we entered the union
with a debt of four hundred thousand dollars,
and if to-day we leave it with a debt of thirty
millions of dollars, we can at all events show
what we have done with the money, by the
immense extent of territory, then nucleated,
which is now covered with abundant crops,
and which have served to keep in the country,
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not indeed all the children of our farmers, but
at least a very great number of them, who but
for these improvements would have
emigrated en masse to the neighboring country.
Under the Confederation we shall have the
control of our lands, and we can settle them so
as to retain in our midst all those of the rising
generation of both origins who too often take
to a foreign land their strong right arms, their
energy and devotion.
Our mineral lands, so rich and so
productive, the opening up of which has
•
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hardly been begun, will also be a source of
enormous revenue to the country, and will
largely contribute to increase the sum of our
population, by keeping in Canada many men
who would have gone in search of fortune
elsewhere, and it inspires me with still greater
confidence that Providence has been pleased
to join to His other blessings conferred upon
us, the possession of mines the richest and
perhaps the most abundant in the world. As
regards our fisheries, they were hardly opened
up at the time of the union; and now, although
much more may be done with them, it is,
nevertheless, undeniable that every year they
are more and more developed, and that they
are destined, at no distant period, to be a
source of immense revenue to the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—There are many
other points of view, Mr. Speaker, from which
we might examine the advantages we have
derived from the union of the Canadas, in
return for the sacrifice we have imposed upon
ourselves. We might look at the political
position we occupied at that period. We
should see that we had just come out of a
terrible crisis, during which blood had been
spilt on battle-fields and elsewhere; our
Constitution had been suspended, and the
whole country had witnessed scenes such as
its
inhabitants,
hitherto
happy
and
40
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prosperous, had never seen before.
Now we enjoy responsible government, one
of the most glorious of England’s institutions,
and one that has stood the test of ages. This
great constitutional guarantee we take with us
into the Confederation, into which we are
about to enter in a state of peace and
prosperity, with happiness in our midst, and
with the conviction that this peace, this
prosperity and this happiness will be made
more lasting than ever.
We enter it with the legitimate and patriotic
aim of placing our country in a position more
worthy of our population and of greater
importance,
and
meriting
higher
consideration from foreign nations. The hon.
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion], not content with calling up past
events, has also alluded to the constitution of
the courts of law in Lower Canada under the
Confederacy. He declared that he did not
understand the meaning of that article of the
resolutions which leaves to the Central
Government the appointment of the judges,
whilst by another article it is provided that the
constitution and maintenance of the courts
was entrusted to the Local Parliament.
The honorable member should have
observed that by the powers conferred on the
local governments, Lower Canada retains all
her civil rights, as prescribed by the 17th
paragraph of article 43, as follows:—
The administration of justice, including the constitution,
maintenance and organization of the courts, both of civil
and criminal jurisdiction, and including also the
procedure in civil matters. 40

This is a privilege which has been granted to
us and which we shall retain, because our civil
laws differ from those of the other provinces
of the Confederation. This exception, like
many others, has been expressly made for the
protection of us Lower Canadians. It was our
desire, as the representatives of Lower Canada
at the Conference, that we should have under
the control of our Local Legislature the

Quebec Resolution 43. Supra footnote 8.
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constitution and organization of our courts of
justice, both civil and criminal, so that our
legislature might possess full power over our
courts, and the right to establish or modify
them if it thought expedient. But, on the other
hand, the appointment of the judges of these
courts had to be given, as it has been, to the
Central Government, and the reason of this
provision is at once simple, natural and just.
In the Confederacy we shall have a Central
Parliament and local legislatures.—Well, I ask
any reasonable man, any man of experience,
does he think that, with the ambition which
must naturally stimulate men of mark and
talent to display their powers on the theatre
most worthy of their talents, these men will
consent to enter the local legislatures rather
than the Federal Parliament? Is it not more
likely and more reasonable to suppose that
they would rather appear and shine on the
largest stage, on that in which they can render
the greatest service to their country, and
where the rewards of their services will be the
highest?
Yes, these men will prefer to go to the
Central Parliament, and among them there
will be doubtless many of our most
distinguished members of the legal profession.
The members of this profession are often
accused of going into Parliament for the
purpose of monopolizing the representation.
If this be the case at the present time, is it not
to be supposed that they will do the same
thing under Confederation? Were the
appointment of the judges left to the local
legislatures, the local governments would be
subjected to a pressure which might be
brought to bear upon them by the first
advocate who would attain influence in the
Local Legislature.
To get rid of an inconvenient member who
might have three or four followers, the Local
Government would have to take
•
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this troublesome advocate of the second, third
or fourth order of talent, and place him on the
bench, whilst by leaving these appointments

to the Central Government, we are satisfied
that the selection will be made from men of the
highest order of qualifications, that the
external and local pressure will not be so great,
and that the Government will be in a position
to act more freely. It may be remarked, in
passing, that in the proposed Constitution
there is an article which provides that the
judges of the courts of Lower Canada shall be
appointed from the members of the bar of that
section.
This exception was only made in favor of
Lower Canada, and it is a substantial
guarantee for those who fear the proposed
system. Besides, the honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion], who
fancies that he sees danger in the powers given
to the Central Government, knows by
experience, as having himself been a minister
of the Crown, that in respect of every
appointment of a judge the Cabinet always
consults the ministers for the section in which
the appointment is to be made, and accepts
their choice.
The same practice would necessarily be
followed by the Central Government, who
would be forced to respect it, because behind
the ministers from each section would be
found the members from that section, and
behind our ministers for Lower Canada will be
found the sixty-five members whom we shall
have sent to represent and protect our interests
in the Federal Parliament. It is then
advantageous, and there could be no danger
in the provision that the judges should be
appointed by the Central Government;
indeed, it is for our interest, and the interest of
all, that it should be so.
And although it may be looked upon as a
secondary consideration, yet it may as well be
mentioned now, that by leaving the
appointment of our judges to the Central
Government, we are the gainers by one
hundred thousand dollars, which will have to
be paid for their services by the central power.
This consideration will perhaps have some
weight with the honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion], who

(pp. 362-393 in the primary document)

February 21 1865, Legislative Assembly

makes such an outcry to alarm the people that
we shall be obliged to have recourse to direct
taxation to defray the expenses of our Local
Legislature. Notwithstanding the advanced
hour of the evening, I cannot pass over in
silence another observation made by the
honorable member, and I beg he will accord
me his undivided attention at the present
moment.
The honorable gentleman has asked the
Government what meaning was to be attached
to the word “marriage,” where it occurred in
the Constitution. He desired to know whether
the Government proposed to leave to the
Central Government the right of deciding at
what age, for example, marriage might be
contracted. I will now answer the honorable
gentleman as categorically as possible, for I am
anxious to be understood, not only in this
House, but also by all those who may hereafter
read the report of our proceedings. And first
of all I will prove that civil rights form part of
those which, by article 43 (paragraph 15) of the
resolutions, are guaranteed to Lower Canada.
This paragraph reads as follows:—
15. Property and civil rights, excepting those portions
thereof assigned to the General Parliament. 41

Well, amongst these rights are all the civil
laws of Lower Canada, and among these latter
those which relate to marriage; now it was of
the highest importance that it should be so
under the proposed system, and therefore the
members from Lower Canada at the
Conference took great care to obtain the
reservation to the Local Government of this
important right, and in consenting to allow the
word “marriage” after the word “divorce,” the
delegates have not proposed to take away
with one hand from the Local Legislature what
they had reserved to it by the other. So that the
word “marriage,” placed where it is among
the powers of the Central Parliament42, has not
41
42
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the extended signification which was sought
to be given to it by the honorable member.
With the view of being more explicit, I now
propose to read how the word marriage is
proposed to be understood:—
The word marriage has been placed in the draft of the
proposed Constitution to invest the Federal Parliament
with the right of declaring what marriages shall be held
and deemed to be valid throughout the whole extent of
the Confederacy, without, however, interfering in any
particular with the doctrines or rites of the religious creeds
to which the contracting parties may belong.

This is a point of great importance, and the
French Canadian members ought to rejoice to
see that their fellow-countrymen in the
Government have not failed in their duty on a
question of so serious a nature. On many other
points many of them will doubtless claim that
we have not thoroughly fufilled our duty, but
as regards the matter in question there can be
no difference of opinion, as I we have all a
common rule to guide us; and I repeat that
they ought to rejoice that their co-religionists
in the Conference have not been found
wanting on this occasion. The whole
•
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may be summed up as follows:—The Central
Parliament may decide that any marriage
contracted in Upper Canada, or in any other of
the Confederated Provinces, in accordance
with the laws of the country in which it was
contracted, although that law might be
different from ours, should be deemed valid in
Lower Canada in case the parties should come
to reside there, and vice versa.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—There
was no necessity for that provision.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—I have just proved
that it was necessary.
Louis Archambeault [L'Assomption]—I
would ask of the Hon. Solicitor General

Quebec Resolution 43(15). Supra footnote 8.
Resolution 29(31), which reads in full, “The General Parliament shall have power to make Laws for the peace, welfare and good
government of the Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England), and especially laws respecting the following subjects:—
…Marriage and Divorce”. ibid.
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[Hector-Louis Langevin] if a marriage
contracted in the United States, before a
magistrate, and not according to canonical
laws, would be deemed valid in Lower
Canada?
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—It would be so, from
a civil point of view, if it were contracted in
accordance with the laws of the state in which
it was celebrated.
Félix Geoffrion [Verchères]—If a marriage
contracted in the United States is valid here, as
a matter of course a marriage contracted in a
British colony in conformity with the laws of
the country must be valid; therefore the
explanation of the Hon. Solicitor General
[Hector-Louis Langevin] is inadmissible, or
the resolution is useless.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—The honorable
member for Verchères [Félix Geoffrion] does
not choose to be convinced; so I will make no
further attempt to convince him. The
resolution in question signifies just what I
have stated.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—That
is to say, it means nothing at all.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—I beg your pardon, it
means that a marriage contracted in no matter
what part of the Confederacy, will be valid in
Lower Canada, if contracted according to the
laws of the country in which it takes place; but
also, when a marriage is contracted in any
province contrary to its laws, although in
conformity with the laws of another province,
it will not be considered valid. Let us now
examine the question of divorce. We do not
intend either to establish or to recognize a new
right; we do not mean to admit a thing to
which we have constantly refused to assent,
but at the Conference the question arose,
which legislature should exercise the different
powers which already exist in the
constitutions of the different provinces. Now,
among these powers which have been already
and frequently exercised de facto, is this of
divorce. As a member of the Conference,

without admitting or creating any new right in
this behalf, and while declaring, as I now do,
that as Catholics we acknowledge no power of
divorce, I found that we were to decide in
what legislative body the authority should be
lodged which we found in our Constitutions.
After mature consideration, we resolved to
leave it in the Central Legislature, thinking
thereby to increase the difficulties of a
procedure which is at present so easy. We
thought then, as we still think, that in this we
took the most prudent course. The following
illustration will prove this still more forcibly.
It is known to the House how zealous a
partisan the honorable member for Brome
(Mr. Dunkin) is of the cause of temperance.
Well, we will suppose that the honorable
gentleman were present as a member of a
municipal council in which it was to be
decided whether all the taverns in a very
populous part of the parish, which could not
be suppressed, should be banished to a remote
corner of the parish, where they would no
longer be a temptation and a stumbling-block;
would he not vote for such a measure? Would
he not send them to a place where they would
be least accessible to the population, and
would he not think he had done a meritorious
act, an act worthy of a good friend of the
temperance cause? Just so in a question of
divorce; the case is exactly analogous. We
found this power existing in the constitutions
of the different provinces, and not being able
to get rid of it, we wished to banish it as far
from us as possible.
One thing it would be vain to deny, namely,
that although we, as Catholics, do not admit
the liberty of divorce, although we hold the
marriage bond to be indissoluble, yet there are
cases in which we both admit and require the
annulling of the marriage tie—in cases, for
instance, where a marriage has been
contracted within the prohibited degrees
without the necessary dispensations. An
instance of this occurred very recently. A few
months since, an individual belonging to my
county, who had married a young girl of a
neighboring parish, without being aware at
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the time of his marriage of the relationship
which existed between him and his wife,
found out several months afterwards that they
were related in such a degree that they
required a dispensation from the bishop. That
dispensation had not been obtained.
He spoke of it to his wife, who refused to
apply for a dispensation, as a step towards the
legal celebration of their marriage. It became
necessary, therefore, to have the marriage
annulled. The affair was brought before the
Ecclesiastical Court, and, after a minute
investigation, the diocesan
•
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bishop gave judgment, declaring the marriage
null in a canonical sense. Regarded in a civil
point of view, the marriage was still valid until
it should have been declared null by a civil
tribunal. It became necessary, therefore, to
carry the cause before the Superior Court, and
my honorable friend, the member for Beauce
[Henri Taschereau], who took the case in hand
with his usual zeal and legal address, obtained
from the court, after a suitable inquiry, a
judgment declaring the marred null in a civil
sense, and ordering that it should be
registered as such in all places where it should
be needful.
If this affair had occurred in Upper Canada,
what recourse would the parties have had?
The parties being Catholics, the case would
have been brought before the bishop, who
would also have declared the marriage null
after suitable inquiry; but the cause would not
have had the same conclusion in the civil
court, particularly had it depended on certain
impediments which have force in Lower
Canada, but none in Upper Canada.
It would have become necessary to go to
Parliament to pray for an act, which, in a
Catholic point of view, would be a mere
decree of separation, but which the Parliament
would have termed an act of divorce. This
power to grant a separation is therefore
necessarily vested in the Parliament, by
whatever names such separation may be
designated, and we are not to be reproached
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for the interpretation which others may give to
such name, different from that which we
assign to it.
I thought it right to make myself understood
on this point, because I do not choose that
people should be able to say we are afraid of
explaining our position with regard to the
question of divorce and marriage, and I
believe that I have shown that our position is
consistent with our religious laws and our
principles as Catholics. I regret that I have
dwelt so long on the matters touched upon by
the honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion]; but after his speech,
and considering the position he assumed, he
must have expected an answer. And, having
done with him, I come to the honorable
member for Lotbinière (Mr. Joly).
That honorable member has endeavored to
prove that all confederations die of
consumption, and has cited, in support of his
argument, the political condition of the
Spanish republics of South America. Why did
he
say
nothing
of
the
Germanic
Confederation? If he had mentioned that, he
would have had to confess that it had proved
a success. He would have said also that it is a
monarchical confederation consisting of
thirty-one states, the chiefs of which are almost
all kings, princes, or electors. There are not
more than four or five states which are not
monarchical,
and,
nevertheless,
that
confederation works well.
Félix Geoffrion [Verchères]—Are they
sovereign states?
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Yes, but they have
done what we are now about to do. In order to
hold their own among the great powers, and
not to be at the mercy of the first who might
choose to assail their rights, they have united
their strength because they conceived that
“union is strength.” When the honorable
member for Lotbiniere [Henri Joly] was
talking about the weakness inherent in
confederations, he ought to have recollected
late events in Italy, as they happened a few
years ago. He should have called to mind the
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conquests of Garibaldi, and reflected that if he
had succeeded in overcoming a number of
petty states and even the kingdom of Naples
for the benefit of the king of Sardinia, it was
because the Italian States, being divided as he
found them, were too weak to resist an
invasion, and that, had they been
confederated, neither Garibaldi nor Victor
Emmanuel would ever have succeeded in
getting the upper hand of them.
And what happened when the little states of
Italy were banded together with Piedmont?
This happened—when Garibaldi aimed at
making conquests on his own account, he soon
found out that the small states no longer
existed, and that a large state had been formed
out of their fragments, the consequence of
which was that he was beaten at Aspramonte.
The honorable member says that our
connection with the Mother Country, under
the Confederation, would be one of paper, and
that the Upper Canadians would detest the
Lower Canadians.
Félix Geoffrion [Verchères]—He did not
say that such things would be, but that such
might be the effect of Confederation.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor General East]—Why should such be
the effect of Confederation? No questions will
be decided in the Federal Parliament but such
as relate to general matters. Local matters will
not be treated of, nor questions of race, of
religion, or of institutions peculiar to the
several provinces, and consequently there can
be no collision of opinions on such questions.
Such a fear, therefore, is quite unfounded. The
honorable member says, moreover, that the
Confederation would lead rather to divide
than to unite us, that civil war would be the
result, and that the Upper Canadians would
rather be annexed to the United States than
subjected to Lower
•
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Canadian rule.
43
44

For my part, I believe no such thing. I believe
that the Upper Canadians are too loyal to wish
to be annexed to the United States. They are
quite disposed to trade with their neighbors,
to keep up a good understanding with them,
but they do not wish to be annexed. The
honorable member for Lotbinière [Henri Joly],
getting over his fears and predictions and
speaking of the sixty-five members from
Lower Canada, put the following question—
”Suppose the population in Lower Canada
should in ten years increase thirty-four per
cent, while that of the other provinces
increases only thirty per cent, would it not be
unjust to Lower Canada that the number of its
representatives should remain the same,
should still be sixty-five, while that of the
other provinces will be increased; while in any
case the number of representatives from the
other provinces is not to be diminished unless
their population should diminish five per
cent?”43
This point is very important, but we must
observe that whatever the increase of the
population in the other provinces, the part
from Lower Canada is fixed and known. Thus,
for instance, if the population of Upper
Canada should increase more than that of
Lower Canada, the latter will always have
sixty-five members, the other provinces
receiving such increased number of
representatives as their increased population
would entitle them to. But the resolutions do
not prevent Lower Canada from having more
than sixty-five representatives, if its
population should increase faster than that of
the other provinces.
The French translation of these resolutions is
erroneous, for it says that “for the purpose of
determining the number of representatives
from each province at the end of every
decennial census, Lower Canada shall never
have either more or less than sixty-five
representatives,”44 whereas the English

Henri Joly, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 20, 1865), pp. 359-360. Quote is a summary.
The French version, which reads, “Pour les de ces nouvelles répartitions, le Bas-Canada n’aura jamais ni plus ni moins que 65
représentants, et chacune des autres sections recevra, à chaque telle nouvelle répartition, pour les dix années qui suivront, le nombre
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version of the resolutions, which is the official
version, says: “Lower Canada shall always be
assigned sixty-five members.”45 This does not
mean that Lower Canada can never have more
than sixty-five members, but that it can not
have less than sixty-five members. That is, I
think, a categorical answer to the honorable
member’s objection. If the honorable member
for Lotbinière [Henri Joly] were here, I would
answer him on other points; but I will not
attack him as he last night attacked the
Honorable Attorney General [George-Étienne
Cartier].
The honorable member compared the
conduct of the Honorable Attorney General
[George-Étienne Cartier], in moving the
scheme of Confederation, to that of a man
who, presiding over a savings bank in which
every one came to deposit his savings, having
confidence in his honesty, should some fine
day turn defaulter, betray their confidence and
ruin them. He said that the honesty of the
Honorable Attorney General for Lower
Canada [George-Étienne Cartier] had yielded
to the temptation of honors, titles and places,
and that he had forgotten all his obligations
and duties and sold his fellow-citizens. I shall
not retort on the honorable member, but I shall
take upon me to continue the comparison
made by him and tell him that the Honorable
Attorney General [George-Étienne Cartier]
has in fact opened a savings bank and has
invited every one to deposit in it his title deeds
and his savings. Accordingly we find one day
the seigniors and the censitaires46 coming and
depositing in his keeping their title deeds,
their lands and all they have.
These the Honorable Attorney General
[George-Étienne Cartier] takes and deposits in
his bank, and when he is called upon to restore
them, when he is required to account for them,
he pays as never man paid before him; to

45
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the censitaires, instead of their title deeds
burthened with mortgages, lods et ventes47,
corvées48 and all sorts of services and duties, he
restores their lands free from all burthens;
while to the seigniors he tenders the full value
of their seigniorial rights; and if this day there
are seigniors holding a hundred thousand
acres of land in full right of property, which
they can safely estimate as worth eight dollars
per acre, they may thank the Honorable the
Attorney General for Lower Canada [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] for it. The suitors in our courts
come next; they were oppressed with
enormous costs, which amounted almost to a
denial of justice; they went and deposited their
briefs, declarations and pleas in the Honorable
Attorney General’s [George-Étienne Cartier]
savings bank, and he returned them, giving
them at the same time judicial decentralisation
and diminished costs of suit. Thus it is that he
has earned the respect and gratitude of his
fellow-citizens.
It is the same as regards the inhabitants of
the townships; in place of their ambiguous
civil law, he gave them a civil law applying to
the whole of Lower Canada, the townships as
well as the seigniorial; and all are now
unanimous in expressions of gratitude
towards the Hon. Attorney General [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] for extricating them from the
judicial chaos in which they were involved.
Pleaders, advocates, in fact the whole country,
deposited their complaints in the Hon.
Attorney General’s [George-Étienne Cartier]
hands, and at the end of five years he has given
them a civil code which will do honor to
Lower Canada, honor to the three
distinguished Codification Commissioners
selected by the
•
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de membres auquel elle aura droit en prenant pour base de calcul le nombre d’âmes représenté, suivant le recensement alors de rnier,
par chacun des 65 membres du Bas-Canada.” Débats (1865), p. 2.
Quebec Resolution 20. Supra footnote 8.
Censitaires were the tenants of a seigneury.
Seigneurial taxes.
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Cartier], whose name it will transmit to
posterity. Yes, his name is attached to that
work, and the attacks of the honorable
member for Lotbinière [Henri Joly] will hardly
prevent that name from going down to our
descendants surrounded with the respect of all
those who know the services he has rendered
to his country.
But the Hon. Attorney General for Lower
Canada [George-Étienne Cartier] was not
satisfied with these services. In the midst of a
terrible crisis his country confided to him all
its interests, all its rights, all its institutions, its
nationality, its religion, in a word everything
it held most dear. The Hon. Attorney General
[George-Étienne Cartier] received the whole
trust into his safe and faithful keeping, and
when called upon to render an account, he
exhibited
all
these
interests,
rights,
institutions, our nationality and religion, in
fact everything that the people held dear, and
restored them guaranteed, protected and
surrounded by every safeguard, in the
Confederation of the British North American
Provinces.
He has been a faithful banker, and has not
betrayed the trust reposed in him, he has
honestly paid his debt; rich and poor, seigniors
and censitaires49, advocates and pleaders, all
have received their due, and the banker is
blessed from one end of the province to the
other. The honorable member says that the
Hon. Attorney General [George-Étienne
Cartier] will have his reward. He is right; my
honorable colleague will have his reward—his
day will come as did that of the late Sir Louis
Hypolite Lafontaine. When that eminent
citizen held the position occupied to day by
the Hon. Attorney General [George-Étienne
Cartier], the opposition heaped upon him the
same reproaches, the same insults that are
now offered to my honorable friend. He was
accused of being a traitor to his country; it was
broadly asserted that he was selling his fellowcitizens, and that he was the enemy of his race.
Nevertheless, that defender of the rights and
49

institutions of Lower Canada had but one
ambition, namely, to secure for his fellow
countrymen the splendid position they have
ever since occupied.
He let the disaffected continue to assail him,
and before descending into the tomb, he had
the happiness of seeing his patriotic efforts
and the purity and nobleness of his intentions
acknowledged; and when his mortal remains
were carried to their last resting place, all
classes of his fellow-citizens were eager in
doing honor to that great man, and all united
in blessing the memory of one who was no
longer accused of being a traitor, but whose
name was universally admitted to be
deserving of a place among the very highest in
parliamentary history.
It will be the same as regards the present
Hon. Attorney General for Lower Canada
[George-Étienne Cartier]. He will have his
reward; his day will come, not in the sense of
the honorable member for Lotbinière [Henri
Joly], who makes use of the expression as a
menace, but by retaining that confidence of his
fellow-citizens which appears so completely
incomprehensible to the honorable member
for Lotbinière [Henri Joly]. That he should
enjoy the confidence of his fellow-citizens
appears to me a thing perfectly natural, and
not by any means difficult to understand.
During his whole life, like Sir Louis Hypolite
Lafontaine, the present Honorable Attorney
General for Lower Canada [George-Étienne
Cartier] has devoted himself to protecting and
promoting the material and religious interests
of his fellow-countrymen, and he has now
crowned his gigantic labors by the important
share he has had in the framing of the new
Constitution, which is destined to govern one
of the greatest empires in the world, a
Constitution beneath which all races and all
religions will find protection and respect.
He will have his reward, and like his
predecessor, his name will go down to
posterity as one of the greatest benefactors of
his country. I regret, Mr. Speaker, having

Censitaires were the tenants of a seigneury.
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spoken at such great length, but the
importance of the question must be my excuse
for having, perhaps, wearied the House. After
the long speeches delivered by the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] and the honorable member for
Lotbinière [Henri Joly], it was impossible for
me to curtail my remarks, when I had to refute
and destroy all the hazardous assertions of the
two honorable members. I think I have said
enough to show that the honorable member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] made a
false prediction when he said that the day on
which Confederation was accomplished
would be an evil day for Lower Canada.
No, Mr. Speaker, the Confederation, I am
perfectly convinced, will afford the best
possible guarantee for our institutions, our
language and all that we hold dearest in the
world; under its protection we shall be strong
against the common enemy, we shall advance
rapidly in the way of prosperity, and when we
withdraw from the arena it will be with the
consolation of leaving to our descendants an
inheritance worthy of a free people.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Henri
Joly
[Lotbinière]—While
the
Honorable Solicitor General [Hector-Louis
Langevin] was speaking, I twice asked
permission to explain what I had stated,
because I thought he had not understood me;
but from the manner in which he has acted
towards me, twice refusing me the
opportunity of explaining myself, I am now
convinced that he perfectly well understood
what I wished to
•
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say, and that he merely pretended not to
understand it. I am not willing to bear the onus
of the charge he has brought against me. I shall
take the opportunity of setting him right, and
of explaining what I said yesterday. I am quite
ready to bear accusations of imprudence or
ignorance, but I will not stand a charge of
50
51
52
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cowardice, and that is the accusation I find in
the Journal de Québec of this day50.
The honorable member charges me with
having appealed to the religious prejudices of
the French-Canadians. I did not appeal to their
religious prejudices; I made an appeal to their
national prejudices. I look upon this measure
of Confederation as fatal to the interests of
Lower Canada, and I consider that that was
the only means of breaking the bands by
which the French-Canadians are bound, and
of arousing them while it is yet time; that is
what I have done and ever will do. But I am
not the man to appeal to the national
prejudices of the English after my appeal to
the French-Canadians, as the honorable
member has stated.
I shall now state the manner in which I
explained the passage from Lord Durham’s
report. I said it was impossible that both races
should long continue to live in peace; that
some day or other the two nationalities would
come into collision; that judgment would be
given by the Federal Parliament, in which the
English were to have the majority, and from
which the French-Canadians could not hope to
obtain justice. I did not state that the FrenchCanadians would act unjustly towards the
British; but I said that the latter might
complain, and that the Federal Legislature
would be called upon to decide as to whether
injustice had been done; and that its
sympathies must be distrusted. I added that
the Federal Parliament being composed of a
majority of English members, would be
inclined to give ear to the English of Lower
Canada rather than to the French-Canadians.
I then quoted Lord Durham’s report 51 to
prove that English-Canadians would never
willingly submit to the majority in Lower
Canada. And in citing the two extracts from
Lord Durham’s report52, I first read them in
English and then translated them into French.
How can it be asserted, therefore, that I made

“Canada,” Le Journal de Québec (Feb. 21, 1865).
Durham Report (1839).
ibid.
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use of the English language in order to make
an appeal to the prejudices of the AngloCanadians?
The charge is absurd. Far from desiring to
influence them in that sense, I read the
passages with hesitation, because I felt that the
British ought to blush for them. There was no
need of quoting the passages referred to in
order to tell the English of Lower Canada what
their sentiments were; I cited them in order to
make them known to the French Canadians.
With regard to the second passage, I could not
cite it in order to attract the sympathies of the
British, since it was an extract against them.
How can it be shown that I cited that passage
for the purpose of exciting the national
prejudices of the English? I appealed neither to
the religious prejudices of the Canadians, nor
to the national prejudices of the English.
Joseph Cauchon [Montmorency]—I did not
say that the honorable member for Lotbinière
[Henri Joly] was a coward; I found fault with
him for treating the question incompletely and
putting it in a wrong light. With reference to
the quotations, the honorable member did not
translate into French that part in which it was
stated that the English will never submit to a
French Canadian majority.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—I translated it
word for word.
Joseph Cauchon [Montmorency]—I did not
hear it, but I am quite willing to take his word.
The honorable member has said that he
wished to excite the national prejudices of the
French-Canadians, but that is quite as bad as
exciting religious prejudices. All I said was,
that he was wrong in exciting the prejudices of
the one race against the other.
Hector-Louis
Langevin
[Dorchester,
Solicitor
General
East]—After
the
explanations given by the honorable member
for Lotbinière [Henri Joly], and though he has
stated in a moment of excitement that he felt
convinced that when I made an accusation
against him I knew it was not well founded, I
must conclude that I was mistaken, and that
he translated his quotations from Lord
Durham’s report unknown to me. I take his

word in the matter, but I am quite sure that if
he had not been excited at the moment, he
would not have charged me with wilfully
misrepresenting him.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—I am the more
clear in my recollection of having translated
the passage from Lord Durham’s report, from
the fact that I had great difficulty in translating
it, as the House will remember.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And in fact
your translation was not quite correct,
particularly as to the word British.
Henri Joly [Lotbinière]—But since the
Honorable Solicitor General [Hector-Louis
Langevin] has given explanations and has
withdrawn what he had said against me, I feel
it to be my duty to state that I regret to have
expressed myself so strongly with reference to
him.
The debate was then adjourned.
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of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

L

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
WEDNESday,
february 22, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd instant proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference

1

uther Holton [Chateauguay]—Before the
debate is resumed, I would enquire
whether it is the purpose of the Government
to bring down the promised measure on the
subject of education in Lower Canada, before
the House is invited to pass finally the scheme
of Confederation now under discussion? I
need not say to honorable gentlemen that this
is a matter which is regarded with a great deal
of interest by a very large portion of the people
of Lower Canada, and I think that before my
honorable friend for Montreal Centre (Hon.
Mr. Rose) proceeds to take part in this debate,
the position of the Government upon that
question should be clearly defined.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—Although
the
question is not put regularly, I have no
hesitation in answering the honorable
gentleman. My answer is the answer which
has already been given by my honorable
friend the member for Sherbrooke (Hon. Mr.
Galt).
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—The
honorable member for Sherbrooke [Alexander
Galt] has not stated to the House—
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Order!
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I think I am
quite in order, on the calling of the Orders of
the Day, to put a question of this kind. But I
rise again, simply to give notice to the
honorable gentleman that I shall renew the
question on the Orders of the Day being called
to-morrow evening. I do think it is dealing
slightingly with the House and with the
country for honorable gentlemen to refuse to
state explicitly what are their purposes with
regard to this important question—whether or
not their measure is to be brought down before
a final vote is taken on Confederation. I shall
renew the question to-morrow.

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 143. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Holton’s speech.
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George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The question has
been answered twice, but the Government are
ready to answer it again, if the honorable
gentleman so desires.
John Rose [Montreal Centre] then resumed
the adjourned debate. He said—Before I proceed,
Mr. Speaker, to offer any observations on the
motion in your hand, I wish to acknowledge
very cordially the consideration which the
House evinced last evening during my
absence, and especially to acknowledge the
courtesy of my honorable friend from
Lambton (Mr. A. Mackenzie), my honorable
friend from Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton),
and my honorable friend the member for
Brome (Mr. Dunkin). I certainly feel indebted
to them for the manner in which they yielded
me precedence, at the request of the honorable
member for Montmorenci (Hon. Mr.
Cauchon); and I shall endeavour to shew my
sense of the kindness of the House, by not
trespassing on its indulgence any longer than
I can possibly help. And, before I offer any
remarks on the question itself, I would
premise this, that I hope in the course of them
I shall not give utterance to a single expression
which would seem to reflect upon those who
entertain strong opinions adverse to the
proposition now before the House.
Far be it from me to deprecate discussion—
discussion of the amplest, widest, and most
searching character, on this important
question. And far be it from me, by the use of
a single word, to impute to those honorable
members, who feel it their duty to oppose this
measure, any absence of patriotism. I believe
they are actuated by the same ardent desire for
the good of the country, which I claim for
myself.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—It is right
that the question should be considered in all
its details—not merely in its bearings on the
present state of parties, but as respects its
influence in all time to come on the country at
large. And with that view I think it ought to be
calmly,
deliberately
and
patiently

investigated, and instead of deprecating the
fullest and most ample discussion, I trust the
opportunity will be afforded to every
honorable member of this House to speak our
it in his own way and at his own time.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Well, sir, I
presume there are few who, in the abstract,
would not favour the idea of a union between
a numbers of small states adjoining each other,
rather than that they should remain isolated
under separate governments. To the idea of
union in the abstract between states so
circumstanced, I take it no one would be
opposed. But the principal ground of the
opposition which is made to the present
scheme by a not unimportant class, is this—
that the mere abstract principle of union does
not apply with full force to colonies
circumstanced as Canada, New Brunswick,
Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island, and
Newfoundland—the five colonies that are
parties to this scheme.
It is feared by many that it is the first step
towards independence—that it must tend to
loosen the ties now existing between this aid
the mother country—that it changes our
relations, and will produce a strength
incompatible
•
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with Imperial sovereignty—that it may
probably result in not only severing our
connection with the Mother Country, but in
forcing us to a union with the neighbouring
republic. That I have heard urged as the
greatest and most important objection which
strikes at the root of the proceedings of the
Quebec Conference. I know that many of the
opponents of the scheme entertain the
apprehension—perhaps the conviction—that
that will be the result.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Far from
deprecating, then, the discussion of that
question in its broadest aspect, I think all of us
who desire to perpetuate our connection with
England, should listen calmly and anxiously
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to the objections which are urged by those who
conscientiously entertain those opinions
which are not only blameless, but entitled to
respect.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Now, I do
not deny that the effect of the present
movement may be to change the character of
the actual relations which subsist between this
province and the Mother Country.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Hear! hear!
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I do not
deny that the result may be to change the
character of these relations. But I maintain,
and I hope I shall be able to satisfy the House
of the soundness of the position I take, that the
change will be of that character, that, instead
of loosening or weakening or diminishing the
connection with the Mother Country, it will
tend to put it on a footing which will make it
stronger and more enduring.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Though I
believe these relations will be somewhat
changed, and we may have to consider what
new aspect they will present, I believe this
measure is forced upon us by the necessities of
our position. The irresistible force of passing
events will not allow us to stand still But,
whether by this inevitable change the country
shall gradually lose its dependent or protected
character and assume more of the Federal
relation, constituting this a territorial division
of the Empire, I believe it will result in placing
those relations on a surer and more steadfast
footing, and that we will still acknowledge the
same Sovereign, owe the same fealty, and
maintain the same veneration for the English
Constitution and name.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—It cannot be
denied that there is a state of public opinion
growing up in England just now—not
confined, as it was a few years ago, to a class
of extreme theorists—that the connection
which subsists between the colonies—Canada
especially—and the Mother Country, is a
source of expense and danger. It cannot be
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denied that that kind of opinion has obtained
a good deal more force within the last few
years, than those of us who desire to maintain
the connection between these colonies and
England would like that it should have
obtained; and we cannot ignore the
consequences which that increasing volume of
public opinion may have upon the legislation
of England.
Then there is another consideration which
makes this subject stand out more
prominently before the people of England at
the present time than otherwise it would do,
and that is, the state of its relations with the
republic adjoining us, and the enormous
military power which the United States have
shown, within the last two or three years, that
they possess. In consequence of this, the state
of opinion in England which might have been
confined for many years perhaps to mere
theory, has been brought to a head. It is not
now merely a question of abstract opinion,
whether under such and such circumstances it
would be better for this and other colonies to
assume a more independent attitude towards
England.
But it has been pressed with unexpected
abruptness to a practical issue before the
people of England, and they have now to
consider what the relations of Great Britain to
these colonies would be, in the event of war
with the United States; how far, in that event,
it would be possible to protect this remote
dependency of the empire, to avoid disaster to
the English flag, and at a distance of 3,000
miles to maintain the prowess of the English
name. It is this which has forced public
opinion so strongly in England to a
consideration of the actual relations between
this country and the Mother Country, and it is
this state of facts with which we must deal
now. It is, I repeat, past discussing as a mere
abstract matter of doctrine. We must look our
situation in the face. We must consider the
eventualities which press themselves on our
notice, and it is our bounden duty to see
whether we cannot find in the union of these
colonies security to ourselves and a source of
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strength to the Empire at large.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—With
respect, then, to the objections urged by those
who consider that this scheme may be leading
us along a new and untrodden path towards
independence, or at least to a more
independent relation with reference to
England than that in which we now stand
towards her, I say we cannot forget that our
•
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surroundings are of a peculiar kind. I would
grant that there would be much force in the
argument that it might sever our ties with
England, if we were circumstanced as some of
the smaller states of Europe—if we had, for
example, a state like Switzerland on the one
side and any of the German Principalities on
the other. If we had, as our neighbours, states
like Belgium or Denmark—if, so situated, we
were one of a number of small states, I grant
you that, if a union of all these provinces were
to take place, it might lead possibly to that
independence which those who oppose the
scheme now fear, and which for one, I hope
from my heart, may never occur.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—No doubt, if
situated in that way—if we had no powerful
and over-awing neighbor, such a political
combination as we now propose might lead to
practical independence of England. If we were
a mere congeries of small states, with no
powerful neighbor, that result which we so
much deprecate might possibly follow. We
should, probably, in time aspire to have
foreign relations of our own, to have our own
army and navy, and to seek for that complete
emancipation which with communities as
with individuals, maturity prompts.
But independence in a state must always be
relative, and none of us can expect to live to
see the day when the British dominions in this
part of the world will be peopled to such an
extent, and become so powerful, that they can
afford to be independent of England. We
must, from the necessities of our geographical

position—so long as the United States
continue to be as powerful as they are; and
even if they were divided into two or three
portions—we must always find in them a
source of danger which must force upon us a
dependence on England.
We find, I repeat, in our position towards the
United States, and in the great preponderating
power they possess, a guarantee that we need
not apprehend that there will be anything like
practical independence of England asserted by
the colonies of North America; because, from
the very necessities of our position, we shall
always have to look up to her for protection
and aid. I say nothing of the sentiment of
loyalty, of that attachment to the British
Crown, that love for the person of the
Sovereign which we all possess so strongly
and try to instil into our children.
I do not speak for the moment of the pride
we all have in the constitution of England, and
in our being identified, in all our associations
and feelings, with the glory of the English
name. I put aside, for the moment, the instinct
of attachment to the Mother Country, and I
put the case on this ground alone, that the
necessity of self-preservation will for
centuries—for generations at all events—
prevent the possibility of these colonies
asserting their independence of England,
unless it were, indeed, to become a portion of
the republic which adjoins us, and to which, I
think, it is neither the interest nor the
inclination of any member of this House to
become united.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Whatever
fate may be in store for us, that is a destiny to
which no one looks with favor. The genius and
instincts of our people are monarchical and
conservative—theirs levelling and democratic.
But, sir, though I have said that I was disposed
to look upon this question—the danger of
Federation rendering us independent of
England, quite apart from the considerations
that spring out of sentiments of loyalty, yet I
believe that those attachments will be
increased tenfold by this proposed union.
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We will have a sentiment of nationality
among ourselves; and I consider it to be one of
the first duties of a statesman to inculcate that
national feeling that gives the people a strong
interest in their country’s welfare. We will feel
that we have something here, in the way of
constitutional blessings due to our union with
England, and that we have stable material
interests which we can transmit to our
posterity. We shall feel very differently from
what we now do as colonies, apart and
alienated from each other, and in some
respects jealous of one another. With a stable
government and a strong central power
controlling an immense territory, we shall be
able to enter upon a well-considered, welldevised and attractive system of immigration.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—We will be
enabled shortly, I trust, to commence to bring
from the Mother Country a constant stream of
immigration by which those sentiments of
attachment to home and devotion to the
Crown will be perpetuated. And in this
continuous recruiting of our population I see
one of the great elements we will have to look
to for the perpetuation of the attachment of
this country to the Crown. We have not, in
time past, been able to devise or carry out any
extensive system of immigration. We would
not, in our divided and isolated condition,
offer those attractions which we
•
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will be enabled to offer to emigrants when we
can throw open to them the choice of a large
country, a country which will have a name and
a nationality—a country in which they and we
can all feel an honest pride.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—They will
not feel as we have hitherto done, doubtful
how long our system of constitutional
government, and the blessings flowing from it,
were to last. I trust, therefore, that the
formation of a stable government, and the
devising of a system of emigration that will be
attractive to the people of England, Ireland
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and Scotland, will do a vast deal to keep up
that constant attachment to the Mother
Country which we all desire to see
strengthened.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—We shall
then not only have the ordinary motive to
present to emigrants, of self-interest—the
opportunity to make money merely, but the
other interest of attachment in a permanent
way, to the soil, without a desire to go back to
the Mother Country after a competence shall
have been gained—for the sentiment of
nationality will soon take root among us.
Now, sir, I think that so far as the danger of
union leading to independence is concerned,
those who are most earnest in desiring to
perpetuate the union, need not have much
apprehension. But, it may be said, that from
the necessity of our position there is danger
that we shall feel our material and commercial
interests so strongly bound up with the United
States, and feel so reliant in our own strength
as a great country, that we will eventually
form a closer alliance with that republic than
any of us desire, and that the formation of the
present union is the first step towards
annexation.
I do not think we need have any fears on that
score. I do not think our interests would lead
us in that direction. At the present time we are
almost entirely dependent upon the United
States commercially. We are dependent upon
them for an outlet to the ocean during the
winter months. If they choose to suspend the
bonding system, or by a system of consular
certificates make it practically useless; if they
abolish the reciprocity treaty, and carry the
passport system to a greater degree of
stringency, we should feel our dependence
upon that country even in a greater and much
more practical way than we do at the present
time. And perhaps, sir, it is worth our while to
consider whether this may not be the real
motive which dictates the policy they are now
pursuing!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—But, give us
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this Intercolonial Railway, affording us
communication with Halifax and St John at all
seasons of the year, and we shall be
independent
of
the
United
States
commercially as we now are politically. We
may not find this route to the ocean more
economical, especially in the winter season,
than to go through the United States, but if we
have a route of our own to which we may
resort, in case of necessity, our neighbors will
find it to their interest to give us the use of
their channels of communication at a cheaper
rate.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—They will
not do that if they find we have no other outlet;
but if we are prepared with an opening for our
produce, all the year round, they will not act
so foolishly as to deprive themselves of the
opportunity of carrying our goods through
their territory. If we had this railway built, we
should have no need to fear the withdrawal of
the bonding system, or the continuance of the
passport system, because they would be
inflicting upon themselves a greater injury by
so doing than upon us. Let me say then once
more that I can perceive no one element of
danger to us in this union. I certainly did try,
during the many months in which the process
of incubation of Federation, if I may so speak,
was going on—I certainly did try to bring as
unprejudiced
and
dispassionate
a
consideration to its various phases as I
possibly could. I looked upon it, I confess, with
suspicion at the outset; I felt it was launching
us into an unknown future, and that we were
changing a system, that we got along with in
comparatively a satisfactory manner, for one
that was, in some of its aspects, new under the
British Constitution.
I say now, however, after giving to it the
fullest consideration I am capable of giving,
that I do not see, in any one respect, how the
cementing of these colonies together in the
bonds of government can tend to make us
independent of Great Britain. If I did, I should
feel it my duty to offer it a most
uncompromising opposition, and to endeavor

to defeat it by every means in my power.
But, sir, I do see a great danger the other
way. I see that if we remain a mere congeries
of isolated colonies, hostile in some degree to
each other’s interests, there is danger ahead. I
see that danger existing and threatening us in
the United States. I see that if we do not unite
and form one Central Government, giving it
the power to direct all the physical energies of
this country in whatever direction may be
necessary, that we are liable to be overrun by
that power. And this I conceive
•
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to be one of the very strongest arguments in
favor of the Confederation of the provinces,
that it enables us to prepare appropriate
defences along the whole frontier of our
country.
I believe I shall be able to show in a very few
words, that if we are united, we shall afford to
England
sufficient
inducements
for
undertaking those works of defence that are
essential to our own security and to the
maintenance of her flag on this continent for
all time to come, and that if we do go into this
union, as I believe we will we shall be placed
in a position to defend ourselves successfully
from attack. And this, sir, unfortunately, is not
a contingency which we can hope will never
occur. It is not now a mere vague possibility in
a far distant future which we have to consider.
So long as the present civil war continues, it
is impossible for any man to foresee that such
national complications will not arise as may at
any day or hour involve us in actual hostilities.
It is impossible for any prudent man to
disregard that dark threatening cloud that has
been gathering upon our borders, ready at
almost any mom end to burst upon us. It
behoves us therefore to lose no time, if we
believe that union offers a guarantee of safety
against the dangers that threaten us—it
becomes important that we lose no time to
consummate the proposed union, in order that
the General Government may put us at once in
a proper state of defence. The public opinion
of England, as we unhappily know, does not
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at the present time tend very much to warrant
the Imperial Government in making any large
expenditure for colonial purposes.
There must be some reasonable prospect,
that if expenditure is incurred in erecting
necessary works of defence, those works will
be actually available, when constructed, to
protect the country upon whose frontier they
are established. We cannot expect England to
enter upon a course of expenditure for
fortifications on our frontier, unless she has
the assurance of our ability with her aid to
hold those works against attacks from a hostile
power. I believe that if the proposed plan of
union breaks down—fails to get the assent of
the several provinces—and we go back to our
old condition of separate colonies, we shall so
discourage the statesmen of England in
reference to us, that they will feel very much
embarrassed with the prospect before them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—No, no!
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—What
reason have you to think so?
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I believe that
the formation of a government, having the
power to direct the whole strength of five
colonies would greatly add to our security.
Who doubts that there is greater security in
such a union than in isolation, each with
separate interests and having no common
action? I think the advantages of union for
purposes of defence are not properly
appreciated.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—What would
be the strength of Great Britain if there was a
separate government for England, another for
Wales, another for Ireland, and another for
Scotland; each directing its owns military and
naval power? If one national government had
not called forth all the national materials and
elements of strength, would the prowess of her
fleet or of her armies have been what it is? Is
there no benefit in having a power that can
bring to bear the whole military strength at
any point desired? If there is not, then I am
willing to say that this argument which carries
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conviction to my mind is of no value whatever.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Are we not
all connected with the Mother Country?
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Certainly.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Then what
stronger could we be by merely having a mere
political connection with others? It would give
us no more men.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Does my
honorable friend think that if each province
had control of its own militia force, Nova
Scotia and Newfoundland and Prince Edward
Island control over the seamen, and Canada
the direction of her own militia, that the
military forces of these five provinces could be
brought to bear with the same advantage as if
they were under the control of one central
power? We could not take them out of their
own provinces contrary to the laws of those
provinces. Is it of no importance to make the
hardy seamen of Newfoundland, or the
people of Nova Scotia and New Brunswick
feel, that if a hostile force lands at Sarnia in
Upper Canada, their territory and their soil are
invaded, or their independence threatened!
We should have embroilment and difficulty
among ourselves at the very moment when
united action in presenting a bold front to the
enemy was necessary to our safety.
If we go back to our old condition of
isolation, now that the solemn approval of the
Mother Country has been
•
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given to this proposition of Federation (and
her statesmen see in this a great source of
strength in enabling her to avert a war, and a
ready means of defending the country)—do
you believe that those statesmen will look
kindly upon the act? Even my honorable
friend from Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] has admitted that there must be in
that case a dissolution of the union between
Upper and Lower Canada.
That honorable gentleman stated in his
speech the other night, that if this measure
failed there must be Federation between the
Canadas; and what, I would ask, is that but a
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dissolution of the present union? It is certainly
a dissolution of the present union to adopt
some new Federative system as between
Upper and Lower Canada. But does the
honorable gentleman think that he will find in
the separation of these provinces an element of
strength?
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—That is
what you propose to do now.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—No, Mr.
Speaker, I do not propose to do anything of the
kind, as my honorable friend will
acknowledge, if he will but bring his mind,
dispassionately and earnestly, to the
consideration of the question. There is no one
more capable of seeing and appreciating the
important features of this scheme than he. But
my hon. friend has strong feelings, and
sometimes is led away by preconceived
jealousies or fears; I say that if my honorable
friend will bring his strong intellect to bear on
this scheme, he will find in it none of those
dangers which ordinarily attach to the Federal
form of government.
I must now say a few more words in
reference to the question of our ability to
provide for the defences of the country. I have
already stated—and I must apologise to the
House for the digression which has been
forced upon me—that I do not believe that, if
we reverted back to our original condition, the
Imperial Government would be as much
disposed to aid us in the construction of the
works necessary for our defence, as if they
found that in the presence of a common
danger we were united together to repel the
common enemy.
I say the Imperial Government would not in
such a case be actuated simply by a regard to
the expense of constructing these works—in
which I understand the Lower Provinces will
have to bear a share—but she would be
deterred from so doing by the further
consideration, that when built, these works
would be less likely to serve the purpose they
were designed to accomplish, namely, to
enable the country to be efficiently defended.
It is one thing to have a population of four

millions united under one common head, and
enabled to direct all their energies to the point
of danger; and it is another thing to have a
number of separate units, with no common
action—each under a different government,
and distracted and separate at the very time
when they ought to be most united.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—What we
have to guard against is this: a sudden
conquest or surprise, for which we might be
unprepared. I believe myself that, if works can
be constructed, by means of which we can
effectually defend the country against sudden
attack, no one will grudge the expense. Of
course they will cost no inconsiderable sum;
but I hope, as I believe my hon. friend the
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt], although
he may be pressed for other purposes, will not
hesitate to recommend the appropriation
necessary for the purpose, and to impose
increased taxation for that purpose.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—For I am
sure that no member of this house, nor man in
this country, would hesitate, if need were, to
put their hands in their pockets and give a
tenth of their substance for the construction of
the works required to protect the country from
the ravages of the aggressor, and to secure to
ourselves a perpetuation of the inestimable
blessings derived from our living under the
British flag.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I am the
more earnest in this question on account of the
observations which have been made by my
honorable friend the member for Hochelaga,
(Hon. Mr. Dorion) observations which I am
sure he did not mean to have such an effect,
but which nevertheless have a most
mischievous tendency. That hon. gentleman
stated that our true policy was, in fact,
neutrality; that it was hopeless for us to
attempt to defend ourselves against the
overwhelming force which the United States
could bring to bear against us, and that with
our small population we would be very much
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in the same position as Denmark when
opposed to the armies of Austria and Prussia.
Indeed, he almost went as far as a gentleman
who no longer holds a seat in this House,
when he said that “the best armament for
Canada was no armament at all.”2 I am sure
that had the honorable gentleman felt that any
injury would be done—any false impression
produced on the public mind—by the use of
observations like these, he would not have
employed them at all. But I may say that they
all tended to this end—the taking away
•
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of that confidence we should have in our
energy and resources, by telling us that the
prospect before us is practically a hopeless
one—that there is no use undertaking public
works for our defence—no use in organizing,
training, and arming our militia—that all
attempts to hold our own would be fruitless
on account of our inability to bring sufficient
able-bodied men in the field to cope with the
force to which we might be opposed.
Why, sir, is it by such a tone as that, that you
can keep up the spirit of the people for the
defence of the country, by telling us that four
millions of British subjects could offer no
resistance whatever, even when backed by the
power of England, against the United States or
the greatest military nation on earth? I assert
that even were we to be put in the unfortunate
position of Denmark, ninety-nine out of every
hundred of our population would be prepared
to make a stand, hopeless though it might be
for them, and to resist until the last foot of
ground was wrested from us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—But if
England, in case of war, should, for the first
time in her history, decline to come to the aid
of her colonies, future generations would not
glory in the name of being Englishmen, as the
past had such just reason to do. Sure I am,
however, that we should occupy no hopeless
or isolated position. It is in order that the
2
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observations of my honorable friend the
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] may in some respect be counteracted,
that I would yet trespass upon the indulgence
of the House for a few minutes more on this
head.
We know that in modern warfare, if you can
erect certain works which will compel an
enemy to sit down before them, so as to
prevent him from making progress into the
country, you may by such means defend it for
many months. I do not know what the scheme
of the defence commissioners may be. But it is
well known that they express the conviction
that by the construction of certain works at
various points, the manning of which is quite
within the compass of our power, we can
arrest the progress of an invader for many
months, we can compel him to expend and
exhaust his strength before these works, and
we could throw embarrassments in his way
such as would take an invading force many
months to overcome.
Because
honorable
members
must
remember that it is impossible to have more
than a six months’ campaign in this country.
And supposing you were to erect works before
which an enemy was compelled to sit down in
the month of May, it would take him fully
three months before he could bring up his
supplies and siege train and protect his
communications, and by the time he was
ready to make a determined attack, he would
be overtaken by winter, be compelled to raise
the siege and go into winter quarters.
In truth our winters are our safeguard and
defence. Such, at any rate, is the opinion of
military men. During six months only are
military operations practicable in this country,
and thus whatever is done one season has to
be abandoned on the approach of winter and
begun again the following spring. If therefore
we can only, by manning certain salient points
in the country, prevent the progress of
invasion, we are safe. Sudden conquest would
be impossible—delay and impediments are
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everything.
Every one knows the history of the
celebrated lines of Torres Vedas, which
extended thirty miles, and by means of which
the invasion with which Napoleon terrified
Europe was first rolled back. These lines were
defended by but a small number of men, and
they compelled Napoleon to retire before
them. Then, on this continent we have the
experience of Richmond, which has forced the
army of General Grant to become a mere corps
of observation, and of Charleston which has
fallen at last, but after what delay and at what
cost!
Going to the Crimea, we see Sebastopol
defying for months and months the joint
efforts of England and France. If we therefore
can keep the invader from our doors for a
certain number of months, our Canadian
winter will do the rest, whilst English ships
would be engaged in harassing their coasts
and in the destruction of American commerce
in every sea. I, therefore, entreat those who are
disposed to take a desponding view of the
question to consider these things. An
aggressive warfare in this country is one thing,
and a defensive warfare another, and a very
different.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Our country
is well adapted for defensive purposes, and it
is next to impossible to subdue us. The
badness of our roads, the difficulties presented
by our winters, our deep, broad and
unaffordable rivers, and the means we could
establish for keeping an enemy in check at
certain points for the necessary time, would
enable us to resist the United States with all
their power and resources. No man can have a
greater appreciation of the enormous
resources,
•
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of the courage, of the varied appliances, of
everything in fact which tends to success in
war than I have of the American nation. I have
seen them in the field, and seen them at sea.
They certainly have come out as a military

nation in such a way as almost to astonish the
world. But, sir, let us consider a little more
closely what their circumstances are in other
respects.
No doubt they have an enormous navy, but
that very navy would not be more than
sufficient to defend their harbours in case of a
war with England. It is not because I imagine
their ships could not cope singly with British
ships—it is not because I believe their men are
lacking in skill or courage, or that they are
unable to build sufficient vessels—but they
lack this—and it is a consideration which we
cannot and ought not to forget—that they have
not a single harbour in any sea, except on their
own coast, to refit their vessels.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Supposing
them to send a fleet of 20 or 30 ships to
England.
An Hon. Member—Or Ireland.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—If they went
to Ireland, they would have a very warm
reception indeed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—No doubt
they could get there with the coal they could
carry; but where would they get the coal to
bring them back or to carry on operations
there? Sailing vessels now-a-days can do
nothing; all vessels of war have to be propelled
by steam; and there is no neutral port in the
world where in time of war with England, the
navy of the United States would be able to
obtain assistance. For I take it for granted that
in the event of a war with England the United
States would have few allies. And, as I before
remarked, there is not a port in the world
where they could get an ounce of coal or any
addition to their armament. In this would
consist our great safety.
They have no ports in the Indian Sea, in the
east Atlantic, the Mediterranean or China seas,
and it is simply because men of war could not
exist without coaling and refitting that the
navy of the United States would be placed at
so great disadvantage. It is contrary to
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international law, as the House is well aware,
that the ships of a belligerent nation can be
received in a neutral port and assisted, beyond
what is required by the dictates of humanity,
to enable them to face the clements. They
would be unable, I say, to get a single man, a
ton of coal, an ounce of gunpowder, or a
pound of iron, in any neutral port, and I would
like to know what the United States could do
in a war with England so circumstanced?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Well, sir,
this is one state of things. But there is yet
another view to be taken of the question. Do
we not know that in the event supposed, we
should find the Atlantic coast swarming with
English vessels carrying moveable columns of
troops, menacing and landing at every point.
The navy of England, the arsenals of England,
the purse of England, and all the appliances
and requirements of war would be brought to
bear upon and be available to us in such a
struggle. We should not suffer from the lack of
the material of war, which is perhaps the very
thing of all other things the most essential. In
all respects we should be in a very different
position from the Confederate States at the
present day. We should simply be required to
hold our own, while the United States were
being harassed on the seaboard, and then
when the winter came we should be
comparatively safe. Think of the exhaustion to
the United States of such a war!
I have ventured to say thus much with a
view of counteracting, so far as my feeble
observations will enable me to do, the remarks
of the hon. member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] the other night, because I think
it was a most pernicious, unmanly, and
unpatriotic view of the case to be allowed to be
disseminated, when we ought to do all we can
to encourage and evoke a military spirit on the
part of the youth of this country. Neutrality
has been spoken of. But how could neutrality
be possible in a struggle between England and
the United States?
The country which cannot put forth an effort
to defend itself occupies a despicable position,
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and forfeits on the score of weakness, even the
wreathed privilege of being neutral. How is it
possible, I again ask, that we could maintain a
neutral position in such a war? We could not.
We should have to make common cause with
one or the other. Do you suppose the United
States would allow us to stand aside?
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—It is the
Minister of Agriculture’s [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee] opinion that we should hold a neutral
position.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Not
at all.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I have
listened with pleasure to many speeches from
my hon. friend the Minister of Agriculture
[Thomas D'Arcy McGee], but I have never
heard one in which it was
•
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implied that we ought to remain neutral in the
event of a war between England and the
United States. My hon. friend is well able to
speak for himself; but I must say I have no
recollection of hearing him utter so unpatriotic
a sentiment.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Hear! hear!
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I have no
doubt that what my hon. friend meant by
neutrality was this, that we, as part of the
British Empire, were bound to remain neutral
as between the two warring sections of the
neighboring states.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—No; the
hon. gentleman expressly gave it as his
opinion that the neutrality of this country
should be guaranteed by treaty, the same as is
the case with Belgium and Switzerland.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—I had
this idea once. It was shortly after my hon.
friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Holton) declared in
favor of annexation.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—The
sentiment has been expressed by the hon.
gentleman within the last two or three years.
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John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Events have
changed very much within the last two or
three ears, and we have got to deal now, not
with mere party questions only, but with
events that are transpiring. I will not say
anything further on this point, however, as my
hon. friend from Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] is not in his place, although the hon.
member for Chateauguay [Luther Holton]
chivalrously defends him in his absence. I say
then, Mr. Speaker, that while I do not wish to
exaggerate the danger, I cannot be insensible
to it. It is a danger, dark, imminent and
overwhelming, and if it was on that
consideration alone, I say that I find in this
question of defence sufficient not only to
justify me if voting for the scheme now before
the House, but to demand of me every effort
to carry it into effect.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—If we show
that we are in earnest on this question of
defence, England will be encouraged to come
to our assistance if time of danger, knowing
that she can look to us not only to contribute
towards the construction of works, but
effectually to defend them when constructed.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—If we show
England that she can depend on a population
of four millions, with a strength wielded from
a common centre, she will be encouraged to
aid us with both men and material of war, and
will lend us the assistance necessary to protect
ourselves both now and if time to come.
Let me repeat then, sir, that were there
nothing in addition to the great considerations
to which I have adverted, I should go heartily
for these resolutions, and I should be disposed
to overlook many inequalities and some
objectionable features which I see in the
scheme. I do not intend to advert in detail to
these, for I feel that I have to consider this
question as a whole, and that unless I see
objections to it, so great and numerous as to
make me vote against it as a whole, it is useless
to criticise that which I cannot mend. The
scheme is in the nature of a treaty. It will not

do to cavil at this or at that; we must either
accept it or reject it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I see the
difficulties of the scheme, and the inequalities
of it; but we must not complain if one colony
gets a few thousand dollars more than
another, or if one colony has to assume more
of the debt than another. Unless I saw enough
in the whole scheme to make me vote against
it, I think it would be a mere waste of time to
cavil at these small matters. Because without
the consent of all the other colonies they
cannot be altered, and on the whole there is no
reason why the whole scheme should be
rejected, and these slight inequalities will soon
right themselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—There is one
thing I would ask the House to consider—
apart from the higher consideration of
defence; apart from the cementing of our
union with England, which I believe is
involved in the adoption of this measure, and
apart from the chance of our falling a prey to
the United States—and it is this: are we
prepared, looking at Canada alone, to go back
to the old state of things of twelve or eighteen
months ago? Are we willing to revert to the
chronic state of crisis in which we constantly
found ourselves for years past?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—This House
and the whole Government had lost the
confidence of the country, and the most
lamentable recriminations and difficulties
existed on the floor of this chamber. Indeed at
the time of which I speak affairs were in such
a state as to make every man with any feeling
of self-respect disposed to abandon public life.
I think we see in this alone enough to reconcile
us to the change, and I believe I should see
sufficient cause in this to induce me to vote for
a change in our political system. The dread of
going back to the past, the apprehension lest
old party cries should be revived, and the fear
lest difficulties in which we found ourselves
might be perpetuated, would impel me to vote
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for the scheme now in our hands.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
•
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John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Having said
so much on the general policy of the union, I
might have been disposed to enter at greater
length into it, were it not that I wished to keep
faith with my honorable friend from Lambton
[Alexander Mackenzie]; but, having said so
much on the higher grounds which
recommend this scheme, I will now say a few
words in reference to the objections which
have been urged against its character, viz.,
because it embraces those elements of
disruption which are to be found in every
federal union. That is the objection of many
who, while they would be willing to go for a
purely legislative union, object to one of a
federal character. They see in it that which
tends to a disruption, and collision with the
Central Government.
Now, sir, I do not deny that if a legislative
union, pure and simple, had been practicable,
I, for one, would have preferred it; but I cannot
disguise from myself that it was, and is at
present, utterly impracticable, and I cannot
help expressing my astonishment and extreme
gratification, that five colonies which had been
for so many years separate from each other,
had so many separate and distinct interests
and local differences, should come together
and agree upon such a scheme. Remembering
the difficulties that had to be encountered in
the shape of local interests, personal ambition,
and separate governments, I certainly am
surprised at the result, and I cannot withhold
from the gentlemen who conducted these
negotiations, the highest praise for the manner
in which they overcame the difficulties that
met them at every step, and for the spirit in
which they sunk their own personal
differences and interests in preparing this
scheme of Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—It is
remarkable that a proposition having so few of
the objections of a Federal system, should have
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been assented to by the representatives of five
distinct colonies, which had heretofore been
alien, practically independent, not only of each
other, but almost of England, and almost
hostile to each other.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—There had
been very much to keep these colonies apart,
and very little to bring them together, and the
success which has attended their efforts
speaks well for those statesmen who applied
their minds earnestly to the work of union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—The
necessity was urgent.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I quite
understand the ironical spirit of my honorable
friend—but the work of Confederation was no
less one of vital importance to the country. I
cannot help saying that I had no sympathy
with the hon. member for Hochelaga (Hon.
Mr. Dorion), the other evening, in his
historical detail of all the antecedent
difficulties which existed in our political
position. That honorable gentleman told us
what were the opinions of this member and of
that one at different periods,—commented on
their inconsistency, and claimed that he
himself had always been firm in his opposition
to the project. Well, sir, I do not care what may
have been the views of one member or of
another, or how inconsistent he may have
been. What we have to consider is the scheme
which is now presented to us. Let us forget the
past; let us forget former differences; do not let
us revive former animosities! Let us consider
that we are starting fresh in life, or as the term
has been used, that we are entering upon a
new era of national existence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Let us cast
aside past recriminations and look at the
merits of this scheme. I have only to say that a
man who does not change his opinions is a
very unsafe man indeed to guide the affairs of
a nation. Such a man is like an old sign-post on
a road that is no longer used for travel. The
signpost is consistent enough, it remains
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where it had been placed, but though a type of
consistency it is an emblem of error.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—The hon.
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] spoke of his consistency and the
inconsistency of others, but he was like the
sign-post which pointed out a road that
existed twenty years ago, but which no one
could now pass over.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I think,
therefore, that instead of endeavoring to find
objections to this scheme because it does not
give as a legislative instead of a federal union,
we ought to acknowledge the sacrifices of
those men who came together and prepared it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Whatever
may be said of our desire to get out of our own
constitutional difficulties in Canada, that
objection cannot be urged against the public
men of the Lower Provinces. Newfoundland
has not been in a state of crisis like us, and
New Brunswick has been tolerably faithful to
Mr. Tilley for the last ten years; a short time
ago the Premier of Nova Scotia had a majority
of thirty in a very small house—everything
went on swimmingly there, and even Prince
Edward Island was not much embarrassed.
•
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A Voice—It wanted a railway.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Let us
attribute no motives, but rather give to every
man who has had anything to do with this
measure the credit of being actuated by the
utmost patriotism and singleness of purpose.
Such, I believe, is the feeling of nine-tenths—
yes, ninety-nine hundredths of the people of
this country. What inducement, except those
of a public kind, had my hon. friend the
President of the Council [George Brown], or
the Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald] to enter the same Government, if
it was not with a view to bring about a union
of the colonies? And even if they had only in

view to heal the constitutional difficulties of
the past, we ought to be deeply thankful to
them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I stated that
I would not criticise many of the features of
this scheme; but there are two main features
which to my judgment commend themselves
to the attention of every one who has any
doubts as to the stability of the system, and
which give us a sufficient guarantee, that
guarantee which federal unions have
heretofore wanted, namely: that it establishes
a central authority which it will not be within
the power of any of the local governments to
interfere with or rise up against. It appears to
me that they have avoided the errors into
which the framers of the American
Constitution not unnaturally fell. They have
evidently learnt something from the teachings
of the past, and profited by the experience
afforded in the case of our American
neighbors. They have established this Central
Government, giving it such powers, and so
defining the powers of the local governments,
that it will be impossible for any Local
Parliament to interfere with the central power
in such a manner as to be detrimental to the
interests of the whole.
The great advantage which I see in the
scheme is this, that the powers granted to the
local governments are strictly defined and
circumscribed, and that the residuum of
power lies in the Central Government. You
have, in addition to that, the local governors
named by the central authority—an admirable
provision which establishes the connection of
authority between the central power and the
different localities; you have vested in it also
the great questions of the customs, the
currency, banking, trade and navigation,
commerce, the appointment of the judges and
the administration of the laws, and all those
great and large questions which interest the
entire community, and with which the
General Government ought to be entrusted.
There can, therefore, be no difficulty under
the scheme between the various sections—no
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clashing of authority between the local and
central governments in this case, as there has
been in the case of the Americans. The powers
of the local governments are distinctly and
strictly defined, and you can have no assertion
of sovereignty on the part of the local
governments, as in the United States, and of
powers inconsistent with the rights and
security of the whole community.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Then, the
other point which commends itself so strongly
to my mind is this, that there is a veto power
on the part of the General Government over all
the legislation of the Local Parliament. That
was a fundamental element which the wisest
statesmen engaged in the framing of the
American Constitution saw, that if it was not
engrafted in it, must necessarily lead to the
destruction of the Constitution. These men
engaged in the framing of that Constitution at
Philadelphia saw clearly, that unless the
power of veto over the acts of the state
legislatures was given to the Central
Government, sooner or later a clashing of
authority between the central authority and
the various stated must take place. What said
Mr. Madison in reference to this point? I quote
from The Secret Debates upon the Federal
Constitution, which took place in 1787, and
during which this important question was
considered.
On the motion of Mr. Pinkney “that the
National Legislature shall have the power of
negating all laws to be passed by the state
legislature, which they may judge improper,”
he stated that he considered “this as the corner
stone of the system, and hence the necessity of
retrenching the state authorities in order to
preserve the good government of the National
Council.” And Mr. Madison said, “The power
of negating is absolutely necessary—this is the
only attractive principle which will retain its
centrifugal force, and without this the planets
will fly from their orbits.”3
3
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Now, sir, I believe this power of negative,
this power of veto, this controlling power on
the part of the Central Government is the best
protection and safeguard of the system; and if
it had not been provided, I would have felt it
very difficult to reconcile it to my sense of duty
to vote for the resolutions. But this power
having been given to the Central Government,
it is to my mind, in conjunction with the power
of naming the local governors, the
appointment and payment of the judiciary,
one of the best features
•
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of the scheme, without which it would
certainly, in my opinion, have been open to
very serious objection.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I will not
now criticize any other of the leading features
of the resolutions as they touch the
fundamental conditions and principles of the
union. I think there has been throughout a
most wise and statesmanlike distribution of
powers, and at the same time that those things
have been carefully guarded which the
minorities in the various sections required for
their protection, and the regulation of which
each province was not unnaturally desirous of
retaining for itself. So far then as the objection
is concerned of this union being federative
merely in its character, and liable to all the
difficulties which usually surround federal
governments, I think we may fairly consider
that there has been a proper and satisfactory
distribution of power, which will avert many
of those difficulties.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—But, sir,
there is another objection made to it, and one
upon which, from my stand-point, I desire to
make some observations, and that is with
reference to the manner in which the rights of
the various minorities in the provinces have
been protected. This is unquestionably a grave
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and serious subject of consideration, and
especially so to the minority in this section of
the province, that is the English-speaking
minority to which I and many other members
of this House belong, and with whose interests
we are identified. I do not disguise that I have
heard very grave and serious apprehensions
by many men for whose opinions I have great
respect, and whom I admire for the absence of
bigotry and narrow-mindedness which they
have always exhibited.
They have expressed themselves not so
much in the way of objection to specific
features of the scheme as in the way of
apprehension of something dangerous to
them in it—apprehensions which they cannot
state explicitly or even define to themselves.
They seem doubtful and distrustful as to the
consequences, express fears as to how it will
affect their future condition and interests, and
in fact they almost think that in view of this
uncertainty it would be better if we remained
as we are. Now, sir, I believe that the rights of
both minorities—the French minority in the
General Legislature and the English-speaking
minority in the Local Legislature of Lower
Canada—are properly guarded.
I would admit at once that without this
protection it would be open to the gravest
objection; I would admit that you were
embodying in it an element of future
difficulty, a cause of future dissension and
agitation that might be destructive to the
whole fabric; and therefore it is a very grave
and anxious question for us to consider—
especially the minorities in Lower Canada—
how far our mutual rights and interests are
respected and guarded, the one in the General
and the other in the Local Legislature. With
reference to this subject, I think that I, and
those with whom I have acted—the English
speaking members from Lower Canada—may
in some degree congratulate ourselves at
having brought about a state of feeling
between the two races in this section of the
province which has produced some good
effect.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

John Rose [Montreal Centre]—There has
been, ever since the time of the union, I am
happy to say—and everybody knows it who
has any experience in Lower Canada—a
cordial understanding and friendly feeling
between the two nationalities, which has
produced the happiest results. Belonging to
different races and professing a different faith,
we live near each other; we come in contact
and mix with each other, and we respect each
other; we do not trench upon the rights of each
other; we have not had those party and
religious differences which two races,
speaking different languages and holding
different religious beliefs, might be supposed
to have had; and it is a matter of sincere
gratification to us, I say, that this state of things
has existed and is now found amongst us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—But if,
instead of this mutual confidence; if, instead of
the English-speaking minority placing trust in
the French majority in the Local Legislature,
and the French minority placing the same trust
in the English majority in the General
Legislature, no such feeling existed, how could
this scheme of Confederation be made to work
successfully?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I think it
cannot be denied that there is the utmost
confidence on both sides; I feel assured that
our confidence in the majority in the Local
Government will not be misplaced, and I
earnestly trust that the confidence they repose
in us in the General Legislature will not be
abused.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I hope that
this mutual yielding of confidence will make
us both act in a high-minded and sensitive
manner when the rights of either side are
called in question—if ever they should be
called in question—in the respective
•

(p. 406)

legislatures. This is an era in the history of both
races—the earnest plighting of each other’s
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faith as they embrace this scheme. It is
remarkable that both should place such entire
confidence in one another; and in future ages
our posterity on both sides will be able to point
with pride to the period when the two races
had such reliance the one on the other as that
each was willing to trust its safety and interest
to the honor of the other.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—This mutual
confidence has not been brought about by any
ephemeral or spasmodic desire for change on
the part of either; it is the result of the
knowledge each race possesses of the
character of the other, and of the respect each
entertains for the other.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—It is because
we have learnt to respect each other’s motives
and have been made to feel by experience that
neither must be aggressive, and that the
interests of the one are safe in the keeping of
the other. And I think I may fairly appeal to
the President of the Council [George Brown],
that if, during the ten years in which he has
agitated the question of representation by
population, we the English in Lower Canada
had listened to his appeals—appeals that he
has persistently made with all the earnestness
and vigor of his nature—if we had not turned
a deaf ear to them, but had gone with those of
our own race and our own faith, the people of
Upper Canada, who demanded this change,
where, I would ask him, would have been our
union to day? Would not a feeling of distrust
have been established between the French and
English races in the community, that would
have rendered even the fair consideration of it
utterly impracticable?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Would the
French have in that case been ready now to
trust themselves in the General Legislature, or
the English in the Local Legislature of Lower
Canada? No; and I pray God that this mutual
confidence between two races which have so
high and noble a work to do on this continent,
who are menaced by a common danger, and
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actuated by a common interest, may continue
for all time to come! I pray that it may not be
interrupted or destroyed by any act of either
party; and I trust that each may continue to
feel assured that if at any time hereafter
circumstances should arise calculated to
infringe upon the rights of either, it will be
sufficient to say, in order to prevent any
aggression of this kind—”We trusted each
other when we entered this union; we felt then
that our rights would be sacred with you; and
our honor and good faith and integrity are
involved in and pledged to the maintenance of
them.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I believe this
is an era in our history to which in after ages
our children may appeal with pride, and that
if there should be any intention on either side
to aggress upon the other, the recollection that
each trusted to the honor of the other will
prevent that intention being carried out.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Feeling as I
do thus strongly that our French fellowsubjects are placing entire confidence in us—
in our honor and our good faith—we, the
English speaking population of Lower
Canada, ought not to be behind hand in
placing confidence in them. I feel that we have
no reason as a minority to fear aggressions on
the part of the majority. We feel that in the past
we have an earnest of what we may
reasonably expect the future relations between
the two races to be. But although this feeling
of mutual confidence may be strong enough in
our breasts at this time, I am glad to see that
my hon. friend the Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier], as representing the
French majority in Lower Canada, and the
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt], as
representing the English speaking minority,
have each carefully and prudently endeavored
to place as fundamental conditions in this
basis of union such safeguards and protection
as the two races may respectively rely upon.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I feel that it
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has been carefully considered and carried out,
and with the same amount of mutual
confidence in the future working as in the past,
we need not have any apprehension in
trusting the interests of the two races either in
the Federal or Local Legislature.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John
Rose
[Montreal
Centre]—But
although we here, and as members of this
House, feel this confidence in each other, no
doubt those who prepared these resolutions
were conscious that the powers must be so
distributed, and the reservations of power so
made, as to commend them to the people of
the country at large. You must carry the people
with you in this movement, for you cannot
force a new Constitution, a new state of
political being, upon a people, unless their
own judgment and their own convictions as to
its safety go along with it.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—You cannot,
I say, force a new Constitution upon an
unwilling people, but in this instance I believe
a very great majority approve of, and are
earnestly desirous of the change. I know you
must
•
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satisfy them that their interests for all time to
come are safe—that the interests of the
minority are hedged round with such
safeguards, that those who come after us will
feel that they are protected in all they hold
dear; and I think a few observations will
enable me to show the House that that has
been well and substantially done in this case.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Looking at
the scheme, then, from the standpoint of an
English Protestant in Lower Canada, let me
see whether the interests of those of my own
race and religion in that section are safely and
properly guarded. There are certain points
upon which they feel the greatest interest, and
with regard to which it is but proper that they
should be assured that there are sufficient
safeguards provided for their preservation.

Upon these points, I desire to put some
questions to the Government.
The first of these points is as to whether such
provision has been made and will be carried
out that they will not suffer at any future time
from a system of exclusion from the federal or
local legislatures, but that they will have a fair
share in the representation in both; and the
second is, whether such safeguards will be
provided for the educational system of the
minority in Lower Canada as will be
satisfactory to them? Upon these points some
apprehensions appear to exist in the minds of
the English minority in Lower Canada, and
although I am free to confess that I have not
shared in any fear of injustice at the hands of
the majority, as I consider that the action of the
past forms a good guarantee for the future, yet
I desire, for the full assurance of that minority,
to put some questions to my hon. friends in the
Government.
I wish to know what share of representation
the English-speaking population of Lower
Canada will have in the Federal Legislature,
and whether it will be in the same proportion
as their representation in this Parliament? This
is one point in which I think the English
inhabitants of Lower Canada are strongly
interested. Another is with regard to their
representation in the Local Legislature of
Lower Canada—whether the same proportion
will be given to them as is now given to them
in this House, that is to say, about one-fourth
of the Lower Canadian representation, which
is the proportion of the English speaking to the
French speaking population of Lower Canada,
the numbers being 260,000 and 1,100,000
respectively. Now, the spirit of the resolutions
as I understand them—and I will thank my
hon. friend the Attorney General [GeorgeÉtienne Cartier] to correct me if I am in error
in regard to them—provides that the electoral
districts in Lower Canada for representatives
in the first Federal Legislature shall remain
intact as they now are; and, although the
resolution
is
somewhat
ambiguously
expressed, I take that to be its spirit.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Have the
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kindness to read it and see.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—The 23rd
resolution reads: “The Legislature of each
province shall divide such province into the
proper number of constituencies, and define
the boundaries of each of them.” 4 Then the
24th resolution provides that “the Local
Legislature may from time to time alter the
electoral districts for the purpose of
representation in such Local Legislature, and
distribute the representatives to which the
province is entitled in such Local Legislature,
in any manner such legislature may see fit.” 5
In these resolutions I presume that power is
given to the Legislature of each province to
divide the province into the proper number of
constituencies for representation in the
Federal Parliament, and to alter the electoral
districts for representation in the Local
Legislature.
Now, to speak quite plainly, the
apprehension which I desire to say again I do
not personally share in, but which has been
expressed to me by gentlemen in my own
constituency, is this, that with respect to the
Local Legislature, it will be competent for the
French majority in Lower Canada to blot out
the English-speaking minority from any share
in the representation, and so to apportion the
electoral districts that no English speaking
member can be returned to the Legislature.
That is an apprehension upon which I would
be very glad to have an expression of opinion
by my hon. friend the Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier]. As I read the
resolutions, if the Local Legislature exercised
its powers in any such unjust manner, it would
be competent for the General Government to
veto its action, and thus prevent the intention
of the Local Legislature being carried into
effect—even although the power be one which
is declared to be absolutely vested in the Local
Government, and delegated to it as one of the
articles of its constitution.

4
5
6
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George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—There is not the least
doubt that the Local Legislature of Lower
Canada should apportion the electoral
districts in such a way as to do injustice to the
English-speaking population, the General
Government will have the right to veto
•
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any law it might pass to this effect and set it at
nought.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Would you
advise it?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Yes, I would
recommend it myself in case of injustice.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I am quite
sure my hon. friend would do it rather than
have an injustice perpetrated. There is another
pout upon which I would like to have from the
Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier] an explicit statement of the views of
the Government. I refer to the provision in the
23rd resolution6 which I have just read; what I
wish to know is whether the Legislature
therein spoken of means the Legislature of the
province of Canada as it is now constituted,
and whether it is contemplated to have any
change in the boundaries of the electoral
districts for representation in the first session
of the Federal Legislature?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—With regard to
Lower Canada, it is not the intention to make
any alteration in the electoral districts, because
there will be no change in the number of
representatives sent to the General Parliament.
But with regard to Upper Canada, there will
be a change in the electoral districts, because
there will be an increase of members from that
section.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—So that I
clearly understand from the statement of the
hon. gentleman that in Lower Canada the

Quebec Resolution 23. Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
Quebec Resolution 24. Supra footnote 4.
Supra footnote 4.
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constituencies, for the purposes of the first
ejection to the Federal Legislature, will remain
as they are now?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Yes, as they are
now.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—And that as
regards the representation in the Local
Legislature, the apportionment of the electoral
districts by it will be subject to veto by the
General Government.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Yes, in case of
injustice being done.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I have to
thank the hon. gentleman for the manner in
which he has answered the questions, and for
the assurances he has given on these two
points—assurances which, I feel persuaded,
will remove some apprehension felt in the
country with regard to them. An hon.
gentleman who sits near me (Mr. Francis
Jones) asks me to enquire who is to change the
electoral districts in Upper Canada.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—The Parliament of Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—The hon.
gentleman wants to know if it is the present
Parliament of Canada; but I am quite willing
to let Upper Canada take care of itself, and I
think its representatives are able to do so. One
minority is quite enough for me to attend to at
present.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I trust the
Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier], from my putting these questions to
him, will not infer that I have any doubt as to
the fair dealing that will be accorded to the
minority by the majority in Lower Canada. But
it is very desirable, I think, that we should
receive a clear, emphatic, and distinct
declaration of the spirit of the resolutions on
these points, in order that the minority may
see how well their rights and interests have
been protected.

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I am fully
persuaded that in the past conduct of the
majority if Lower Canada there is nothing
which will cause the minority to look with
doubt upon the future; for I will do my hon.
friend the justice of saying that in the whole
course of his public life there has not been a
single act on his part either of executive,
administrative, or legislative action, tinged
with illiberality, intolerance, or bigotry.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I say this to
express my relief that in the future, wherever
he has control, there will be no appearance of
bigotry or illiberality, and I feel that many
others in this House and throughout the
country share in the confidence I repose in him
in this respect.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Will my
hon. friend allow me to interrupt him?
Perhaps it would be well, while he is asking
questions of the Government, to elicit an
answer to the question I have put once or twice
touching the proposed measure of the
Administration on the subject of education in
Lower Canada, as it affects the Englishspeaking minority. Perhaps he will ascertain
whether it will be submitted to the House
before the final passage of the Confederation
scheme.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I intend to
come to that presently, and to put a question
to my hon. friend the Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier] in reference to that
subject. What I wish to do now is to point out
the objections I have heard on the part even of
some of my own friends to this scheme—
objections which, as I have said, are grounded
on an undefined dread of evil rather than on
anything that they actually now see obnoxious
in the scheme itself.
These fears, I have said, are vague and
undefined, and difficult therefore to combat. If
I go among one class and ask
•
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them what they fear, I am told—”Oh, you are
going to hand us over to the tender mercies of
the French; the English influence will be
entirely annihilated; they will have no power
in the community; and all the advantages we
have gained during the past twenty-five years
by our union with the people of our own race
in Upper Canada will be entirely lost.” I can
but answer—“What are you afraid of? Where
is the interest affecting you that are
imperilled? You have, in conjunction with a
majority of your own race, power in the
General Legislature to appoint the local
governors, administer justice and name the
judges, to control the militia and all other
means of defence, and to make laws respecting
the post office, trade, commerce, navigation;
and you have all the great and important
interests that centre in the community I
represent—all matters that affect the minority
in Lower Canada—within your control in the
Federal Legislature.
The French have surrendered the questions
relating to usury, to marriage and divorce, on
which they hold pretty strong opinions, to the
Central Government. What, then, are you
afraid of in the action of the Local
Legislature?” “Well,” I am answered, “all that
may be true enough; but we shall not get a
single appointment; the administration of
local affairs in Lower Canada will be entirely
in the hands of the French majority, and they
will control all the patronage.”
You say to them again—”Is it the exercise of
patronage you are afraid of? Is not the
appointment of the judges, the patronage of
the post office, the customs, the excise, the
board of works, and all the other important
branches of the administration in the hands of
the Federal Government? What is there, then,
but a few municipal officers to be appointed
by the local legislatures; and for the sake of
this petty patronage, are you going to imperil
the success of a scheme that is fraught with
such important consequences to all the
Provinces of British North America? Is it for
this that you will oppose a measure that
contains so many merits, that possesses so
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much good, and that is calculated to confer
such lasting benefits upon these provinces, if
not to lead to the formation of a territorial
division of the British Empire here?”
Well, these questions I have put, and these
explanations I have made, but some still
seemed to entertain an undefined dread that
they could not realise to themselves—a dread
which to a great extent appears to be shared by
my hon. friend opposite (Hon. Mr. Dorion) in
regard to the General Legislature. Well, if we
look to the history of the past twenty-five
years and see how we have acted towards each
other, I think neither party will have any cause
for apprehension. Has there been a single act
of aggression on the part of my hon. friend the
Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier] on us the English minority, or a single
act of aggression on our part towards the race
to which he belongs?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Has there
not been mutual respect and confidence, and
has there been an act on either side to destroy
that feeling?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I think the
past gives assurance to us that no such
difficulty will arise in the future, and that we
shall continue to live and work harmoniously
together, each holding the other in respect and
esteem.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—But we are
told—and it is urged as an objection against
the scheme—that the Local Government in
Lower Canada will obstruct works of
improvement. Now, I think the day has long
gone by when acts which were formerly
committed could possibly be repeated—when,
for instance, before the union, the work carried
on by the Montreal Harbour Commissioners
could not be proceeded with because Mr.
Papineau opposed it. The days of progress and
advancement have come since that time.
This is an age of progress, the very spirit of
which is hostile in the strongest degree to such
a state of things. It is impossible for either race
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to treat the other with injustice. Their interests
are too much bound up together, and any
injustice committed by one would react quite
as injuriously upon it elsewhere; and I believe
that the mutual confidence with which we are
going into this union ought to and will induce
us all to labor together harmoniously, and
endeavor to work it out for the best.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I do not
disguise from myself that the minority in
Lower Canada has always been on the
defensive. That is a condition which is natural
under the circumstances; for we cannot be in a
minority without being more or less on the
defensive. But I think that under this scheme
the French minority in the General Legislature
and the English minority in Lower Canada,
will both be amply and satisfactorily
protected.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Now, sir, I
come to the question adverted to by the hon.
member for Chateauguay [Luther Holton], in
reference to the education measure which the
Government has promised to bring down to
the House. I believe this is the first time almost
in the history of
•
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Lower Canada—and I call the attention of my
hon. friends from Upper Canada to the fact—
that there has been any excitement, or
movement, or agitation on the part of the
English Protestant population of Lower
Canada in reference to the common school
question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—It is the first
time in the history of the country that there has
been any serious apprehension aroused
amongst them regarding the elementary
education of their children. I am not aware
that there has ever been any attempt in Lower
Canada to deprive the minority of their just

7

rights in respect to the education of their
youth. I do not state this simply as my own
opinion, or as the result of observations which
I have made alone. I have received letters from
those who have been cognisant of the
educational system in Lower Canada for many
years, confirmatory of this in the strongest
degree.
It was also observed and commented upon
by the three commissioners who came out
from England to this country in 1837 7, and
who in their report said it was one of the most
remarkable circumstances that came under
their notice, that they found two races,
speaking different languages and holding
different religious opinions, living together in
harmony, and having no difference or illfeeling in respect to the education of their
children. Now we, the English Protestant
minority of Lower Canada, cannot forget that
whatever right of separate education we have
was accorded to us in the most unrestricted
way before the union of the provinces, when
we were in a minority and entirely in the
hands of the French population.
We cannot forget that in no way was there
any attempt to prevent an educating our
children in the manner we saw fit and deemed
best; and I would be untrue to what is just if I
forgot to state that the distribution of State
funds for educational purposes was made in
such a way as to cause no complaint on the
part of the minority. I believe we have always
had our fair share of the public grants in so far
as the French element could control them, and
not only the liberty, but every facility, for the
establishment of separate dissentient schools
wherever they were deemed desirable. A
single person has the right, under the law, of
establishing a dissentient school and obtaining
a fair share of the educational grant, if he can
gather together fifteen children who desire
instruction in it. Now, we cannot forget that in
the past this liberality has been shown to us,
and that whatever we desired of the French

The three commissioners being Governor Gosford, Charles Edward Grey, and George Gipps. See Reports of the
Commissioners Appointed to Inquire into the Grievances Complained of in Lower Canada (1837).
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majority in respect to education, they were, if
it was at all reasonable, willing to concede.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—We have
thus, in this also, the guarantee of the past that
nothing will be done in the future unduly to
interfere with our rights and interests as
regards education, and I believe that
everything we desire will be as freely given by
the Local Legislature as it was before the union
of the Canadas.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—But from
whence comes the practical difficulty of
dealing with the question at the present
moment? We should not forget that it does not
come from our French-Canadian brethren in
Lower Canada, but that it arises in this way—
and I speak as one who has watched the course
of events and the opinion of the country upon
the subject—that the Protestant majority in
Upper Canada are indisposed to disturb the
settlement made a couple of years ago, with
regard to separate schools, and rather to hope
that the French majority in Lower Canada
should concede to the English Protestant
minority there, nothing more than is given to
the minority in the other section of the
province.
But still it must be conceded that there are
certain points where the present educational
system demands modification—points in
which the English Protestant minority of
Lower Canada expect a modification. I would
ask my honorable friend the Attorney General
East [George-Étienne Cartier], whether the
system of education which is in force in Lower
Canada at the time of the proclamation is to
remain and be the system of education for all
time to come; and that whatever rights are
given to either of the religious sections shall
continue to be guaranteed to them? We are
called upon to vote for the resolutions in
ignorance, to some extent, of the guarantees to
be given by subsequent legislation, and
therefore my honorable friend will not take it
amiss if I point out to him where the Protestant
minority desire a change, with a view of
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ascertaining how far the Government is
disposed to meet their views by coming down
with a measure in which they may be
embodied.
The first thing I wish to mention has caused
a good deal of difficulty in our present system,
and that is, whether non-resident proprietors
shall have the same right of designating the
class of schools to which their taxes shall be
given as actual residents. That is one point—
whether a person living out of the district or
township
•
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shall not have the same privilege of saying that
his taxes shall be given to a dissentient school
as if he resided upon the property. A second
point is with reference to taxes on the property
of incorporated companies. As it is now, such
taxes go in a manner which is not considered
satisfactory to the minority of Lower Canada
What I desire to ascertain is whether some
equitable provision will be made, enabling the
taxes on such property to be distributed in
some way more satisfactory to the owners—
perhaps in the same way that the Government
money is. Some have urged that it should be
left to the directors of such companies to
indicate the schools to which such taxes
should be given, while others think that each
individual shareholder should have the power
to say how the taxes on his property should be
applied. I am inclined to think the latter
method would be found utterly impracticable.
I confess it is an extreme view, and I do not
think we could expect that.
But I do think there ought to be some more
equitable way of appropriating the taxes on
such property. These are two points, of
perhaps inferior importance to the third, and
that is, whether a more direct control over the
administration and management of the
dissentient schools in Lower Canada will not
be given to the Protestant minority; whether in
fact they will not be left in some measure to
themselves. I am quite well aware that this is a
question that concerns both Catholics and
Protestants, for I believe that about one third
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of the dissentient schools are Catholic schools.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Dissentient
on account of language.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—There are none
dissentient on account of language.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Well, what
for then?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Well, not on account
of language; there is no difficulty on account
of that.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—The
question relates to all dissentient schools, from
whatever cause they may have been led to
dissent. The remedy can be made to apply
equally to all. I do not ask what precise
measure will be brought down, but I do think
they ought to have more control than they
now possess. The final question is one relating
somewhat to the finances, and therefore
belongs more properly to my hon. friend the
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt].
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—You shall have an answer
immediately.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Mr. Speaker, as
usual, I am ready to answer categorical
questions, and I will answer my hon. friend in
such a way as to satisfy both the House and
my hon. friend. With regard to the first point,
respecting non-residents in the townships, I
may say that it is the intention of the
Government, in a measure which is to be
introduced, to give those who are in a minority
power to designate to what dissentient schools
their assessment shall be paid.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Only in townships?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Everywhere. Not to
Catholics alone either. With regard to the
second question—the distribution of money
raised from commercial companies—I am well
aware that to this day there has been a
complaint with regard to the distribution of
those moneys. It is the intention of the

Government to have in the measure a
provision which will secure a more equitable
distribution of those moneys, distributing
them in such a way as to satisfy everyone.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Now, with regard to
the third enquiry, I am ready also to answer
my honorable friend from Montreal Centre
[John Rose], that it is the intention of the
Government that in that law there will be a
provision that will secure to the Protestant
minority in Lower Canada such management
and control over their schools as will satisfy
them.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter and cheers.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Now, with regard to
my hon. friend from Chateauguay [Luther
Holton], who said that there were dissentient
schools on account of language.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—The hon.
gentleman must have misunderstood what I
said. The honorable member from Montreal
Centre [John Rose] was saying that there were
dissentient schools on account of religion. I
merely suggested that there might be
dissentient schools on account of language.
There was nothing in the law to prevent it.
There might be Catholic dissentient schools in
municipalities where the majority was
Protestant.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The honorable
member for Chateauguay [Luther Holton] has
the laws of Lower Canada in his possession.
Well, he will not find there that there is any
such thing as Catholic or Protestant schools
mentioned. What are termed in Upper Canada
separate schools, come under the appropriate
word, in Lower Canada, of dissentient. It is
stated that where the majority
•
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is of either religion, the dissentient minority—
either Catholic or Protestant—have the right to
establish dissentient schools. In the cities the
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majority being Catholics, the dissentient
schools are Protestant, but in the townships,
the majority is sometimes Protestant and the
dissentient schools Catholic.
John Pope [Compton]—What will be the
provision made, where the population is
pretty sparse, as in some parts of my county?
Will you allow the minority of one township
to join with a neighboring township for the
purpose of establishing a dissentient school?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Yes. There will be a
provision enabling the minority to join with
their friends in a contiguous municipality in
order to make up the requisite number.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
While the Government is in a communicative
mood—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—I
think it is of some importance that we should
know whether it is the intention of the
Government to extend the same rights and
privileges to the Catholic minority of Upper
Canada that are to be given to the Protestants
of Lower Canada?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I cannot do my own
work and the work of others. The Hon.
Attorney General for Upper Canada [John A.
Macdonald] is not present, but I have no doubt
that on some future occasion he will be able to
answer my honorable friend from Cornwall
[John Sandfield Macdonald].
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—In
the absence of the Hon. Attorney General West
[John A. Macdonald], perhaps the Hon.
President of the Council [George Brown] will
be kind enough to give us the desired
information?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—If my hon. friend wants
an answer from me, I can only say that the
Government has not yet considered the
provisions of the School bill relating to Upper
Canada. As soon as a bill is framed there will
be no delay in laying it before the House.
Charles Alleyn [Quebec City West]—I
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sincerely hope that the Government feel
disposed to grant to the Catholics of Upper
Canada the same privileges they have just
promised to the Protestants of Lower Canada.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—The manner
and spirit in which the Government have
given explanations on the subject ought to be
satisfactory to the people of Lower Canada of
the Protestant religion. The liberal manner in
which they have been dealt with in the past
gives us every reason to be convinced that we
will receive justice.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I have no
hesitation in saying that I have full confidence
that the Lower Canada section of the
Administration will deal with us in a fair and
liberal spirit. I have confidence in my hon.
friend the Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt], and in my hon. friend the Attorney
General East [George-Étienne Cartier], and I
am glad to learn that he will give all proper
consideration to that financial question, the
distribution of the assessment of commercial
companies in a satisfactory manner. I hope the
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt] will be
disposed to go further, and deal in a similar
spirit with the endowment of colleges.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Bring the
pressure to bear, and you will get it. Now is
the time, before the Confederation scheme
comes to a vote.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Well, it
happens that my honorable friend from
Chateauguay [Luther Holton] and myself hold
very dissimilar views respecting the
importance of Confederation. If I were
disposed to follow such tactics, I might
possibly profit by his advice. But I am inclined
to overlook a great many things on which my
honorable friend would hesitate, for the
purpose of seeing so important a measure
carried out. While I have every confidence in
the present Government, I feel that we may
expect as much justice at the hands of the
Lower Canada Local Parliament as from any
Government of United Canada that we ever
had. We have never yet had occasion to appeal
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to the Protestant majority of Upper Canada for
help, and if we ever should deem it proper to
do so, I have no reason to believe that we
should receive more attention than our wants
received at the hands of the Catholic majority
of Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Now, sir, so
far as the three questions to which I have made
allusion are concerned, the apprehensions of
being shut out from the General
Government—being handed over to the
French in the Local Parliament of Lower
Canada, and our educational rights being
interfered with, I feel every assurance that the
spirit of the answers just given will be carried
out. I will now say a few words respecting the
argument presented by my hon. friend from
Hochelaga (Hon. Mr. Dorion) in the course of
his speech the other evening—that the plan for
Federation would inflict great financial
injustice upon Canada, and that it would,
through the Intercolonial Railway and works
of defence, entail such enormous burdens
upon the people of Canada
•
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as to ultimately lead them to rise up against
and overthrow it.
Well now, for the life of me I cannot see how
it is to increase our expenditure. I cannot see
how it can go beyond what the Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt] stated—that it could
not in any case add to the present cost more
than the expenses of the General Government.
The Local Governments cannot be more
expensive than the present Government, and
therefore all we need to add at the very most
is the expense of the General Government. I do
not see how it is possible to add any more.
I would, however, ask the attention of the
House to another statement made the other
evening by the hon. member from Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion]. He said that we were
making a mistake in supposing that we were
discussing a question of colonial union.
Confederation, he said, was simply tacked on
to the Intercolonial Railway at the suggestion

of Mr. Watkin, and that the whole
arrangement was merely a nicely planned
scheme for the benefit of the Grand Trunk
Railway.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—
That was the very motive.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Well, does
any one suppose that my hon. friend the
President of the Council [George Brown]
could be duped in that way? Is it possible that
my hon. friend from Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] believes he has so little
astuteness as not to see through such an
attempt as that? The argument was used to get
the support of the opponents of railways in
this House against the Federation. Sir, it would
appear that the hon. President of the Council
[George Brown], and the Hon. Provincial
Secretary [William McDougall] and the other
members of the Government, who are antirailway in their views, have been altogether
mistaken, and that we are merely going to
build up another gigantic railway monopoly
for fraudulent purposes. They may all be
deceived by this imaginary project, and it
would seem too, sir, that Mr. Watkin,
possessing the wiles of Mephistopheles, had
hoodwinked the Governor General [Viscount
Monck], and the Colonial Secretary [Edward
Cardwell], and caused them to fall into the
trap also. Nay, further, it would appear that
his wiles had reached the Throne itself, for Her
Majesty has expressed herself in the speech to
Parliament in favor of the scheme.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Order,
order.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Can it be
supposed that a grave and important matter of
this kind would have received such
consideration from the Home Government, if
it were nothing more than a Grand Trunk job?
My hon. friend opposite sonorously cries
“Order,” when I come to deal with his late
colleague’s arguments as the only answer he
can give. Does he suppose I am going to allow
a grave charge of such a nature to go
unanswered?
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Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—If I called
“Order,” it was because I considered that Her
Majesty ought not to have been mentioned in
connection with the term “hoodwink.” Her
advisers were the responsible parties.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I repeat that
the Speech from the Throne 8 which we have
received today, and to which I have a perfect
right to refer, does not treat this measure as
anything akin to a Grand Trunk job. It is really
presuming too much on the part of my hon.
friend from Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] to get up and say in effect to the
members of this House: “You know nothing
about this scheme; you cannot see or
understand what it really is; but my astuteness
enables me to see that it is nothing more than
a mere railway job.”
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Does the
hon. member really believe what he has
stated? Does he really believe that the whole
project is for the benefit of the Grand Trunk? It
is a most unworthy course for him to pursue
to endeavor to bring old prejudices against the
Grand Trunk Company, to bear in the manner
he has been doing; prejudices and animosities
based upon stories that have been repeated
until a further reference to them seems almost
childish. But it is not possible that any
honorable member’s judgment can be carried
away by those little appeals to side issues, on
a question of this important nature. What does
the Speech from the Throne say:—
Her Majesty has had great satisfaction in giving her
sanction to the meeting of a conference of delegates from
her several North American Provinces, who, on an
invitation from Her Majesty’s Governor General,
assembled at Quebec. These delegates adopted
resolutions having for their object a closer union of those
provinces under a Central Government. If the Provincial
Legislatures shall approve those resolutions, a bill will be
laid before you for carrying this important measure into
effect. 9

8
9
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Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—This is the
language used by our Sovereign when
addressing the Imperial Parliament, and is we
now to be urged to under estimate the value of
the great project by mere appeals to the
prejudices of the people at large against the
threatened monopoly of the Grand Trunk
Railway. The opinion of Her Majesty is shared
in, too, by some of the
•
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greatest statesmen of England, whose names
are identified with the history of the nation.
What said Lord Derby in reference to
Confederation? Does he consider it to emanate
from a mere clique of railway speculators?
Speaking of the relation of Canada to the
United States—and his remarks come in most
opportunely in connection with the
observations I made at the outset—speaking of
defending the upper lakes with armed vessels,
the noble lord says:—
I do not ask Her Majesty’s Government what
steps they have taken, but I do say this, that
they will be deeply responsible if they are not
fully awake to the position in which this
country is placed by these two acts of the
United States. If the preponderating force
upon the lakes should be in the hands of the
United States, it could only be used for
purposes of aggression.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—An attack
on the part of Canada upon the United States
is a physical impossibility. The long frontier of
Canada is peculiarly open to aggression; and
assailable as it is by land, unless there be a
preponderating force upon these lakes, you
must be prepared to place the province of
Canada at the disposal of the United States.
I prefer the appreciation of Lord Derby, and
his opinion of the state of these affairs, to the
ironical cheers or opinion of my honorable
friend from Chateauguay [Luther Holton]. I

UK, House of Lords, “The Lords Commissioners' Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177, cc1-6.
ibid.
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place what the noble lord has said as to the
Confederation question in its relation to the
defence of these provinces and the strength to
be thereby added to the Government of
England, before anything which he or the
other opponents of this scheme can express.
The noble lord says with regard to the great
measure itself:—
Under the circumstances I see, with additional
satisfaction, the announcement if a contemplated step—I
mean the proposed Federation of the British North
American Provinces. I hope I may regard that Federation
as a measure tending to constitute a power strong enough,
with the aid of this country, which, I trust, may never be
withdrawn from these provinces—to acquire an
importance which separately they could not obtain. If I
saw in this Federation a desire to separate from this
country, I should think it a matter of much more doubtful
policy and advantage; but I perceive with satisfaction that
no such wish is entertained.
Perhaps it is premature to discuss at this moment
resolutions not yet submitted to the different legislatures;
but I hope I see in the terms of that Federation an earnest
desire on the part of the provinces to maintain for
themselves the blessing of the connection with this
country, and a determined and deliberate preference for
monarchical over republican institutions.10

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Now, sir,
could there be anything more opportune? This
is the language of one of the ablest statesmen
of England. Be united, he says, that you may
be strong, and depend upon it you will have
the whole power of England to sustain you.
Can there he anything more cheering or
encouraging to those who have taken an
interest in the subject, than the language I have
just quoted, and which was uttered in the
House of Lords not three weeks ago?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—And yet my
honorable friend from Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] presumes to stand up here and
tell us, in effect, that we are so many
children—that we are deceived with the idea
10
11

that we are going to establish a great nation or
Confederation of provinces, and that there is
nothing of that kind in it; and he appeals to
prejudices formerly entertained by members
on this side of the House, in order that he may
induce them to withdraw their support from
the important measure which the Government
has brought down, and which the greatest
statesmen of England have stamped with their
approval.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Perhaps the
House will indulge me if I read a few more
words from the discussion in the House of
Lords upon the Speech from the Throne. Earl
Granville, the President of the Council, said:—
And what ought to make us still more proud of the good
government which must undoubtedly have prevailed
amongst us, is to find that our North American colonies,
in expressing their wish to continue their connexion with
this country, and in adopting the new institutions they
have been considering with such calm and prudent
statesmanship, have thought it desirable to keep as close
as possible to the constitution and institutions under
which we so happily live. 11

Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—He does not
belittle the men who have sacrificed so much,
as honorable gentlemen opposite are inclined
to do. He does not sneer at those who have
gone into the matter with the honest view of
carrying it out; but, on the contrary, he praises
their “calm and prudent statesmanship,” and
says that it is a matter of which they may feel
proud, and I say that those who have taken
part in originating and bringing this project to
the present advanced stage, may well feel
proud of their work, when the greatest
statesmen of the world commend it as a thing
of wonderful perfection, considering the
difficulties with which it is surrounded. And
these opinions were not confined to any one
party, but were uttered by both liberals and
conservatives. Lord Houghton said in the
course of the same debate:—

UK, House of Lords, “Address to Her Majesty on the Lords Commissioners' Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177, cc7-38.
ibid.
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On the other side of the Atlantic the same impulse has
manifested itself in the proposed, amalgamation
•
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of the Northern Provinces of British America. I heartily
concur with all that has been said by my noble friend the
mover of this address in his laudation of that project. It is,
my lords, a most interesting contemplation that that
project has arisen and has been approved by Her
Majesty’s Government. It is certainly contrary to what
might be considered the old maxims of government in
connection with the colonies, that we should here express,
and that the Crown itself should express satisfaction at a
measure which tends to bind together in almost
independent power our colonies in North America.
We do still believe that though thus banded together they
will recognize the value of British connection, and that
while they will be safer in this amalgamation we shall be
as safe in their fealty. The measure will, no doubt, my
lords, require much prudent consideration and great
attention to prevent susceptibilities. It will have to deal
with several British provinces, but with a race almost
foreign in their habits and origin. I do hope it will
ultimately succeed, and that the French-Canadians
forming part of this great integral North British American
empire will have as much security and happiness as they
can attain. 12

Those who say that the people throughout
the country are opposed to this measure, I am
satisfied, know very little what the sentiment
of the country is. I believe there is a deeprooted sentiment of approbation of the steps
that have been taken. I know that those who
are perhaps most fearful with reference to it,
and whose interests are perhaps most in
jeopardy—the English speaking minority in
Lower Canada—have considered it carefully,
and with all their prejudices against it at the
outset, are now warmly in its favor. I speak
particularly of those who have great interests
at stake in the community which I represent—
the great and varied interests of commerce,
trade, banking, manufactures and material
progress generally, which are supposed to
centre in the city of Montreal. These men—and
there are none more competent in the
province—have considered the scheme in a
calm and business-like way, and have

12
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deliberately come to the conclusion that it is
calculated to promote the best interests and
greatly enhance the prosperity of this country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Well
knowing the it they are to be in a minority in
the Local Legislature, and to be cut off, as it
were, from those of their own race and religion
in Upper Canada, yet, after considering how
the change is to affect the important interests
which they have at stake, they are prepared to
cast in their lot with the measure, and
endeavor to make it work harmoniously.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—And I
believe, Mr. Speaker, that we have not a day to
lose in carrying out the project. I believe the
question of preparing for the defence of this
country is an imminent one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—There is not,
I repeat, a day or an hour to be lost, and I
believe that if this country is put into a proper
condition of defence, the union will be the best
safeguard we can have. If our neighbors see
that we have the means of causing them to sit
down on our frontier and spend a summer
before they on hope to make any impression
upon the country, we will then be in a pretty
good condition to defend ourselves.
I trust that the blessings of peace may long
be preserved to us, that the good feeling which
ought to subsist between Canada and the
United States may never be interrupted; that
two kindred nations which have so many ties,
so many interests, and so many associations in
common, may never become enemies, and I
think that we ought to make every honorable
concession in order to avert the calamities of
war. No man can appreciate the blessings of
peace more than I do, and no one is more alive
to the horrors of war than I am. But at the same
time we cannot conceal from ourselves the fact
that within the last three or four years we have
several times been seriously threatened. It is
not in the power of any man to say when the

UK, House of Lords, “Address to Her Majesty on the Lords Commissioners' Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177, cc7-38.
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cloud, which so darkly overshadows us, may
burst in full fury on our heads, and those who
have the direction of the destinies of this
country ought to be prepared to do all that in
them lies to place it in a position to meet that
event. We cannot recede from the position we
have assumed. We cannot go back, we must go
forward; and it is certain to my mind that if
what has now been undertaken is not
consummated, we will regret it in years to
come.
I have but to add one word more, and I must
apologize to the House for the time I have
already occupied.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “Go on”.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I am afraid I
have very much transgressed the limits I had
assigned to myself. There is but one point
more, and I have done. My honorable friend
opposite (Hon. Mr. Dorion) says that this
scheme is going to ruin us financially—that it
is financially unfair. But he has failed to point
out in what feature this can be regarded as
financially injurious to any particular section.
There can be nothing fairer to my mind than
that, in forming a partnership between these
five provinces, the amount of the debt should
be equalised at the time the partnership is
formed, and that whatever one is short should
be made up by an annual grant to the other,
not an increasing one but a fixed
•
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sum. There can be nothing unfair in the
application of such a principle as that.
Of course the interest on the debt, whatever
it may be, must be met by taxation. “And,”
says my honorable friend, “the Lower
Provinces are less able to pay taxation than we
are, and therefore the great bulk of the taxation
will have to come out of the inhabitants of
Upper and Lower Canada, and particularly
the merchants of the city of Montreal.”13
Well, sir, is not this just? Is it not fair that the
13
14
15

richest portion of the community should pay
the most taxes? Does my honorable friend
mean to say that those who consume most
ought not to pay most to the revenue? And if
the people of Upper and Lower Canada are
larger consumers than the people of the Lower
Provinces, ought they not to contribute
according to their consumption to the
revenue? “But, oh,” says my honorable friend,
“the people of the Lower Provinces get their 80
cents per head, and we get no more, although
we are much larger contributors to the
revenue.” And, he adds, “The amount to be
derived from the contributions to the revenue
by the Lower Provinces will be very
infinitesimal.”14
But granted, for argument’s sake, that this is
so, I think we ought not to undervalue in this
discussion the collateral advantage which the
control of the fisheries will give to the united
government in the union to be formed.
Remember that these fisheries will form an
important part in the future negotiations with
the United States in reference to reciprocity15,
which Upper Canada attaches so much
importance to. Hence Canada in this union
will have the control of the policy in regard to
the concession of fishing rights to the
American Government.
And it is in this respect that the future
commercial position of the Upper Canada
farmer and the Lower Canada merchant will
be enhanced by the fact that the concession of
the fisheries will procure for them advantages
in other branches of trade; for I repeat that the
future policy will be directed in a great
measure by the influence wielded by Canada
in the Confederation.—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John
Rose
[Montreal
Centre]—My
honorable friend, however, goes on to say,
“But you are about to incur a large amount of
debt. Lower Canada entered into the present
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union with a debt of only $300,000 or $400,000,
and the united debt of the two provinces is
now $67,000,000.” Well, sir, this is quite true.
But Lower Canada, when she entered the
union, had only a population of 600,000, and
Upper Canada a population of 400,000. There
was not at that time a mile of railway; now
there are upwards of 2,000.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—There was
hardly a lighthouse, and see how the St.
Lawrence and lakes are lighted now from Lake
Superior to Belle Isle.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—She went
into the union without a canal, and she has
now the finest canal system in the world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—She had no
educational system, and look at the state of
education among us at the present time.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—She was
without a municipal system, and look at the
municipal institutions of Lower Canada as
they are to be found to day.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—She went
into the union with the seigniorial tenure
grinding as it were the people, and weighing
down the industry and enterprise of the
country; and has not the seigniorial tenure
been abolished16?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Does not
my honorable friend see the advantages of all
these reforms and improvements? And does
not my honorable friend know that of the
$62,000,000 which is regarded as Canada’s
proportion of the joint debt, $49,000,000 and
more have been actually expended in and are
now positively represented by public works of
that value?
Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Not in
Lower Canada.
16
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John
Rose
[Montreal
Centre]—My
honorable friend says “Not in Lower Canada.”
But does he not see that the chain of canals
which have been constructed to bring down
the trade of the West to Montreal and Quebec,
is a benefit of the most substantial kind to
Lower Canada?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—What but
these very facilities have increased the
shipping of Montreal some five hundred per
cent, within the last few years. Does my
honorable friend mean to say that the
connection of the Grand Trunk with the
western railways of the United States is not a
benefit to Lower Canada? Does he mean to
assert that the slides constructed on the
Ottawa so as to bring lumber to Quebec are of
no advantage to Lower Canada? Surely he
does not measure everything that is done in
the way of improvement by a petty, narrow,
sectional standard, which would exact that
unless a pound of money laid out in a
particular spot or locality benefited that
particular place, it was thrown away. Is this
the policy which he would like to see
introduced into the new regime?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We have, too, the
Victoria Bridge.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Yes, we
have also the Victoria Bridge. And does my
honorable friend think that we would have
had this
•
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great work had the views—he enunciates been
acted upon?
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Leave us as we are.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—We cannot
be left as we are. I should be content, Mr.
Speaker, were I to live for twenty-five years
after the union now contemplated is
consummated, I should be content to know

Act for the Abolition of Feudal Rights and Duties in Lower Canada (Province of Canada, 1854) and The Seignorial Amendment
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that I had taken a humble part in bringing it
about, if the prosperity of the country during
the next twenty-five years under it were only
as great as during the twenty-five years that
have past.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John
Rose
[Montreal
Centre]—My
honorable friend seems to think that the
Intercolonial Railway is an undertaking of
doubtful advantage, if it is not one of positive
uselessness. But does my hon. friend think we
can safely continue in our present position of
commercial dependence on the United States?
Shall we be denied access to the seaboard for a
bale of goods or a bag of letters? Are we to be
for all time to come dependent on the fiscal
legislation of the United States? Is it to come to
this, that in the winter season the Upper
Canada farmer shall have no means whereby
he can send a barrel of flour, or the Lower
Canada merchant a bale of goods, to the
seaboard, without the leave of the United
States? Is my honorable friend disposed to
leave us in this condition of commercial
dependency forever?
I can hardly believe he will deliberately say
that we are to continue in such circumstances
as these—that under no conditions shall the
expense of constructing the Intercolonial
Railway be incurred. I believe with him that
that work is a great and grave undertaking,
and one that will involve a serious charge on
the wealth of the country. But then I contend
that it is one which we cannot avoid—it is a
necessity. We must have it. It is called for by
military reasons and commercial necessity,
and the date of its construction cannot safely
be postponed. Why, what have we not seen
within a very recent period?
Restrictions have been put on goods sent
through the United States, by the
establishment of consular certificates, to such
an extent that you could not send a bale of
goods
through
the
States
without
accompanying it with one of these certificates,
the cost of which I am told was nearly $2—
perhaps more than the worth of the package,
or more than the cost of the freight.

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Still further,
the Senate of the United States had also before
them a motion to consider under what
regulations foreign merchandise is allowed to
pass in bond through the neighbouring
country; and this was evidently done with an
in tension of abolishing the system under
which goods were permitted to pass in bond
from England through the United States. I do
not hesitate to say that if the bonding system
were done away with, half the merchants in
Canada would be seriously embarrassed if not
ruined for the time.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—In the
winter season you could not send a barrel of
flour to England—you could not receive a
single package of goods therefrom. The
merchants would have to lay in a twelve
months’ stock of goods, and the farmer would
be dependent on the condition of the market
in spring, and would be compelled to force the
sale of his produce at that moment, whether
there was a profitable market for it then or not,
instead of having as now a market at all
seasons, as well in England as the United
States. So that whatever sacrifices attach to the
construction of the Intercolonial Railway, we
must have it, seeing that it is impossible for us
to remain in our present position of isolation
and suspense. It is one of the unfortunate
incidents of our position which we cannot get
rid of. It will be a costly undertaking, but it is
one we must make up our minds to pay for,
and the sooner we set about its construction
the better.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We must always
expect to pay for what is good.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—But
when it is good for nothing, what then?
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I have just
done. I do not hope to convert my honorable
friend; but I desired to show how
indispensable and how desirable those
communications are, and how necessary it is
that they should be effected. No one can
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foresee what the future of the neighboring
States will be—whether they will be
reconstructed as one union, or split up into
two or more confederacies. They have a dark
and uncertain future before them, for no one
can doubt that no matter what their condition
as regards reconstruction may be, they will
have an enormous load of debt weighing upon
them, and that they will have to encounter
great difficulties before they finally settle
down into the same state of permanent
security as formerly.
If we are alive to the natural advantages of
our position, unless we deliberately throw
them away, we can, whatever that future may
be, secure a profitable intercourse with them.
Unless the St. Lawrence and Ottawa cease to
flow, and the lakes dry up, those roads to the
ocean are the natural outlets for the west, and
we can turn them to good amount. We know
something
•
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of the great productiveness of the Western
States.
There is, in fact, no limit to that
productiveness, and the necessity of their
having another outlet to the sea, without being
altogether dependent upon New York and
Boston, is to my mind very plain. This
necessity of the powerful western interests
must have a controlling influence in the
commercial policy of the United States; and if
we can direct the trade of the Western States
down the St. Lawrence by giving them
additional facilities, it cannot be doubted that
we shall find therein a great element of
security for the future peace of the two
countries.
This House will remember the resolutions,
of a couple of years ago, of the states of
Wisconsin and Illinois in reference to this
question. These resolutions contained one or
two facts which are of the greatest importance,
as showing the necessity existing in the
Western
States
for
a
channel
of
communication through the St. Lawrence. The
memorial founded on it stated these facts:—
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With one-tenth of the arable surface under cultivation, the
product of wheat of the North-Western States in 1862 is
estimated at 150,000,000 of bushels; and from our own
State of Illinois alone there has been shipped annually for
the last two years, a surplus of food sufficient to feed ten
millions of people. For several years past a lamentable
waste of crops actually harvested has occurred in
consequence of the inability of the railways and canals
leading to the seaboard to take off the excess.
The Northwest seems already to have arrived at a point of
production beyond any possible capacity for
transportation which can be provided, except by the great
natural outlets. It has for two successive years crowded
the canals and railways with more than 100,000,000 of
bushels of grain, besides immense quantities of other
provisions, and vast numbers of cattle and hogs. This
increasing volume of business cannot be maintained
without recourse to the natural outlet of the lakes.
The future prosperity of these states bordering on the
great lakes depends in a great measure on cheap
transportation to foreign markets; hence they are vitally
interested in the question of opening the St. Lawrence, the
great natural thoroughfare from the lakes to the ocean,
through, and by which the people of England may enlarge
their supplies of breadstuffs and provisions, greatly
exceeding the quantity heretofore received from the
United States, at one-fourth less cost than it has heretofore
been obtained.
From actual experience derived from shipments of Indian
corn from Chicago to Liverpool, it is shown that the
freight charges often covered seven-eighths of the value of
the bushel of corn at Liverpool; more than one-half of the
cost of wheat is also often consumed by the present very
inadequate means of transportation.
The European customer for our breadstuffs determines
their price in all our markets. The surplus of grain derived
from the Northwest is fifty or sixty millions of bushels
beyond the demand of the Eastern States, and when that
surplus is carried to their markets, the foreign quotations
establish the value of the entire harvest. The interior of
North America is drained by the St. Lawrence, which
furnishes for the country bordering upon the lakes a
natural highway to the sea. Through its deep channel
must pass the agricultural productions of the vast lake
region.
The commercial spirit of the age forbids that international
jealousy
should
interfere with
great natural
thoroughfares, and the governments of Great Britain and
the United States will appreciate this spirit and cheerfully
yield to its influence. The great avenue to the Atlantic
through the St. Lawrence being once opened to its largest
capability, the laws of trade, which it has now been the
policy of the Federal Government to obstruct, will carry
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tube commerce of the Northwest through it.17

I say, then, give us the Intercolonial Railway,
give us the command of the St. Lawrence, give
us a government by which we can direct our
national policy, give us the control of the
fisheries, and we will be able to secure such
reciprocal trade with the United States for
Upper Canada as it requires.
But if we are disunited—if the Lower
Provinces retain the control of the fisheries,
and Canada has nothing to give in exchange
for the concession she seeks from the United
States in the way of commercial intercourse, in
breadstuffs and otherwise—I say that in such
a case as this we are very much hampered
indeed. I have detained the House very much
longer than I intended, and I fear that I have
exhausted the patience of honorable members.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “No, no,”
and “go on.”
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I have fallen
into the same error which has been attributed
to others. But there is a single observation I
desire to offer in conclusion, and it has
reference to the demand made by some
honorable members, that there should be a
dissolution before the question is finally
decided. Well, sir, time presses. We have, and
I cannot repeat it too often, not a day or an
hour to lose in undertaking those great works
of defence which may be absolutely necessary
to our existence.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
What works of defence?
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—The works
to which I have alluded.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—
Where are they?
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—Does any
honorable gentleman know, or, if he does
know, ought he to say publicly where they are
to be? All we know is that there must be a large
outlay
•
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on the defences of the country, of which the
Lower Provinces will bear their share and the
Imperial Government will bear its share; but
how do I know, or ought any honorable
gentleman here to enquire if I did, whether
these works will be at Point Levis, at Montreal,
at Kingston, at Toronto, or where? But that
there are to be works, and extensive works
necessary to be constructed, so as to check
sudden conquest or invasion, does not admit
of a doubt. Does not the honorable gentleman
know that there have been out here time and
again eminent military officers, under
directions from the Imperial Government, to
ascertain where would be the best points for
the erection of those fortifications?
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
And how much of the cost are we to
contribute?
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I hope as
much as may be necessary and fair.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—For my
part—and I know that this feeling is shared in
by every honorable member who hears me—I
am prepared not only to stake the money of
others, but, if necessary, to expend my last
shilling on these works, if they are declared to
be essential for the defence of the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I consider
such precautions as much a necessity as
insuring one’s house against fire. If the
honorable gentleman means to say that, in
providing for the continuance of our national
existence, the people would bargain whether
they should give a hundred pounds or a
thousand pounds, I can assure him he knows
very little of the spirit of the country. The
people are prepared to tax themselves to the
extent of their last shilling in order to defend
themselves against aggression.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I do not

Memorial of the Illinois Commissioners to His Excellency the Governor-General of Canada (Mar. 10, 1863) in The Free Press,
Vol. XI - No. 7 (Jul. 1, 1863), p. 62.
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pretend to know anything of military
operations, but any man with a head on his
shoulders must see that there must be works
of some kind constructed to enable us to resist
aggression.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—I
pretend to have a head on my shoulders as
well as the honorable gentleman, and I would
ask him whether the railway, which is made
part of the Constitution, is considered part of
the works he alludes to or not?
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I do not
think the Intercolonial Railway is part of the
Constitution, but its construction is provided
for, and a railway from such point as shall be
considered on the whole best, both in
reference to commercial considerations and
military considerations, is indispensable; and
what is more, I believe the country will
cheerfully bear the expense.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—But in
regard to the question of an appeal to the
people, I would just ask, is there a single
member of this House who does not already
know what is the feeling of his constituents on
this question, who is not aware whether they
are for the union or against the union? Is there
a member who does not know what his
constituents desire in respect to it, and who is
not himself prepared to take the responsibility
of his vote? I believe there is not. And does any
honorable gentleman think that if there was to
be a dissolution and an appeal to the country
on this question, the elections would turn
upon the scheme itself, that there would not be
individual predilections, personal questions,
and local questions affecting the elections, far
more than Confederation? And would it not
be most anomalous to elect a Parliament, the
first vote given by which would be its own
death? The sole business of the new
Parliament would be to agree upon a
Constitution which should annihilate itself.
There is something so anomalous, almost
unconstitutional and absurd in such a step,
that I think it could not commend itself to the
common sense of the country. I think we are
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already sufficiently aware of what the
feeling—the mature and dispassionate
feeling—the calm conviction and views of the
country are, and that too after an intelligent
appreciation of it in all its bearings, and I do
not think there is anything to be gained, but on
the contrary much to be imperilled, by the
expense and delay of an election. I know that
in my own constituency—not the least
important in the province—this conclusion
has been come to, not from any inconsiderate
love of change—not from any ardent and
temporary impulse or vague aspirations to be
part in name of a future nation, at the risk of
imperilling their relations with England or of
injury to their interests, but I believe the
scheme is stamped with their approval,
because their reason and judgment convince
them that it is not only desirable but a
necessity of our condition.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Rose [Montreal Centre]—I again
apologise for the time I have occupied the
attention of the House, and express my thanks
for the kind consideration honorable members
have extended to me.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton] moved
The adjournment of the debate.

Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I would
like to say a word, and only a word, before the
motion to adjourn the debate is put. I have
listened with very great attention to the speech
of my honorable friend from Montreal Centre
[John Rose], a large portion of which was
devoted to the
•
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subject of the defences of the country. I admit
to the full the importance of that subject, but I
maintain that as yet we are not in a position to
give the proper weight to the arguments of my
honorable friend and of other honorable
gentlemen on that question, that in fact we are
hardly in a position to consider the subject at
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all; and I do maintain that it is hardly fair to
introduce it as an element into this discussion,
so long as the Government withhold from us
the official information which may be
assumed to be in their possession on that
subject. I have risen, therefore, to express the
hope that the honorable gentlemen on the
Treasury benches will see the propriety of
submitting to this House the fullest possible
information on that subject.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I am sure
my honorable friend who has just taken his
seat will himself admit the force of what I am
now urging, and that we cannot give the
consideration he asks to that branch of the
general subject of Confederation without
having the amplest information that the
Government can give us with regard to it. I
would, therefore, express the desire—which I
am sure is shared by a large number of the
honorable members who sit around me—that
at once, before we proceed further in this
debate, this important information should be
submitted to the House in a distinct form.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
My honourable friend from Chateauguay
(Hon. Mr. Holton) has very properly called the
attention of the Government to the necessity of
having laid before this House information as
to the amount we shall have to appropriate for
the defences of the country. It is well known
that Imperial officers were sent out some time
ago to make a survey, and report on the
defensive condition of this country 18, and the
best points at which to build fortifications—
the points d’appui19, where in cases of disaster
we should be obliged to take shelter, if the
enemy drove us into our garrisons. The report
of those officers was made before I left office,
more than a year ago. Surely during that time,
with such a loyal administration as that

18

19

composed of the honorable gentlemen now on
the Treasury benches, the secret of the amount
of the appropriation that will be required at
our hands has not been kept from them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—It
appears to me that this is a branch of the
question to which we must address ourselves,
before we are in a condition to deal
satisfactorily with the general subject. It is a
principle of the British Constitution that the
appropriation of any moneys from the taxes
paid by the people, shall beat the disposal of
Parliament. We have a right therefore to know,
at the earliest possible period, before we go
blindly into this scheme of Confederation,
what we are called upon to appropriate in
connection with this matter.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
And there is another point on which, as yet, we
have had no information, beyond what was
given to-night when the hon. member for
South Oxford [George Brown] answered me in
his curt way. The Government may as well at
an early date—I mean the portion of the
Government who will have to speak for Upper
Canada, and who are especially responsible
for the acts of the Administration with
reference to that section of the province—give
their attention to the question how far the
Catholics of Upper Canada are to be placed in
the position of maintaining their schools and
claiming their portion of the public funds, and
enjoying generally the same privileges which
are to be enjoyed, according to the declaration
of the Honorable Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier], by the Protestants of
Lower Canada.
I express no opinion at this time as to the
propriety of the demands made by the
Protestants of Lower Canada, or as to what I
shall be prepared to do when that question

William Jervois, Report on the Defence of Canada (1864). J.S. Macdonald mentions that the report was submitted before he
left office (Mar. 1864). The Jervois Report was officially submitted in the U.K. in Feb. 1864, which would coincide with
Macdonald’s claim.
i.e. “strategic points.”
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comes up. Nor do I express now any opinion
as to the propriety of giving the Catholics of
Upper Canada more rights than they have got.
But I say the Government ought to address
themselves at once to the question, whether
they are to make the same provision for the
Catholics of Upper Canada, as for the
Protestants of Lower Canada. This is a matter
which comes home to the feelings of the
Catholics of Upper Canada, and they have
here at this moment delegates to express their
opinions. No doubt, to enforce what they
conceive to be their own rights, they will use
as a lever the proposition to extend to the
Protestants of Lower Canada the privileges
which they claim as their due. And depend
upon it, that when the time comes for the
Protestants of Lower Canada to ask what they
assert to be their rights, they will be expected
to stand up also for the Catholics of Upper
Canada, and to deal out to them the same
justice which they expect the Catholics of
Lower Canada to extend to them.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—My honorable friend
from Cornwall [John Sandfield Macdonald]
does not of course agree himself with the
views he is now urging. I think he ought to
wait till the parties he speaks for ask him to
express their views, or allow them to get as
their advocate one who does share their views.
He surely does not want to urge
•

(p. 421)

views upon us in which he does not
sympathize himself.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—Is
my honorable friend ignorant of the
resolutions which have been passed by the
Catholics of Upper Canada 20? Is he ignorant
that Vicar-General McDonnell of Kingston is
here at the Palace, to give effect to them? And
does he say that whatever opinions I may
entertain on the question, I must not presume
to ask the Government to state their intentions
with regard to it? Their answer should not be
20

705

delayed on the plea set up to night by the
President of the Council (Hon. Mr. Brown),
that they are to consider the matter. It is a
matter worthy of consideration, and I press it
on the attention of the Government in order
that they may be prepared, for it must come.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—What
must come?
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
The question must be brought up in this
House.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Well, bring it.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—I
want the gentlemen on the Treasury benches,
when the question is brought up and put to
them, to be prepared to say what they are to
do with reference to the Catholic minority of
Upper Canada, as the Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier] has manfully stated
what he will do for the Protestant minority of
Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—I
have never come to this House to act as the
champion of any religious sect. I have come to
do justice to all parties, and I claim that we are
entitled to understand, when it is intended to
make distinctions for the benefit of the
minority in one section of the province,
whether similar distinctions are to be made
also for the benefit of the minority in the other
section.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
The motion for adjourning the debate was then
agreed to.

Unconfirmed reference.
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Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

A

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
THURSday,
february 23, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd instant proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward

1

2

lexander Mackenzie [Lambton] resumed
the adjourned debate. He said—Before
proceeding, Mr. Speaker, to discuss the
measure of Confederation itself, I think it
desirable to revert for a moment to the
position which we have occupied, in
discussing those constitutional questions that
have so long separated parties, and involved
the two sections of the province in serious
dissensions I do this to meet the charges of
inconsistency bought against myself and
others, because we support the present
Coalition Government with a view to obtain
the solution of the difficulties with which we
have had to contend—in a way not perhaps
hitherto
advocated
very
extensively,
especially in that part of the province to which
I myself belong.
Since I had the honor of having a seat in this
House, I have never advocated representation
by population as the sole measure I would
accept as a settlement of those difficulties. In
the first speech I ever made in this House, I
used the following language:—
I am not myself bound down to representation by
population as the only possible measure. If the opponents
of that measure can suggest any other remedy, I am quite
willing to give it a candid consideration; and I am quite
sure that the large constituency I represent will support
me in considering any measure which will place it out of
the power of the Government of the day to perpetrate
sectional injustice; but until such a remedy is suggested, I
feel bound to advocate
•
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reform of the representation on the basis of population as
one remedy I believe to be an effective one. 2

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
hon. member for Hochelaga (Antoine-Aimé

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 147. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Mackenzie’s speech.
Mackenzie’s maiden speech to the Legislative Assembly (Mar. 27, 1862). “Provincial Parliament. Legislative Assembly.
Representation by Population,” The Globe (Apr. 1, 1862).
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Dorion [Hochelaga]) asserted that we had
advocated this measure merely as a means of
remedying the financial injustice of which we
complained. That was not the case. It is quite
true that we urged very strongly—and I am
not prepared at this moment to withdraw a
single statement I have made with reference to
that we urged very strongly the injustice of the
position in which we were placed, in
contributing largely to the public revenue, and
finding that that revenue was expended
without due consideration being given to that
part of the country which contributed most
heavily towards it.
But, at the same time, we felt that we were
treated unjustly in another respect. We felt
that it was not fair—that it could not be just—
that four men in Lower Canada should be
equal, politically, to five men in Upper
Canada. We complained that an eastern
majority, in spite of our protestations, framed
our laws. It was this which aggrieved us much
more deeply than the mere loss of a certain
sum of money.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—Up to
the beginning of 1862 the agitation for a
redress of this grievance had been carried on
throughout the whole of Western Canada; and
I am convinced that at that time there was not
an individual who could appear in public in
Canada West, and take any share in the public
discussions of the day, with any chance of
getting a favorable hearing, unless he asserted
that he was in favor opt representation by
population.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Oh! oh!
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
hon. member for Cornwall [John Sandfield
Macdonald] cries “Oh!” Well, I will except
him.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—No! no!
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—It is
true, perhaps, that even that hon. member
cannot be excepted; for no one spoke more
strongly than he did of the injustice

perpetrated on Upper Canada.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—He
went even further in his assertion of the rights
of Upper Canada, and of the justice due to it,
than I would be disposed to do. He asserted on
the floor of this House that he would not
submit to any legislation, good, bad or
indifferent, that came from the Administration
of the day, simply because they would not
accord justice to Upper Canada.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Any Upper Canada legislation.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
hon. gentleman could not have taken stronger
ground than that. I shall come to speak
presently of his own Administration. The hon.
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] seemed to think that, because the
people of Canada West conducted their
agitation with a good deal of system and
order, there was nothing very alarming or
dangerous about it. But the hon. gentleman
should have remembered that it is a
characteristic of the British people, that they
on all occasions conduct a political agitation
with due decorum and due respect to the laws,
and that it is not the less serious on that
account. When they have a deep-seated
feeling that injustice is being perpetrated upon
them, they will not sit still under it, although
they will at the same time, while conducting
the agitation against it, inspect the rights of
other parties.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I am
free to confess that, when I first came into this
House, I labored under some slight
misapprehension of the position which the
Lower Canadians occupied towards us of
Western Canada. There is, or there was then, a
popular opinion that the Lower Canadians
were only afraid of representation by
population, because they dreaded that the
people of Canada West would use the larger
power they would thereby obtain for the
injury, if not the destruction, of their religious
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institutions. That is entirely an error. I am
convinced that the people of Lower Canada
have no such opinion and no such fear.
In speaking the other day on that subject, the
honorable member for Hochelaga (Hon. Mr.
Dorion) quoted from a speech of mine
delivered in Toronto a few days before this
session commenced3; and I do not think the
hon. gentleman showed his usual candour or
fairness in making the representation he did.
He represented me as having stated at that
meeting, that I had abandoned representation
by population, as a thing that was not
advisable, or possible, or something of that
sort. Now what I did say was this:—
Having taken some part in public affairs, he (Mr.
Mackenzie) had long felt it would be almost impossible,
by representation by population, to obtain to the full
extent the justice that Upper Canada should receive with
a legislative union as the basis of our power.4

George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear, hear!
•
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Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—
He had looked at it in this way. The time had been when
the people of Upper Canada imagined that the Lower
Canadians were afraid to grant representation by
population lest western reformers should interfere with
their religious institutions. He was fully satisfied that that
idea was entirely erroneous—that the French people never
had the slightest fear of the kind, because they knew it
would be political suicide, it would be absolute ruin to any
political party having the administration of affairs in their
hands, to perpetrate injustice on any section of the people,
to whatever church they belonged. (Cheers.)
There was one element, however, which always entered
largely into the discussion of all our national questions,
and that was that the French people were a people entirely
different from ourselves in origin, and largely in feeling.
We all had a certain pride in our native country, and
gloried in the deeds of our ancestors.
The French people had that feeling quite as strongly as any
of us; this reason, and also because they were a conquered

3
4

5
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people, they felt it necessary to maintain a strong national
spirit, and to resist all attempts to procure justice by the
people of the west, lest that national existence should be
broken down.
He (Mr. Mackenzie) felt for one that mere representation
by population, under such circumstances, would perhaps
scarcely meet the expectations formed of it, because
although Upper Canada would have seventeen more
members than Lower Canada, it would be an easy thing
for the fifty or fifty-five members representing French
constituencies to unite with a minority from Upper
Canada, and thus secure an Administration subservient to
their views.5

These were the sentiments that I uttered at
that meeting, and the sentiments to which I am
prepared now to give utterance again.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander
Mackenzie
[Lambton]—I
believe that tab feeling of nationality has been
our sole difficulty, in working our present
political system. But I do not believe for one
moment that it would be possible or perhaps
desirable to extinguish that strong feeling of
nationality. Break down that feeling and all
patriotism will be broken down with it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I do not
think it would be fair, or kind, or honorable, to
attempt to do so. When Britain conquered the
country, she accepted the responsibility of
governing a foreign people in accordance with
their feelings, so far as consistent with British
policy. That feeling of nationality obtains so
strongly in all countries, that, where attempts
have been made, as in Austria, to break it
down, they have signally failed.
When such an attempt failed, though made
by a despotic government, with a powerful
army at its command, how could we expect it
to succeed in a free country. In Austria, at this
moment, eighteen different nationalities are
represented in the national councils; and,
notwithstanding all its military power and
prestige, Austria has been compelled to accord

Alexander Mackenzie, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 249. Dorion is paraphrasing.
Mackenzie’s speech in St. Lawrence Hall, Toronto (Jan. 17, 1865). “The Meeting Last Night! A Great Success. The
Confederation Scheme Endorsed...,” The Globe (Jan. 18, 1865).
ibid.
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local parliaments or assemblies to every one of
those eighteen nationalities.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I have
felt, therefore, that it would be utterly
impracticable to obtain representation by
population so long as the French people
believed, as I came to find they did believe,
that this concession, to us would involve
destruction to them as a separate people
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—That is
what they fear will be the result of the scheme
now proposed.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—No; I
have yet to learn that they have any such fear.
The Attorney General East (Hon. Mr. Cartier),
in his speech, a few evenings ago, adverted to
the position taken by the French inhabitants of
Lower Canada at the time of the French
revolution, and claimed credit for them,
because they remained loyal to the British
Crown, when all the other North American
Colonies threw off the British sway. The
honorable gentleman’s claim was perfectly
just. But I believe that they were actuated by
another feeling beyond the feeling of loyalty—
that they felt their only safeguard as a distinct
people—the only way to preserve their
nationality, was to remain attached to Great
Britain. Their existence for twenty years as a
French colony under British rule, was not
perhaps sufficient to give that attachment
which they have now to the British
Government. But it was perfectly clear to them
that, if they entered the American Union, they
would be absorbed and lost, just as the French
colony of Louisiana has since been.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I have
been charged, and others with me, who have
held the same political views, with deserting
our party, because we have ceased to act with
the gentlemen from Lower Canada with
6
7

whom we formerly acted. I think there is no
fair ground for such a charge. For what, after
all, is party? It is but an association of
individuals holding opinions in common on
some grounds of public policy, or some
measures which they may believe to be
necessary for the conduct of the government
of the country to which they belong Looking
at the matter in that light, there is no part of
our party politics in the west, that we have
insisted upon so strongly as that which
concerns the representation of the people in
Parliament.
•
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George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear, hear!
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—And, as
soon as our former political friends in Lower
Canada ceased to take advanced ground on
that question, while the other party, hitherto
opposed to us, became willing to take that
advanced ground, it became clearly our duty
to unite with that party who held opinions in
common with us on matters that concerned us
above all others.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—At the
time of the formation of the Macdonald-Sicotte
Government6, I was, with many others,
strongly blamed, because we allowed that
Government to come into existence at all. It is
quite possible we were wrong; but I think after
all it was fortunate that the hon. member for
Cornwall (Hon. J.S. Macdonald) had a fair
opportunity to try his favourite remedy for
our constitutional difficulties—the “double
majority principle.”7 That principle had been
pressed on the attention of the country for ten
years as one amply sufficient as a remedial
measure, under which the existing political
system could be harmoniously worked. In the
Macdonald-Sicotte Government it had a fair

Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863). The administration was formed on May 24, 1862.
The "double majority" principle advocated that the Ministry should be supported by two sectional majorities, one for upper
and another for lower Canada, in the legislature. J.S. Macdonald believed this principle was not only necessary but already
inherent in the sectional nature of the united Canadas. The Macdonald-Sicotte ministry in 1862 in fact practiced the
principle. See Bruce W. Hodgins, John Sandfield Macdonald, 1812-1872 (University of Toronto Press, 1971).
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trial and a speedy death.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
existence of that Government, if it served no
other
purpose,
showed
the
utter
impracticability of the one means, by which
my hon. friend hoped to accomplish what he,
in common with ourselves, had long aimed at.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—Now,
supposing the Liberal party of the west had
refused the terms offered by the present
Administration—if we had declined to
support a government which was really giving
us nearly all we demanded—I do think we
would have been fairly chargeable with
creating if not advocating a state of anarchy. I
think it would have been a most suicidal thing,
if, having obtained—if not to the full extent,
yet to a very great extent—the concession of
the principle we had contended for so long, we
had refused to accept the settlement offered,
merely because a certain number of
gentlemen, to whom we had been strongly
opposed before, were among the leaders of the
new movement.
I for one felt it would be quite impossible for
me to maintain my ground in Canada West, if
I took the responsibility of acting in that way.
Some honorable gentlemen have asserted, and
truly asserted, that this measure is not as
perfect as it might have been—and that it is not
as complete as some of us might have desired
it to be. It is not perhaps, considering
everything, in the exact form in which we
demanded it. But, where there are two great
parties in a nation—as there have been with
8

9
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us—it is quite clear that, whet, they agree to
effect a settlement of the constitutional
difficulties which have separated them, this
can only be accomplished by mutual
compromise to a greater or less extent And the
true question to be determined in this
discussion, and by the vote at the close of this
debate, is this—whether this a fair
compromise or not. I am prepared to say it is
perhaps as fair as could reasonably be
expected, and I have therefore no hesitation in
giving it all the support in my power.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—In its
main features it is the very scheme which was
proposed by the Toronto Convention 8—only
carried to a greater extent than the convention
thought advisable or possible at the time. The
speeches which were delivered at that
convention, as well as the resolutions which
were passed, showed clearly that it was the
opinion of the delegates there present, that a
Confederation of the whole provinces would
be desirable, if it were possible to attain it as
speedily, as they expected they could obtain a
Federation of the two Provinces of Canada.
That, I believe, was the sole reason why
resolutions were not moved and adopted in
favor of the larger instead of the smaller
scheme9. But we have been told by the two
hon. gentlemen beside me—the hon. member
for Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton) and the
honorable member for Hochelaga (Hon. Mr.
Dorion)—that the scheme of the Toronto
Convention took no hold upon the public
mind.
As to this I have to say that having had as
fair an opportunity perhaps as most men to

The Reformers of Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper Canada,”
The Globe (Nov. 10-11, 1859), “The Convention Yesterday,” The Globe (Nov. 11, 1859), “Meeting of the Liberal Convention
of Upper Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 12-16, 1859), and Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the
Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper Canada (1859).
This is summed up in the fourth and fifth resolutions which read, “4. That without entering on the discussion of other objections,
this assembly is of opinion that the delay which must occur in obtaining the sanction of the Lower Provinces to a Federal Union of all
the British North American Colonies, places that measure beyond consideration as a remedy for present evils.”
“5. That in the opinion of this assembly, the best practicable remedy for the evils now encountered in the government of Canada is to
be found in the formation of two or more local governments, to which shall be committed the control of all matters of a local or section
character, and some joint authority charged with such matters as are necessarily common to both sections of the Province.” Address of
the Constitutional Reform Association, p. 4.
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ascertain the felines of the people in Western
Canada, I can assert, without any fear of
contradiction by hon. gentlemen iron that part
of the country, that no scheme ever took a
greater or more complete hold upon the public
mind in Upper Canada than the scheme of the
Toronto Convention.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—And for
the very reason that the present scheme is
merely an expansion of that one, it has
received almost universal approval in Canada
West.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—It is true
that after the Toronto Convention was held,
there was not any very strong agitation in its
favor. But I have observed this, that at all the
elections which have been held subsequent to
the convention, gentlemen who have taken the
same side of politics as myself have been
accustomed to say that as soon as the Lower
•
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Canadians
who
were
opposed
to
representation by population would agree to
the scheme of the Toronto Convention, they
were ready to meet them on that ground.
Personally, I have always been in favor of a
legislative union, where it can be
advantageously worked. If it could be adapted
to our circumstances in these colonies, I would
at this moment be in favor of a legislative
union as the best system of government. I
believe that is the general opinion of the
people in the west. But it is the duty of every
public man to shape his course with reference
to theoretical principles of government,
according to the circumstances which may
prevail locally. And it is quite clear that, if the
legislative union could not be worked well
with Upper and Lower Canada, it would work
still worse with the other provinces brought
in.
There remained, therefore, in my opinion,
no other alternative than to adopt the Federal
principle, or to dissolve entirely the
connection which exists between Upper and

Lower Canada at the present moment; and
that I would look upon as one of the greatest
calamities which could befall these provinces.
Even if this scheme were more objectionable
than it is, had I the alternative put before me
to accept dissolution of the union or to accept
this, I would without hesitation accept
Confederation rather than dissolution.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—In the
scheme as propounded, we have all that we
could possibly demand in the way of
representation in the Lower House. And,
besides that, we have provision made for
extending the representation east or west, as
occasion may require, according to the
increase of our population shown at the
decennial periods for taking the census. Any
thing fairer than that could not possibly be
demanded. And if Lower Canada increases
more rapidly in population than Canada West,
she will obtain representation accordingly.
For, although the number of her members
cannot be changed from sixty-five, the
proportion of that number to the whole will be
changed relatively to the progress of the
various colonies.
On the other hand if we extend, as I have no
doubt we will do, westward, towards the
centre of the continent, we will obtain a large
population for our Confederation in the west.
In that quarter we must look for the largest
increase of our population in British America,
and before many years elapse the centre of
population and power will tend westward
much farther than most people now think. The
increase in the representation is therefore
almost certain to be chiefly in the west, and
every year will add to the influence and power
of Western Canada, as well as to her trade and
commerce. The most important question that
arises relates to the constitution of the Upper
House.
It is said that in this particular the scheme is
singularly defective—that there has been a
retrograde movement in going back from the
elective to the nominative system. I admit that
this statement is a fair one from those who
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contended long for the application of the
elective principle to the Upper House; but it
can have no weight with another large class,
who, like myself, never believed in the
wisdom of electing the members of two
Houses of Parliament with coordinate powers.
I have always believed that a change from the
present system was inevitable, even with our
present political organization.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
constitution of an Upper House or Senate
seems to have originated in the state of society
which prevailed in feudal times; and from
being the sole legislative body—or at least the
most powerful—in the State, it has
imperceptibly become less powerful, or
secondary in importance to the lower
chamber, as the mass of the people became
more intelligent, and popular rights became
more fully understood. Where there is an
Upper House it manifestly implies on the part
of its members peculiar duties or peculiar
rights.
In Great Britain, for instance, there is a large
class of landed proprietors, who have long
held almost all the landed property of the
country in their hands, and who have to pay
an immense amount of taxes. The fiscal
legislation of Britain for many years has
tended to the reduction of impost and excise
duties on articles of prime necessity, and to the
imposition of heavy taxes on landed property
and incomes.
Under such a financial system, there are
immense interests at stake, and the House of
Lords being the highest judicial tribunal in the
kingdom, there is a combination of peculiar
rights and peculiar duties appertaining to the
class represented which amply justify its
maintenance. We have no such interests, and
we impose no such duties, and hence the
Upper House becomes a mere court of
revision, or one of coordinate jurisdiction; as
the latter it is not required; to become the
former, it should be constituted differently
10

713

from the House of Assembly.
The United States present the example of a
community socially similar to ourselves,
•
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establishing an Upper House. They have—
reasoning doubtless from the same premises—
not only given the legislatures of the
respective states the power of nominating the
members of the Senate, but have also given
that body powers entirely different from those
possessed by the elective branch. It is a
remarkable fact that there is only one other
government in Europe which has a system
similar to Great Britain, and that is Sweden.
There is another class, represented by a
number of the German nations. There are
Wurtemburg, Hessen Darmstadt, Prussia,
Saxony, Hanover, Baden and Bavaria, with an
aggregate population of about 30,000,000,
whose Upper Chambers are partly hereditary,
partly nominative, and partly ex-officio10.
The purely hereditary principle, as found in
Great Britain and Sweden, obtains among a
population of some 32,000,000. Then there is
another class nominated by the Crown for life
from a list chosen by intermediate bodies. The
councils choose three lists and the Sovereign
nominates therefrom. In this way, Spain,
Brazil and the new nation of Romania,
composed of the Turkish principalities of
Moldavia and Wallachia, appoint their Upper
Houses—Spain, with a population of
16,301,850; Brazil, 7,677,800; Romania,
3,578,000; altogether 27,556,650.
There is another class where the members of
the Senate are nominated for life, where the
number is limited, and where some few
members of the royal family have the privilege
of sitting as members. Italy, with a population
of 21,777,334; Portugal, 3,581,677; Serbia,
1,098,281; Austria, 34,000,000. This class
represents altogether a population of
61,460,292. Then there is another class where
the members are elected for a term of years,
and it is a remarkable feat in this connection

i.e. “member of a body because of an office/position held.”

(pp. 421-446 in the primary document)

714

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

that the countries I refer to are, with the
exception of three British colonies and one
monarchy, entirely republican.
The one monarchy in the list that elects its
Upper Chamber in this way, is Belgium; but
Belgium, although a monarchy, is well known
to be one of the most democratic countries in
Europe. This list includes Switzerland, whose
people number 2,534,242 La Plata, 1,171,800;
Chili, 1,558,319; Peru, 2,865,000; United States,
30,000,000;
Liberia,
500,000;
Belgium,
4,529,000; South Australia, 126,830; Tasmania,
89,977; Victoria, 540,322—having a total
population of 43,915,490.
In Nassau we find the Upper Chamber
partly nominative and partly ex-officio, the
population being 457,571. Then there is
Denmark, with a partly nominative and partly
elective system, the elections being held by the
Provincial Councils, the population being
1,600,000; while in the Netherlands, with a
population of 3,372,652, the members are
elected entirely by the Provincial Councils. In
one of the British colonies, New South Wales,
the members are nominated for a term of
years; whilst in two of the youngest and most
enterprising of the British colonies, New
Zealand and Queensland, they have the
system which we propose to adopt, of
nominating a limited number of members for
life.
There is evidently room here for great
latitude of opinion as to the constitution of the
Upper Chamber, and I do not think we can be
fairly charged with retrogression because we
choose to make the members of our Upper
House nominative instead of elective. Our
people comprise but one class, and if the
members of the two chambers are to be chosen
by the same electors, it is very clear that it will
be extremely difficult for both to maintain
their individuality, possessing similar powers
and privileges, and avoid collisions.
It is evident that two chambers which have
originated in precisely the same way, will
claim to exercise the same rights and
privileges, and to discharge the same
functions; but were the Upper Chamber

nominative, instead of elective, the jurisdiction
of that chamber would be, of course,
correspondingly changed, and the chances of
collision made more remote. There are quite a
number of states (some of them very
considerable in size and population, and of
recent origin) which have dispensed with an
Upper Chamber altogether. I confess my
arguments would lead to the adoption of this
system, as the one most suited to our
circumstances.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
nations which have adopted this system are
Hesse Cassel, with a population of 726,000;
Luxemburg, 413,000; Saxe Weimar, 273,000;
Saxe Meiningen, 172,000; Saxe Altenburg,
137,000; Saxe Cobourg, 159,000; Brunswick,
273,000; Mecklenburg Schwerin, 548,000;
Norway, 1,328,471; Mecklenburg Streilitz,
99,060; Oldenburg, 295,245; Anhalt, 181,824;
Lippe-Detmold, 103,513; Waldeck, 58,000;
Schwarzburg, 71,913; and in the kingdom of
Greece, with a population of 1,096,810, where
a new constitution has been recently adopted,
the statesmen of that country have, after some
experience of the duplicate system, resolved to
legislate with a single chamber. But while it is
my opinion that we would be better without
an Upper House, I know that the question is
•
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not, at the present moment, what is the best
possible form of government, according to our
particular opinions, but what is the best that
earn be framed for a community holding
different views on the subject.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear, hear. That is the
point, and therefore I accept, as a fair
compromise, a second chamber nominated by
the Confederate Cabinet.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—One
honorable member—I think the honorable
member for Lotbinière (Mr. Joly)—used the
argument that the Federal system was a weak
one. I do not think the Federal system is
necessarily a weak one; but it is a system
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which requires a large degree of intelligence
and political knowledge on the part of the
people, and I think it was entirely unfair on the
part of the honorable member to compare our
probable prospects in the future, under
Confederation, with the past history of the
Spanish republics in South America. We have
in this country a population habituated to selfgovernment, and this entirely destroys the
parallel sought to be instituted. For my part, I
hold it would be altogether impossible for the
honorable member for South Oxford [George
Brown], for instance, or some other honorable
members we know of, to carry on the same
agitation in any of the South American
republics—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—that we
have seen them doing in Upper Canada,
without producing a complete revolution, and
instead of my honorable friend (Hon. Mr.
Brown) finding himself at the head of a
newspaper, controlling his columns, he would
find himself at the head of an army
marshalling its columns.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Galt [Sherbrooke, Minister of
Finance]—He would, perhaps, be found
issuing a pronunciamento11.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—Yes, a
pronunciamento would undoubtedly be the
legitimate result in such a state of society. The
fact is, we cannot compare such a population
with those who are educated to our own form
of government. I have time and again attended
political meetings with my honorable friends
opposite, and after seven or eight hours
indulging in strong language, and sometimes
bitter enough speeches, the people have
separated quietly without any personal feeling
being entertained the one against the other,
fore, then, asserting that the people of this
country are incapable of governing
themselves, or that the Federal principle is a
weak one, it is necessary to prove that we are
11
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not more civilized than were the people of
South America thirty years ago.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander
Mackenzie
[Lambton]—I
assume, therefore, that it is necessary to prove
that our people are less civilized than the
populations of the South American republics
were thirty years ago, or that they have
already shown an incapacity for governing
themselves before we can receive the assertion
that the Federal principle as proposed to be
applied in our case is a weak one. If the
honorable member based his argument
against the Confederation on the question of
weakness or strength as exemplified in
existing governments, he would be bound to
accept Russia as the model for his government,
there being no stronger government on the
face of the earth. But a despotism is only
possible where the people are ignorant, and an
attempt to establish a republic among such a
people would be out of the question,—it
would only produce weakness.
Were a republic to be established at this
moment in Russia, it would occasion a state of
anarchy, because the people are too ignorant
to exercise intelligently the franchise bestowed
upon them. It is for this reason unfair to
institute
comparisons
between
these
unfortunate republics and the proposed
government for the people of British North
America. I am certain that, if there were a
Federal union between all the colonies of
British North America, extending even across
the continent to our western confines,
although great inconvenience might be
experienced by such an extension, we would
find a law-abiding people capable of selfgovernment, in all parts of the Confederacy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
example of the United States has been
appealed to, and it is true that when the war
commenced, when they found themselves
unable to enforce their laws in some portion of
the states, that it did seem to prove to the

i.e. “manifesto/proclamation.” Spanish term associated with coup d’états, military rebellions, etc.
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minds of those who did not understand the
people, and to the writers of certain
newspapers in England, that there was an
inherent weakness in the system. There is no
doubt that there were some indications of such
weakness, and the conflict of sovereignty
between states and the Federal Government
did produce weakness. But I think the attitude
of the people of the Northern States fully
shows that even with the imperfections of
their system, which will be admitted, and
which imperfections are avoided in the
scheme now before the House—even with
these imperfections, a strength, a power, and a
vigor have been displayed, which have
silenced even the attacks of hostile criticism.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
Federal system, then, cannot be said to be a
failure with our race, neither can it be said to
be a failure in Switzerland. This was admitted
in a measure by
•
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the honorable member for Lotbinière [Henri
Joly], but that honorable gentleman gave as a
reason for its apparent success, that
Switzerland was surrounded by a number of
powerful nations. I think, on the other hand,
that the reason assigned would be the very
cause of a failure of the system in Switzerland.
The government of that country would have
broken down long ago if there was any
inherent weakness in the form of the
constitution, in consequence of the hostile
systems which surrounded it. The fact of the
Swiss maintaining their independence so long
and conducting the administration of their
affairs so well and cheaply, is an evidence to
my mind that the Federal system of
government is not weak where the people are
trained and educated to understand and
appreciate the benefits of self-government.
12
13
14
15
16

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—Then,
sir, we are assured that all sorts of calamities
will overtake us if we change our Constitution,
and many of the honorable gentlemen who
prophecy these evil results will no doubt, like
many other prophets, do all they can to bring
their predictions to pass.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—This is
not the first time in the history of the world
that prophecies of this kind have been
indulged in. I was a good deal amused the
other night in reading the discussions which
took place in the Scottish Parliament on the
occasion of the proposed union with England
in 170712; and in perusing one of the speeches
in particular, I could not help remarking the
coincidence between the tone therein assumed
and that adopted by Her Majesty’s loyal
Canadian Opposition.
The speaker, Lord Belhaven, used this
language in depicting the dire calamities
which he imagined would befall Scotland by
joining her fortunes to England:—
My Lord Chancellor,—I think I see our learned judges
laying aside their practicums and decisions, studying the
common law of England, gravelled with certioraries13, nisi
priuses14, writs of error, verdicts in dovar, ejectione firmae15,
injunctions, demurs, &c, and freighted with appeals and
avocations, because of the new regulations and
rectifications they may meet with.
I think I see the valiant and gallant soldiery either sent to
learn the plantation trade abroad, or at home petitioning
for a small subsistence as the reward of their honourable
exploits, while their old corps are broken, the common
soldiers left to beg, and the youngest English corps kept
standing.
I think I see the honest, industrious tradesman loaded
with new taxes and impositions, disappointed of the
equivalents, drinking water in place of ale16—

Some Hon. Members—Laughter.

Union with Scotland Act 1706 (England) & Union with England Act, 1707 (Scotland).
i.e. “a writ for review.”
i.e. “court of original jurisdiction.”
i.e. “writ of trespass.”
Lord Belhaven’s speech against the union of England and Scotland, Scottish Parliament (Nov. 1706).
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Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—
—eating his salt less pottage 17—

Some Hon. Members—Renewed laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—
—petitioning for encouragement to his manufactories,
and answered by counter petitions. In short, I think I see
the laborious ploughman, with his corn spoiling upon his
hands for want of sale, cursing the day of his birth,
dreading the expense of his burial18—

Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—
—and uncertain whether to marry or do worse19.—

Some Hon. Members—Much laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—
—I think I see the incurable difficulties of landed men,
fettered under the golden chain of equivalents, their pretty
daughters petitioning for want of husbands—

Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—
—and their sons for want of employment. I think I see our
mariners delivering up their ships to their Dutch partners,
and what through presses and necessity, earning their
bread as underlings in the royal English navy.20

And here, Mr. Speaker, comes the climax,
and if I were asked to point to one of
the dramatis persona, in our Canadian House of
Assembly fitted to take part in a similar scene
as is here depicted, I should unhesitatingly
turn to the honorable member for
Chateauguay (Hon. Mr. Holton), who could
more suitably than any one else I know
personate Lord Belhaven when he exclaims:
“But above all, my Lord, I think I see our
ancient mother Caledonia, like Caesar, sitting
in the midst of our Senate, ruefully looking
round about her, covering herself with her
royal garment, attending to the fatal blow and

17
18
19
20
21
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breathing out her last with et tu quoque mi
fili.”21
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—It must
have seemed very strange for the statesmen of
Scotland, who saw in the union of the two
kingdoms all the evidences of coming power
and grandeur, to have heard expressed such
desponding sentiments as these.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—No
doubt the majority saw in the union which
they were then about to consummate, the
strength which subsequently grew out of that
union, and the influence and greatness by
which it would be attended. At the time of the
union Scotland had only a revenue of £150,000
per annum, and last year she contributed to
the British exchequer nearly £7,000,000.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—This,
however, is but one instance of the benefit of
the union, which has worked to the fullest
extent as well as could possibly be desired. If
necessary I could bring forward many
arguments to prove that, in the same manner,
union between different peoples who are
geographically situated so as to favor it, adds
to their strength, and makes them greater and
more powerful than they could possibly hope
to become in their several states of separation
and isolation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I am
quite aware, sir, that in a matter of this kind it
is exceedingly easy to make objections. There
can be nothing easier than to carp at a set of
resolutions like these. It would not be difficult
•
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to spend hours in captious criticism as to the
details of such a scheme as is proposed. But I
think we may fairly call on those gentlemen

Lord Belhaven’s speech against the union of England and Scotland, Scottish Parliament (Nov. 1706).
ibid.
ibid.
ibid.
ibid. i.e. “And you too, my son.”
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who criticise in a hostile spirit a measure of
this character, to say what else they propose to
do; for, if we cannot ovary this into practical
operation now, it is quite evident something
else must be devised. I recollect that last year,
when the present administration came down
to the House proposing such a plan for settling
our difficulties, and received, as I for one
imagined, the sanction of this House, I
remarked that the course of the House was a
revolutionary one, the revolution to be a
peaceable one certainly, but still a revolution.
It implied the opinion on the part of our public
men, that our present system could not be
gone on with; and if our present system cannot
be continued, we ought not to attempt to
throw out this measure merely because it does
not entirely meet the views of every member
of this House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I think
it would have been desirable that all the
members from Lower Canada should have
united with us and studied out a new system,
and gone to work earnestly to give it effect by
the necessary legislation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I did
hope that when the measure came down and
we met this session to discuss it, it would not
have been thought necessary by any one to
organize a regular opposition. Certainly I did
not expect that honorable gentlemen like the
honorable members for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] and Chateauguay [Luther
Holton], who have hitherto appeared to
recognize the gravity of our constitutional
difficulties, or have at least asserted that they
did, would have found it necessary to go into
unqualified opposition. I rather thought they
would have endeavored to give effect to the
measure as the only remedial one within our
reach.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—It is not
because I think the measure entirely faultless
that I propose to give it my utmost support,
but because I believe every other measure to

be impossible now, and because, under the
proposed government, the country has a great
future before it. Looking at the matter
commercially, as a question of comparative
cheapness, we shall not be, to say tie least, any
worse off than at the present moment. I believe
we shall be able to govern as cheaply united as
we now do separately.
I apprehend there will be no necessity in the
Local Legislature for more than one chamber,
and although this branch of the subject has not
been discussed in the House, and we do not
know what the propositions of the
Government are to be, I may take occasion to
say that I hope they will not think of adopting
that double system in our local legislatures, for
it will cause a serious increase of expenditure,
not attended with a corresponding benefit.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
honorable member for Montreal Centre [John
Rose] devoted a large portion of his speech last
night to the military side of the question, and
argued very strongly, from the position of the
neighboring republic, that it was absolutely
indispensable for us to become a military
power.
Now while I am not at all disposed to take
the view that gentleman does of the position
of the United States relatively towards
ourselves; while I do not think that any large
proportion of the people of the United States
have hostile inclinations towards ourselves—
though they are apt to indulge in language
that is undoubtedly unbecoming and certainly
threatening; while I do not at all anticipate
they will adopt, in so unjustifiable a manner as
he seemed to expect, any hostile measures
towards us, it is not to be denied that with a
population of three millions and a half, it will
be absolutely necessary for us to take some
steps that will place us in a more independent
position. It is not honorable, it is not manly for
so powerful a colony as this is to depend
entirely on the Mother Country for protection.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I took
occasion to express these views last year, when
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discussing the estimates, and said I hoped the
Government would bring down a measure to
pay a large portion of the expenditure
attendant on the maintenance, by the Imperial
Government, of British troops among us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander
Mackenzie
[Lambton]—
Portugal, with a population as nearly as can be
equal to our own, has a standing army of
17,000 men. Holland, with about the same
population as ourselves at home, but with
extensive colonies abroad, has a standing
army of 57,500 men.
Denmark, with a population not quite equal
to one half what the Confederacy will possess,
has an army of 22,900 men. Now I do not think
it will be at all necessary for us to maintain a
standing army like these nations. I do not
think we are in the same position as these
countries, because our wealth is, to a great
extent, not realized. It would be hardly fair to
assess some of our new counties, where people
own nothing but their land, at the nominal
value of that land, for the purpose of paying a
large standing army; and besides we have no
colonies, no outside sources of wealth. I think,
however, we are nearly as well able, man for
man, to maintain a force necessary for our
defence as the people of Great Britain,
•
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and whatever measure the Confederate
Government may propose of a moderate,
reasonable nature, will, I am convinced,
receive the support of the majority of though
people of this country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
Alexander
Mackenzie
[Lambton]—I
apprehend it is not looking at all too far
forward to think of the day when another
colony to the westward of Canada West will
come into the union. I am of course unaware
what papers may be brought down by the
Government in reference to the North-West
and the Hudson’s Bay Territory, but I hope
22
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when they do come down they will show
some progress in that direction, in raising that
magnificent country from the state in which it
now is. I hope some system will be put into
operation for extending roads and telegraphs
to that country, so as to open it up for
settlement by our own young men and
immigrants coming from Europe.
The question of the Northwest is most
intimately connected with our prosperity as a
people, and some exception has justly been
taken to the 68th and 69th paragraphs in
though resolutions, which say:—
68. The General Government shall secure, without delay,
the completion of the Intercolonial Railway from Rivière
du Loup through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova
Scotia.
69. The communications with the North-Western
Territory and the improvements required for the
development of the trade of the Great West with the seaboard, are regarded by this Conference as subjects of the
highest importance to the Federated Provinces, and shall
be prosecuted at the earliest possible period that the state
of though finances will admit. 22

Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—
That is the point.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—Yes,
that is the point my hon. friend is very much
exercised over, but he is quite as much in favor
of Confederation as I am. In this paragraph,
while it is pronounced indispensable to have
the Intercolonial Railway built at once, it is
only promised that as soon as the state of the
finances will permit, the Northwest is to be
taken in hand. I think it is absolutely necessary
for the prosperity of this colony that our canal
connection with the upper lakes should be
perfected as early as possible. Our canal
system must be improved so as to
accommodate the large trade that is coming
from the Northwest. On the northern shores of
Lake Superior we have sources of wealth that
are perfectly inexhaustible. We read only the
other day that a mountain of iron had been
discovered close to the coast, quite sufficient to

Quebec Resolutions 68-69. Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
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supply the demands of the world for 500
years. We have in that locality an abundant
supply of minerals of all kinds, and unless our
canals are made capable of carrying that
traffic, it will necessarily find channels in
another direction.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—There is
an agitation among a portion of the
community for making a new canal from
Toronto to the Georgian Bay, and I admit it is
very desirable it should be constructed,
though I do not think it ever can be; and even
if it could be, it is entirely beyond our
resources at the present time. I am convinced
that the true route for a canal (if a new one
should be undertaken) to the Georgian Bay is
up the Ottawa, because that would be giving a
great backbone to the country. If we had a fine
canal, capable of carrying vessels of war in that
direction, it would be a splendid means of
defence, as well as a great highway for the
commercial products of the west. Of course I
know this to be impossible at the present time,
but I think it exceedingly desirable that we
should press on the attention of the
Government, with all the influence that can be
brought to bear, the necessity for having this
69th article attended to, though I am not
inclined to go farther the an that now.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
importance of perfecting the present and other
highways to the centre of the continent must
be so apparent to all parts of our common
country, that I see no reason to fear that the
subject will not receive due attention from the
Confederate Government at the earliest
moment. As regards the Intercolonial Railway,
I have taken some little interest in that, as I
knew that I would be compelled to discuss it
on approaching this subject, and, in examining
the maps and reports of Major Robinson 23, I
find that there is no difficulty whatever in
arriving at a conclusion as to the comparative
23

cost. The route that is most feasible—that
alluded to by the honorable member for
Richelieu [Joseph Perrault]—the northern or
eastern route by the Bay of Chalmers, is about
655 miles from Halifax to Quebec.
It is already constructed to Truro, some 55
miles from Halifax, and from Quebec 140
miles to Rivière du Loup. This will leave
nearly 400 miles to be built. Major Robinson
estimates the cost of the road at about £7,000
per mile, or about £2,800,000 altogether. I do
not think, judging from the statement he gives
of the grades in the road, the bridges to be
built, and the material to be found along the
line, that it is a fair-inference that the cost
would equal the amount he sets down. The
character of the ground over which the road
will pass is very similar to the railways of
Canada.
•
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It is represented to be very much of the nature
of the country through which the Great
Western runs westward of Hamilton over a
great portion of though line. The best portion
of the line is equal to the worst portions of the
Great Western. Even at the cost of £7,000 per
mile the expense of constructing the entire
road would be a little over fifteen millions of
dollars. The proportion of that payable by
Canada would be about nine millions. I think
it is extremely probable that when we obtain
the report of the engineers sent out by our
Government, it will be found that a very large
portion can be constructed for much less than
£7,000 per mile. But, whatever the sum may
amount to, it is perfectly clear that without the
road there can be no union of the provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—It is
equally clear that on that road there is a very
large proportion of the country that is
exceedingly desirable for settlement, and that
only awaits the opening up of some means of
communication with the markets. Major

Major William Robinson, Final Report (Nov. 17, 1848) in British North America. Final Report of the Officers Employed on the
Survey of the Line for the Quebec and Halifax Railway... (1849).
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Robinson reports24 that on one portion of it—
and I confess that I was not aware of the fact
until I examined the report more closely
today—that there is a tract of country along
though New Brunswick portion of the line not
excelled for timber or land in any part of the
world that he ever saw.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I do not
propose taking up the time of the House by
reading from this valuable report, but
estimates are given showing the amount of
population that these districts will support
when properly settled. He shows that the
country, if the road is once carried through,
will be settled very rapidly. I do not, however,
expect that that road can possibly pay as a
commercial enterprise for a long time to come,
and I do not desire to deceive myself or
deceive any other person on that point.
That it will be of importance more as a
military work than for any other purpose,
nobody can deny. In 1862, when I opposed the
proposition to construct the road, I then felt
that this was an argument that could fairly be
used in its favor. Military authorities are still
unanimously of opinion that its construction
would be of great importance as a means of
protection in ease of hostilities.
The most important reason, however, why it
should be constructed, in addition to the
military reason, is, that without its
construction there can be no union of the
provinces, and without a Federal union of the
provinces we cannot hope to obtain a
settlement of our sectional difficulties. The one
is dependent upon the other, and I believe the
people of Canada are willing to accept the
conclusion that this argument necessarily
leads us to engage in the construction of that
road.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I do not
propose to-night to indulge much in figures
relative to what our condition will be,
financially, after this measure is carried out;
24
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but the honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé
Dorion]
made
some
statements that I can scarcely allow to pass. He
was understood to say that Lower Canada
came into the union without any debt, and was
to go out with thirty millions of dollars of debt,
while only some twelve millions of dollars
were expended in that section of the province.
Now, sir, there has been spent altogether on
the canals of Canada $20,813,304.03; on roads
and bridges in Canada West, $562,866, and on
roads and bridges in Canada East,
$1,163,829.34; on the government buildings at
Ottawa there have already been paid over
$1,513,412.56; and on railroads there have
been spent altogether $29,910,825.16, or
altogether about $53,964,236.79.
Now, I think that one-half of this enormous
amount is fairly chargeable to Lower Canada.
One-half or a little more than that of the works
on which the money was spent are situated in
Lower Canada, and, if we include the Victoria
Bridge, it is considerably more than one-half.
Besides these, however, there are quite a
number of other items which I do not take into
account. There is the Quebec Fire Loan, and a
deficiency in a number of special funds that I
will not take any notice of at this time.
Then take it from another point of view.
From a return made to Parliament, we find
that the entire cost of improving the
navigation in Upper Canada, including the
cost of light-houses, canals, &c, altogether
amounted to $7,022,665.61; that the revenue
derived from Upper Canada harbours and
canals has been $4,887,291.73; leaving a
balance
against
Upper
Canada
of
$2,145,373.88. In Lower Canada, during the
same period, the expenditure has been
$4,484,566.52, while there was a revenue of
$708,086.80, leaving a balance against Lower
Canada of $4,176,479.72.
I give these figures simply to prove that the
position taken by the honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] was
entirely incorrect; but it would be superfluous

Major William Robinson, Final Report (Nov. 17, 1848).

(pp. 421-446 in the primary document)

722

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

to do that if I were to allude to one item which
he gave when how was comparing the amount
of debt that we would have to pay per head of
our population, compared with that of Great
Britain. The amount per head with us is about
$25, and he gravely told the House that the
amount per head in Great Britain was only
$37, when every person
•
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knows or ought to know that it is about $140.
Nevertheless he drew a comparison
showing that while the comparatively poor
people of Canada would have to pay $25 per
head, the rich people of Great Britain had only
$37 to pay. It is very remarkable, however, that
the whole of this portion of the honorable
gentleman’s speech was omitted from the
report given in the papers next morning. I do
not propose to go into these figures, but
merely to refer to a few facts to place the
assertions made by that honorable gentleman
in their true light before the House. Our debt
is indeed very large, and we could all wish
that it was very much less than it is, but we
have got to bear it and to pay it, and must do
the best we can under the circumstances.
The measure of Confederation, in my
opinion, will not add to nor yet lessen it,
except what may be incurred for the
construction of the Intercolonial Railway. It is
quite possible, of course, that we may
undertake enormous expenditures for public
works calculated to open up and developed
the resources of the country, and thus soon
render our debt much heavier than at present,
and it will be a question for the Government
that may be established after Confederation, to
decide how far it will be wise or prudent to
undertake works of great cost until we shall
have a good surplus in hand.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—One of
the objections urged by the opponents of the
measure is, that it is being hurried through too
fast—that in a matter of so much importance
25

to present and future generations, more time
for consideration should be given. We have
been discussing this question for many years
in Canada West. Since the Toronto Convention
of 185925, the question has been continuously
before the people. It is now nearly a year since
it was proposed in something like its present
shape in this House, and since that time the
whole of our newspapers have been writing
upon it continually. We have nearly 300
newspapers in the country—and they have
been carrying on a constant argument for or
against the scheme, until I do not think it is
possible to say or write much more upon the
subject with any advantage. If the question is
not now fully understood, I fear it will not be
much better understood by any delay that can
be now accorded.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander
Mackenzie
[Lambton]—
Another objection raised is, that a measure of
such vast importance ought not to be carried
through without its first being submitted to
the people. I have mixed with the people a
good deal, and I have found the opinion all but
universal amongst them, that it was expedient
to put the measure into practical operation as
soon as possible. The people consider it utterly
impossible to carry on the former violent
political agitation with any benefit to the
country, and the desire is general that we
should get rid of the present constitutional
difficulties and get settled down to some quiet
and permanent way of managing our
governmental
business
and
political
discussions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—The
charges that are made against members of this
House about inconsistency in advocating this
measure, are very easily met. In a country like
ours, so full of change, with a constant
agitation going on for constitutional changes
and for new laws, both local and general, it is
utterly impossible that a man can remain long
in public life without being open to charges of

The Reformers Convention of Upper Canada (Nov. 9-10, 1859) Supra footnote 8.
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inconsistency; but if these are caused by a
strong effort to settle the difficulties under
which the country has been labouring, like the
present one, I feel certain that the success of
the measure in hand will render the charges of
only evanescent existence.
I think it exceedingly desirable, even for the
sake of those people who might reasonably
feel the strongest objections to it—I mean the
English minority of Lower Canada, and the
Catholic minority of Upper Canada—that it
should be settled at once. So long as the
question remains in its present state, there will
be a constant agitation going on, and much
injury may be done by the misrepresentations
that will be indulged in, and the
misapprehensions which will exist; but if these
people can be assured that the scheme
provides a perfect remedy for any injustice
that they might apprehend, they will
immediately concur in it. As regards the
people of Lower Canada of French origin, and
who are Roman Catholics, I have always heard
it said in their favor, that a large degree of
liberalism characterises their conduct toward
their Protestant neighbors.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—Lower
Canada, I believe, was the first portion of
British territory to give political freedom to the
Jew26. I believe that a person of this persuasion
sat in the Lower Canada Legislature thirty
years before the same privileges were
accorded in Great Britain. People who charged
the French Canadians with intolerance should
remember this with some degree of favor.
With regard to the people of British origin,
over the whole Confederacy, I do not think it
is at all necessary to defend them from any
charges of this kind. I do not think they will be
inclined to persecute the people of Lower
Canada if they had it in their power; but I
admit
•
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that it is reasonable and just to insert a
provision in the scheme that will put it out of
the power of any party to act unjustly. If the
power that the central authority is to have—of
vetoing the doings of the Local Legislature—is
used, it will be ample, I think, to prevent
anything of that kind. But the veto itself is
objected to. It is objected that the elected
Legislature will be rendered powerless by the
influence of the appointed Upper House
exercised over them. Well, sir, under the
British Constitution, in all British colonies, and
in Great Britain itself, there is a certain
elasticity to be presumed. Everything is not
provided for, because a great deal is trusted to
the common sense of the people.
I think it is quite fair and safe to assert that
there is not the slightest danger that the
Federal Parliament will perpetrate any
injustice upon the local legislatures, because it
would cause such a reaction as to compass the
destruction of the power thus unjustly
exercised. The veto power is necessary in
order that the General Government may have
a control over the proceedings of the local
legislatures to a certain extent. The want of this
power was the great source of weakness in the
United States, and it is a want that will be
remedied by an amendment in their
Constitution very soon. So long as each state
considered itself sovereign, whose acts and
laws could not be called in question, it was
quite clear that the central authority was
destitute of power to compel obedience to
general laws.
If each province were able to enact such laws
as it pleased, everybody would be at the mercy
of the local legislatures, and the General
Legislature would become of little importance.
It is contended that the power of the General
Legislature should be held in check by a veto
power with reference to its own territory,
resident in the local legislatures, respecting the
application of general laws to their

Jews were emancipated in 1832 under the An Act to Grant Equal Rights and Privileges to Persons of the Jewish Religion (Lower
Canada, 1832). Canada was not the first British territory to do so as Jamaica had done it the year before. However, they
were well ahead of Britain, who would only grant Jewish emancipation in 1858.
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jurisdiction. All power, they say, comes from
the people and ascends through them to their
representatives,
and
through
the
representatives to the Crown. But it would
never do to set the Local above the General,
Government. The Central Parliament and
Government must, of necessity, exercise the
supreme power, and the local governments
will have the exercise of power corresponding
to the duties they have to perform.
The system is a new and untried one, and
may not work so harmoniously as we now
anticipate, but there will always be power in
the British Parliament and our own to remedy
any defects that may be discovered after the
system is in operation. Altogether, I regard the
scheme as a magnificent one, and I look
forward to the future with anticipations of
seeing a country and a government possessing
great power and respectability, and of being,
before I die, a citizen of an immense empire
built up on our part of the North American
continent, where the folds of the British flag
will float in triumph over a people possessing
freedom, happiness and prosperity equal to
the people of any other nation on the earth. If
there is anything that I have always felt
anxious about in this country, it is to have the
British possessions put in such a position that
we could safely repose, without fear of danger
from any quarter, under the banner which we
believe after all covers the greatest amount of
personal freedom and the greatest amount of
personal happiness that is to be found in the
world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—And
when we look to the vast territory we have in
the North-West; when we know that the great
rivers which flow through that territory, flow
through immense beds of coal, and that the
whole country is rich in mineral deposits of all
kinds—petroleum, copper, gold and iron; that
the land is teeming with resources of wealth
calculated to build up an extensive and
valuable commerce, and support a powerful
27

nation; that all this we can touch and seize
upon the moment we are prepared to open up
a way to reach them and allow the settler to
enter; when we remember this, I say, I think
we can look forward with hope to a
prodigious increase in our population and an
immense development of strength and power.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—So far
our people have had to contend with the usual
difficulties common to the people of all new
countries like ours; but now Canada is
beginning to assume a position of commercial
importance, and in proportion as that
importance increases we will be able to devote
ourselves to the opening up and settlement of
the interior, and to the development of a new
nationality27—to use the term that has been so
sharply criticised—in that vast western
country where there is hardly a white man
living to-day.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I do not
propose, sir, to follow the example that has
been set of speaking four or five hours upon
this subject. I proposed at the beginning
briefly to give my own views in reference to
the Confederation of these provinces, and then
to leave the ground to other honorable
gentlemen. I am exceedingly desirous of
seeing the debate proceed as rapidly as
possible; and believing it will be necessary for
us to
•
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speak briefly upon the question rather than
indulge in long set speeches, I determined to
give an example in this respect and bring my
remarks within reasonable bounds.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander
Mackenzie
[Lambton]—I
believe then, sir, in the first place, that
Confederation is desirable; in the second, that
it is attainable; and, in the third place, that it is
the best thing we can get, and this last is
perhaps the strongest reason of all for

Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
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accepting it. It is quite clear that we must have
a settlement of our difficulties in some way,
and I think the scheme proposed is a very
favorable settlement of them. I think it is more
than perhaps some of us expected at the time
when the present Government was formed to
bring about a settlement; and I do think, sir,
that it would be the greatest act of madness
that western members of this House could
perpetrate to vote against it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—I am
not, however, afraid that it will be voted
against by them. I believe that under it we
have obtained representation by population,
that we have obtained what we have long
contended was justly due to us, that we have
obtained our legitimate influence in framing
the financial policy of the country, and that
beyond this we have obtained the prospect of
building up a great British Union on this
continent. We should, therefore, I think, in
view of these great advantages, overlook those
objections which may be regarded as
antecedent to the scheme, and endeavor
heartily to carry out the work successfully. I
shall willingly yield my support to the scheme,
and I believe it will be acceptable to the people
I represent—not only to the people of the
locality, but to those who surround me in
Upper Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South] said—
Mr. Speaker, the member for Lambton
[Alexander Mackenzie] has, I think, set a good
example, and I shall endeavor if it be possible
to follow it. I desire to state at the outset that
this, as has been well observed by many who
have spoken upon the subject, is no new
question; but that in one phase or another, as
was very properly stated in the narrative given
to the House by the honorable member for
28
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Montreal West [Thomas D'Arcy McGee], it has
been before the people of this country from
time to time for many years past. It is not my
intention to follow that honorable gentleman
in his interesting narrative of the history of this
question, but I desire to ask the attention of the
House to the fact that this is the third time that
this question has been formally brought before
Parliament by the Government of this country.
The first occasion was, I believe, in 1858,
when the then Governor General, in closing
the session of Parliament for that year, used in
the Speech from the Throne the following
words:—”I propose, in the course of the recess,
to communicate with Her Majesty’s
Government and with the government of the
sister colonies, on another matter of very great
importance. I am desirous of inviting them to
discuss with us the principles on which a bond
of a federal character uniting the provinces of
British North America may, perhaps, hereafter
be practicable.”28
That formal statement was followed by the
despatch29 which has been referred to
frequently in this House and during this
debate, and which was made the basis of the
motion laid before the House last session by
the honorable member for South Oxford
[George Brown]30—which motion has had the
effect of causing present and, as I believe,
future great results.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I
believe the appointment of the committee
moved for by that honorable gentleman will
be looked back to as an era in the history of this
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Now,
as to the second occasion on which this
question was formally brought before the
attention of the House and country, we have

Governor General Edmund Head, Legislative Council, Prorogation of Parliament (Aug. 16, 1858). Journals of the Legislative
Council of the Province of Canada (1858), p. 525.
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
George Brown created the committee on Mar. 14, 1864 based on the above dispatch (footnote 23). Journals, p. 91. The report
was adopted on Jun. 14, 1864. Journals, pp. 383-384.
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heard from those who object to this scheme,
that the people of the country have been taken
by surprise, that they do not understand it,
and that they are not prepared to discuss it. I
would ask, sir, in reference to that, if this
present Government was not formed on the
very basis and understanding that it would
bring about a settlement of this question, and
if the people of the country did not know this
to be the fact? I hold in my hand the basis upon
which the Government was formed, in which
the following is stated as the result of a long
negotiation between the leading members of
it:—
The Government are prepared to pledge themselves to
bring in a measure next session, for the purpose of
removing existing difficulties by introducing the Federal
principle into Canada, coupled with such provision as will
permit the Maritime Provinces and the North-West
territory to be incorporated into the same system of
Government.31

Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Hear, hear!
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I trust
the honorable gentleman will say “Hear,
hear,” with the same emphasis when I read the
next paragraph:—
And the Government will seek, by sending
representatives to the Lower Provinces, and to England,
to secure the assent of those interests which are beyond
the control of our own legislation to such a measure as
may enable all British
•
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North America to be united under a general legislature
based upon the Federal principle.32

This, sir, was the pledge given to this House
and country by the present Government on its
formation. It was pledged to introduce the
Federative system into the Government of
Canada, with special provisions for the
incorporation into this Federation of the
Maritime Provinces, and it was also pledged to
send delegates to those provinces and invite
them to join us in this Federation.
31
32
33

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—And
yet we are told forsooth that these delegates,
who were thus appointed in conformity with
the pledge of the Government, were “a selfconstituted junta,” 33—we were told that they
had no authority for their action in the face of
the distinct obligation resting upon the
Government to send delegates to those
provinces and to England with a view of
bringing about this Confederation. No selfconstituted junta were those delegates who
framed these resolutions; but they met in
accordance with a pledge given by this
Government, and must be held to have been
called together with the sanction of the
Parliament of Canada, because Parliament
gave the Government, formed to effect the
Federation, its confidence. They met also with
the sanction of the Imperial Government, as
now appears from statements and despatches
in possession of this House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—But
coming now to the present aspect of the
matter, I feel that this country has reason to be
satisfied with a scheme of so practical a nature
as that now under the consideration of the
House. I believe that the plan of union
proposed will be found to meet the exigencies
of our local position, give latitude to local
development, and due protection to local
interests, and yet secure that general control
which is essentially necessary for the proper
government of a country placed under the
dominion of the British Crown.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—And
while I thus look upon the plan, I desire to
state emphatically and clearly that it is no new
principle that the people of this country and
the members of this House are asked to give
their sanction to. The question of colonial
union, in one shape or another, is one that has

“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
ibid.
Luther Holton, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 9, 1865), p. 147.
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engaged the attention of high intellects and
able statesmen in England; and I think I will be
able to show to the House that the very
principle we are now endeavoring to
introduce as a principle of government in
these British North American Provinces, is one
that has received the sanction of eminent men
in England, and more than that, the sanction
of a solemn act of the Imperial Parliament.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I will
go back a few years, when the condition of the
Australian colonies rendered it necessary for
the statesmen of Great Britain to endeavor to
find a practical solution of the difficulty of
governing those great and growing
dependencies of the British Crown. What was
the practical mode adopted when events made
it necessary that they should form a new
Constitution for the more perfect government
of those colonies? Why, the Imperial
Government revived an old committee of the
Privy Council, called the “Committee on
Trade and Foreign Plantations,” and referred
the question to it, calling in to its aid, as new
members of the committee, Lord Campbell,
then Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, Sir
James Stephen and Sir Edward Ryan.
The result of the deliberations of that
committee was a report34 in which the eminent
men who composed it recommended the
formation of a general assembly, to which the
control of the general affairs of the Australian
colonies should be entrusted, with local
governments having local jurisdiction and
certain defined powers granted to them. I hold
in my hands a series of letters on the colonial
policy of England, addressed by Earl Grey to
Lord John Russell35, which contain the report
of the committee of the Privy Council that I
have referred to, and I find that the plan there
suggested is analogous to the one we are now
asked to give practical effect to in this country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

34
35
36
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Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
proposition of the committee was that there
should be a Governor General to administer
the affairs of the Australian colonies, and that
he should convene a body, to be called the
General Assembly of Australia, on receiving a
request to that effect from two or more of the
Australian
legislatures;
and
it
was
recommended that this General Assembly, so
convened, should have the power to make
laws respecting the imposition of duties on
imports and exports, the post office, the
formation of roads, canals and railways, and a
variety of other subjects.
The advantages of this plan were so
manifest, as uniting those colonies together
and securing for them a better and more
satisfactory form of government than they had
before enjoyed, that the report was at once
adopted by the Privy Council, embodied in a
bill and submitted to Parliament36. The bill
passed the House of Commons and reached
the House of Lords; but while before that body
the two clauses which introduced into the
government of the Australian colonies the
same system that in effect it is proposed to
•
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introduce here were dropped, and why? Not
because of any change of opinion on the part
of the Government on the question, nor
because the House of Lords was opposed to
the principle, but because it was found on
examination that they were liable to practical
objections, to obviate which amendments
would have to be introduced which there were
no means of arranging without further
communications with the colonies.
The Imperial Government would not make
these changes in the measure without the
consent of the colonies, but Earl Grey by no
means changed his mind in regard to the
advantages to be derived from the plan
proposed, as the following extract from one of
his despatches, written in 1850, to the

UK, Parliament, Report from the Committee for Trade and Foreign Plantations. Unconfirmed reference.
Series of Letters from Early Grey to Lord Russell. Unconfirmed reference.
Australian Constitutions Act 1850 (U.K.). For the debates see the UK’s Historic Hansard: 1803-2005, under the year 1850.
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Governor of New South Wales, will show:—
I am not, however, the less persuaded that the want of
some such central authority to regulate matters of
common importance to the Australian colonies will be felt,
and probably at a very early period; but when this want is
so felt, it will of itself suggest the means by which it may
be met. The several legislatures will, it is true, be unable at
once to give the necessary authority to a General
Assembly, because the legislative power of each is
confined of necessity within its territorial limits; but if two
or more of these legislatures should find that there are
objects of common interest for which it is expedient to
create such an authority, they will have it in their power,
if they can settle the terms of an arrangement for the
purpose, to pass acts for giving effect to it, with clauses
suspending their operation until Parliament shall have
supplied the authority that is wanting. By such acts the
extent and objects of the powers which they are prepared
to delegate to such a body might be defined and limited
with precision, and there can be little doubt that
Parliament, when applied to in order to give effect to an
arrangement so agreed upon, would readily consent to do
so.37

Some may say, Mr. Speaker, that this is very
true, but that the British Government dropped
the plan and did not proceed with it. I think I
shall be prepared to meet that argument, and
show that it only rested in the plan to learn the
wishes of the people of the colonies; for you
find it following the very same principle,
reported upon favorably by the Committee on
Trade and Foreign Plantations38, in the
Constitution which was subsequently granted
to the New Zealand provinces.
In 1852, the plan suggested by that
committee, in regard to Australia, was carried
into effect in New Zealand, and it must be
remembered that at that time the population
of New Zealand was very small, so small
indeed that one cannot help contrasting the
position of that country with that of British
North America at the present day; but the
statesmen of Great Britain looked into the
future of the colony, and they decided that it

37

38
39
40
41

would be advisable to confer on it powers
analogous to those now sought for by us.
The New Zealand Constitutional Act39
created six provinces, with superintendents,
provincial councils of nine appointed by the
governor, and a general government of three
estates. In the debate on that bill, Earl Grey
said that this was the only form of
government, which could be conferred on a
colony situated as that one was. He
remarked:—
It was impracticable and must for many years continue to
be so, for any general legislature to meet all the wants of
so many separate settlements at a great distance from each
other; hence it seemed absolutely necessary to constitute
provincial legislatures on which a great portion of the
public business must devolve. 40

The very difficulty which was met with
there is the one we have to overcome here. It
was found absolutely necessary to create in
every province a Local Legislature, and in
addition one central power, to which matters
common to all might be referred. Earl Grey, in
the course of the same debate, speaking of the
importance of this arrangement, said:—“There
were some subjects on which extensive
inconvenience would arise, if uniformity of
legislation among the several provinces were
not insured, which could only be
accomplished by a General Legislature.”41
And that, sir, is what this Government now
asks us to adopt. They ask us to invite the
Imperial Parliament to create for us provincial
legislatures, to whom shall be referred all local
matters, and that we shall have a General
Legislature for the care of those subjects of a
general character which could not be so well
looked after by the provincial legislatures.
And I say, sir, that finding as we do that this is
no new question, we can, therefore,
understand why this measure met with such

Despatch from Earl Grey to Sir C.A. Fitzyor (Aug. 30, 1850). Earl Grey, The Colonial Policy of Lord John Russell’s
Administration, Vol. II (1853), pp. 359-360.
UK, Parliament, Report from the Committee for Trade and Foreign Plantations. Unconfirmed reference.
The New Zealand Constitution Act 1852 (U.K.).
UK, House of Lords, “New Zealand Government Bill” (Jun. 22, 1852), vol. 122, cc1133-77.
ibid.
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ready approval from the statesmen of Britain
and the high commendation of Her Majesty by
her advisers.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—But,
Mr. Speaker, I will now pass from the
consideration of the history of this important
movement—and I assure you that I feel the
difficulty of addressing the House on this
subject, in consequence of the sense I entertain
of the gravity of the question itself and the
momentous character of the issues it involves.
The subject, sir, is one of the very highest
importance. The destinies of this great country
are bound up in it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
•
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Upper House has already sanctioned the
scheme, and I would take the opportunity of
remarking that I do not think that the
members of that House can be rightly charged
with not having given it that deliberate
consideration which its importance demands.
I think that they have shown a very proper
example in their discussion of the question,
and one that we may well follow. They
debated with leisure, deliberation, and a
thorough appreciation of its gravity, day by
day, during four weeks, and I therefore think
that the members of the Upper House ought
not to have been charged with “indecent
haste.”
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Who said so?
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
honorable member from Cornwall [John
Sandfield Macdonald] was one of those who
said so.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—I
said it was unsuitable haste.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I have
somewhat of a recording memory, and I think
the words he unfortunately used were
“indecent haste.” However, I have no
intention of disputing with my honorable
friend as to the particular words he used. I
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have only to express my opinion that the time,
which has been already spent on this, question
here and elsewhere has not been lost. I think it
is our duty to consider this subject in all its
aspects, and believing as I do that the scheme
will be adopted by this House, I feel the
importance of a full and free discussion, in
order that its merits may be put before the
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Mr.
Speaker, I desire now to state that I support the
proposal at present under our consideration,
because in my honest and deliberate judgment
I believe that this union, if accomplished, is
calculated in its practical effects to bind us
more closely to Britain than we could be
bound by any other system.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
A Voice—It would put an end to the
connection.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—An
honorable member says “it would put an end
to the connection.” Well, I would say to that
honorable gentleman and this House, that in
my opinion there are but two destinies before
us. We have either to rise into strength and
wealth and power by means of this union,
under the sheltering protection of Britain, or
we must be absorbed by the great power
beside us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I
believe that that is the only conclusion we can
arrive at.
A Voice—But the people are against it.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—An
honorable gentleman says the people are not
in favor of a Federal union. But we know on
the contrary, that the people are in favor of the
change. When the public mind is excited
against any measure, is there not a means open
to the people to make known their opposition,
and how is it that the table of this House is not
covered with petitions against the scheme, if it
is so unpopular as honorable gentlemen
would have us believe?
An Hon. Member—There are no petitions
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for it.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—An
honorable gentleman says “there are no
petitions for it.” And why is it that there are
not? Is it not because the Government was
constituted on the basis of union?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
people, through a vast majority of their
representatives in this House, are in favor of it.
If they are opposed to it they have the remedy
in their own hands, they have the means of
opposing, but they do not oppose it because
they feel that a change of some kind is
absolutely essential, and they have confidence
in the wisdom of those entrusted with the
destiny of the country in this crisis of its
history. But I say that the great reason why this
scheme has taken the hold that it has done
upon the public men of the province, is that
they see in it an earnest desire to perpetuate
British connection.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—It will turn
out a delusion.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I am
not a prophet, nor the son of a prophet, but I
am willing to place my prediction against that
of the honorable gentleman who says it will be
a delusion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—A fear
has been expressed that the Confederation will
lead to the severance of those links which bind
us to the Mother Country. But I believe it will
be our own fault if the ties between us are
broken. With entire freedom and the right of
self-government in the fullest sense of the
word, together with the great advantage of an
improved position, and the strength and
power of Great Britain to foster and protect us,
why should we seek to change our connection,
what object could we have to induce us to
form other ties?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—What
have we to envy in the position of the
42

neighboring country, burdened as it is with
the heavy load of taxation arising from the
cruel war raging there, that we should covet
that flag? Why then should our coming
together for the purpose of union weaken our
position or diminish the tie that links us to
Britain? It will be for honorable gentlemen
who do not believe that the union of these
scattered colonies will give them strength, to
prove that,
•
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contrary to all precedent, union is not strength.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—But I
will state why this union is calculcated to
prolong our connection with Britain. It is well
known that there has been an entire and
radical change of late in the colonial policy of
England. That policy has been to extend to us
the utmost liberty in our relations to the
Empire. What is after all the nature of the
bond, which links us to Great Britain, apart
from our allegiance and loyalty? What is it but
a Federative bond? That is what links us to
Britain, and I feel quite satisfied, in the words
of an English publicist of some eminence, that
“the new colonial policy is calculated to
prolong the connection of the colonies with the
Mother Country.”42 I believe it will raise these
provinces as part of the British Empire, and so
secure to us the permanency of British
institutions, and bind us more closely to the
Crown.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I
believe it will, in the words of that far-seeing
statesman, Lord Durham, “raise up to the
North American colonist a nationality of his
own by elevating those small and unimportant
communities into a society having some
objects of national importance, and give these
inhabitants a country which they will be
unwilling to see absorbed into that of their

George Bowyer, Commentaries on Universal Public Law (1854), p. 329.

(pp. 421-446 in the primary document)

February 23 1865, Legislative Assembly

powerful neighbors.” 43 And, sir, our neighbors
so see it. Shortly after the visit of the Duke of
Newcastle to this country, attention was
directed to the question of the union of the
colonies, not only in this country, but also in
England and in the United States. The New
York Courrier and Inquirer, in an article
published at that time, came to the conclusion
“that the union would, in fact, be an argument
for a continuance of the existing relations
between the two countries: is a matter of
policy and gratitude, and that such a change of
government could be met with no objection of
any weight.”44
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I invite
the attention of the honorable member for
Chateauguay [Luther Holton] to that
statement. But, Mr. Speaker, it is a singular
study, looking back over the history of the
past, to see how this question has come up in
the experience of the various colonies. Before
the American revolution, Benjamin Franklin
suggested a plan for a Federation of the old
colonies of Britain on this continent, which, he
afterwards said, would, according to his
deliberate opinion, have prevented the
severance of the connection between the
colonies and the Mother Country.
I will quote a passage written by him after
the revolution, in which he makes allusion to
this project. He said:—
I proposed and drew up a plan for the union of all the
colonies under one government, so far as might be
necessary for defence and other important general
purposes. By my plan, the General Government was to be
administered by a President-General, appointed and
supported by the Crown, and a General Council, to be
chosen by the representatives of the people of the several
colonies, met in the respective assemblies.
The plan was agreed to in Congress, but the assemblies of
the provinces did not adopt it, as they thought there was
too much prerogative in it, and in England it was judged
to have too much of the democratic. The different and

43
44
45
46
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contrary reasons of dislike to my plan made me suspect
that it was really the true medium, and I am still of opinion
it would have been happy for both sides if it had been
adopted. The colonies so united would have been strong
enough to have defended themselves; there would then
have been no need of troops from England; of course the
subsequent pretext for taxing America, and also the
bloody contest it occasioned, would have been avoided.45

It is singular that nearly a hundred years
ago, Benjamin Franklin, looking at the
difficulties then existing between the colonies,
should have suggested a plan of union similar
to that now proposed to us, and it is a strong
proof of the wisdom of the plan now before
this House, that seeing the difficulties under
which the other colonies labored for want of a
central power, just as we now see them,
proposing this Confederation, he should have
declared that if such a plan had been adopted
then it would have prevented the severance of
the British connection.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—This
scheme is looked upon as equal to
independence.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Is that
the opinion of the honorable member? I think
that far different views prevail in Britain. In
1858, when British Columbia was erected into
a colony, it was found then that the Commons
of Britain had no intention of surrendering the
fair possessions of Britain on this continent,
and Her Majesty was advised to say:—
Her Majesty hopes that the new colony in the Pacific may
be but a loyal, industrious population of subjects of the
British Crown may ultimately people one-step in the
career of steady progress, by which Her Majesty’s
dominions in North America in an unbroken chain from
the Atlantic to the Pacific by a loyal, industrious
population of subjects of the British Crown.46

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I say,
sir, that there is no evidence whatever that the
statesmen of Britain look upon this great

Earl of Durham, Report on the Affairs of British North America [Durham Report] (1839), p. 100. Words don’t exactly match.
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This plan was known as the Albany Plan. Benjamin Franklin, The Autobiography of Benjamin Franklin (1909), p. 130.
UK, House of Lords, “Speech of the Lords Commissioners” (Aug. 2, 1858), vol 151, cc22369-73.
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scheme as involving the severance of our
connection with the Empire; but these
utterances, as read here the other night by the
honorable member from Montreal Centre
[John Rose], prove directly the contrary. If
breaking off from the Mother
•
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Country were its tendency, then I, for one,
would not support it, nor would it be
supported by any of those honorable
gentlemen who so strongly advocate it. I am
not afraid to say that any government which
dared to bring down such a measure would be
hurled from their places.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—But,
Mr. Speaker, I have been led into the
discussion of this question of connection with
the Mother Country at much greater length
than I had intended, by the suggestions of hon.
members, and I will take the liberty of calling
the attention of the House to a passage from a
work I have already referred to, and in which
we find an exposition of the policy which
governed the administration of Lord John
Russell.
I find there an elaborate argument to prove
that the colonies are an advantage to Britain,
and that Britain of course is an advantage to
the colonies; and on the mere ground of
material interest, if there were no other—if
deeper and stronger ties did not exist as they
do—I feel satisfied that this country would not
be prepared to take the first step towards the
severance of our connection with England,
and the loss of that prestige and power which
go with every British subject to every civilized
part of the globe, enabling him to say, like the
old Roman, “I am a British citizen.” Earl Grey
states that:—
The possession of a number of steady and faithful allies,

47

48
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in various quarters of the globe, will surely be admitted to
add greatly to the strength of any nation; while no alliance
between independent states can be so close and intimate
as the connection which unites the colonies to the United
Kingdom as parts of the Great British Empire. Nor ought
it to be forgotten, that the power of a nation does not
depend merely on the amount of physical force it can
command, but rests, in no small degree, upon opinion and
moral influence. In this respect British power would be
diminished by the loss of our colonies, to a degree which
it would be difficult to estimate. 47

Passing on a little, we find him saying:—
To the latter [i.e. the colonists] it is no doubt of far greater
importance than to the former, because, while still
forming comparatively small and weak communities,
they enjoy, in return for their allegiance to the British
Crown, all the security and consideration which belongs
to them as members of one of the most powerful states in
the world. No foreign power ventures to attack or
interfere with the smallest of them, while every colonist
carries with him to the remotest quarters of the globe
which he may visit, in trading or other pursuits, that
protection which the character of a British subject
everywhere confers.48

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—But to
view the subject in another aspect. I believe it
will be found that all the conditions are
combined in the scheme now before us, that
are considered necessary for the formation on
a permanent basis of a Federative union. I hold
in my hand a book of some note on
Representative Government, by John Stuart Mill,
and I find that he lays down three conditions
as applicable to the union of independent
states, and which, by parity of reasoning, are
applicable to provinces which seek to have a
closer alliance with each other, and also,
thereby, a closer alliance with the Mother
Country. The conditions he lays down are
first,—
That there should be a sufficient amount of mutual
sympathy among the populations.49

Letter from Earl Grey to Lord John Russell (Apr. 27, 1852). Earl Grey, The Colonial Policy of Lord John Russell’s Administration,
Vol. I (1853), p. 12.
ibid.
John Stuart Mill, Considerations on Representative Government (1861) in Chapter XVII: Of Federal Representative
Governments.
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And he states that the sympathies which
they should have in common should be—
Those of race, language, religion, and, above all, of
political institutions, as conducing most to a feeling of
identity of political interest. 50

Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—We
possess that strong tie of mutual sympathy in
a high degree. We have the same systems of
government, and the same political
institutions. We are part of the same great
Empire, and that is the real tie which will bind
us together in future time. The second
condition laid down is:—
That the separate states be not so powerful as to be able to
rely for protection against foreign encroachment on their
individual strength.51

That is a condition which applies most forcibly
in our case.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
third condition is:—
That there be not a very marked inequality of strength
among the several contracting states.52

Antoine-Aimé Dorion [Hochelaga]—Hear,
hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Allow
me to proceed with the extract:—
They cannot, indeed, be exactly equal in resources; in all
federations there will be a gradation of power among the
members; some will be more populous, rich, and civilized
than others. There is a wide difference in wealth between
New York and Rhode Island.53

Just as there is between Canada and Prince
Edward Island. I trust I have satisfied my hon.
friend from Hochelaga (Hon. Mr. Dorion), that
Mr. Mill’s views are entirely applicable to our
position.
50

51
52
53
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I now
proceed to state my belief that we will find
great advantages in the future, in
•
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the possession of strong Central Government
and local or municipal parliaments, such as
are proposed for our adoption. I believe the
scheme will be found in fact and in practice—
by its combination of the better features of the
American system with those of the British
Constitution—to have very great practical
advantages. I shall read an extract from an
article in the London Times, written in 1858,
bearing on this subject, and which brings very
clearly into view the distinction between the
system which has been proposed for our
adoption, and that which has been adopted in
the States.
The great weakness of the American system
has lain in the fact that the several states, on
entering the union, claimed independent
jurisdiction; that they demitted to the Central
Government certain powers, and that they
claimed equal and sovereign powers with
regard to everything not so delegated and
demitted. The weaknesses and difficulties of
that system have been avoided in the project
now before us, and we have the central power
with defined and sovereign powers, and the
local parliaments with their defined and
delegated powers, but subordinated to the
central power. The article says:—
It is quite clear that the Federal Constitution of the United
States of America forms a precedent which cannot
possibly be followed in its principles or details by the
united colonies, so long as they remain part of the
dominions of the Imperial Crown. The principle of the
American Federation is, that each is a sovereign state,
which consents to delegate to a central authority a portion
of its sovereign power, leaving the remainder, which is not
so delegated, absolute and intact in its own hands.

John Stuart Mill, Considerations on Representative Government (1861) in Chapter XVII: Of Federal Representative
Governments.
ibid.
ibid.
ibid.
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This is not the position of the colonies, each of which,
instead of being an isolated sovereign state, is an integral
part of the British Empire. They cannot delegate their
sovereign authority to a central government, because
them do not possess the sovereign authority to delegate.
The only alternative as it seems to us would be to adopt a
course exactly the contrary of that which the United States
adopted, and instead of taking for their motto E Pluribus
Unum, to invert it by saying In Uno Plural.54

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—What are
you reading from?
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—From
the London Times, and I quote the article on
account of the force of the remarks themselves,
apart from the standing of the journal in which
they appear:—
The first steps towards a Federation of the American
Colonies would thus be to form them all into one state, to
give that state a completely organized government, and
then to delegate to each of the colonies out of which that
great state is formed, such powers of local government as
may be thought necessary, reserving to the Central
Government all such powers as are not expressly
delegated. The Government of New Zealand forms a
precedent well worthy the attention of those who are
undertaking this arduous negotiation.55

And I cannot doubt that the framers of this
Constitution have studied the precedent as
well of the proposed Constitution of Australia,
as that of the Constitution of New Zealand,
which has been in use for ten years past.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—How does
it work?
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I have
not been there—
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—but I
know that from a small population of 26,000 in
all the New Zealand provinces when that
Constitution was given, them, they have risen
54
55
56

in ten years to a population of 250,000—
indicating certainly growth and progress.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—As we have
grown in spite of that terribly bad union you
wish to do away with.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—True,
we have grown and progressed under the
present union. But the hon. gentleman knows
the heart-burnings we have had in the past. I
have not been in Parliament so long as that
honorable gentleman. But I recollect, when I
first took a seat in this House, the state of
excitement which then prevailed, and which
continued, making government practically
impossible. For we had governments
maintaining themselves session after session
by majorities of one or two—showing that it
was impossible for any government to
conduct public affairs with that ding tee and
success with which a government ought to
conduct them. But, as I have stated, I think the
Conference has been exceedingly happy in the
plan they have submitted for our adoption A
community of British freemen as we are,
deliberately surveying our past as well as our
present position, and looking forward to our
future, we in effect resolve that we will adhere
to the protection of the British Crown; that we
will tell the Goldwin Smith school56—these
who are crying out for cutting off the
colonies—that we will cling to the old Mother
Land—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—we
desire to maintain our connection; we have no
desire to withdraw
•
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ourselves from that protection we have so long
enjoyed; but we desire, while remain in under
that protection, to do all that lies in our power

The Times [of London], 1858 article. Unconfirmed reference.
The Times [of London]. Unconfirmed reference.
Goldwin Smith was a British historian who advocated anti-imperialism. Smith held, “a conviction that ‘colonial emancipation’
should take place as rapidly as possible because it was – except for India and Ireland – inevitable. This conclusion appeared in a series
of articles published in the London Daily News in 1862–63 and then in pamphlet form as The Empire in 1863. There he presented a
distillation of the opinions of his friends John Bright, Richard Cobden, and others of the so-called Manchester school who believed that
Britain’s economic power, under free trade, was so great that the formal, political empire could be disbanded without economic loss.”
Ramsey Cook, “Smith, Goldwin,” Dictionary of Canadian Biography (2003).
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for our self-defence, and for the development
of all the great interests which Providence has
committed to our trust; and we seek at the
hands of the British Parliament such
legislation as will enable us to accomplish
these great ends for the whole of British
America.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Why,
what a domain do we possess! We have over
three millions of square miles of territory—
large enough, certainly, for the expansion of
the races which inhabit this country; and our
desire is, in the language of a late colonial
minister—language which, I believe, well
expresses the views and sentiments of the
people of all these provinces—we would
approach the British people, the British
Government, and our Sovereign, with this
language: “We desire, by your aid, with your
sanction and permission, to attempt to add
another community of Christian freemen to
those by which Great Britain confides the
records of her Empire, not to pyramids and
obelisks, but to states and communities, whose
history will be written in her language.” 57
That was the language of the Colonial
Secretary, Sir Bulwer Lytton, when he
proposed and carried out the setting off of a
new colony on the Pacific shore—language
certainly which indicated a firm and sure
reliance in the power and efficacy of British
institutions—that these institutions would be
found capable of all the expansion requisite to
meet the circumstances of a new country, and
of any body of British freemen to whom the
care of these institutions may be entrusted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—But I
fear I have been tempted to forget the excellent
example of my honorable friend from
Lambton [Alexander Mackenzie].
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “No, no,”

57
58

59
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“go on”.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I desire
very briefly to notice two or three immediate
advantages which, in my judgment, would be
derived from the consummation, under one
central power with local municipal
parliaments, of a union of the Canadas with
the Maritime Provinces. Let us glance at what
is their position, in relation to the great
military power which is rising on the other
side of the lines.
Let us see what they are thinking of us there.
One of their eminent statesmen suggested
some years ago, that they should cultivate our
acquaintance, while we were still “incurious of
our destiny.” 58 But we have passed that state.
We have become curious of our destiny, and
are seeking, as far as we can, to place it on a
sure and certain basis.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Here is
the view taken of our position by an American
writer:—
They have now no comprehensive power that embraces
the interests of all—that acts on the prosperity of the
seacoast and interior—of commerce and agriculture
where they are seemingly rivals—that gives uniformity in
tariffs and taxes, and the encouragement that shall be
entrusted to the fishing, mining and other great interests. 59

That is a view of the position of these
provinces to which I commend to the attention
of my hon. friends from Chateauguay [Luther
Holton] and Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion]. I ask, is it not a correct view? Is not
that the position in which we have long been?
And I believe the result of this union will be to
do away with that state of things.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I
believe that when these colonies are
combined, acting in concert, and quickened
and invigorated by a feeling of mutual
dependence and interest, the tendency will be

UK, House of Commons, [Government of New Caledonia Bill] “Second Reading,” (Jul. 8, 1858), cc1096-121.
William Seward, diary entry (Aug. 22, 1857). Quote is not verbatim. Seward says “incurious of its future”. Frederick
Seward, Seward at Washington (1891), p. 319.
Unknown American writer. Unconfirmed reference.
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to increase their wealth and manufactures,
and general strength. And, sir, I am satisfied
one of the great advantages of this union will
be found in this that we will be raised above
our sectionalisms, and come to feel and to act
as the citizens of a great country, with
destinies committed to us such as may well
evoke the energies of a great people.
But I desire to point out another practical
advantage which, I think, is of no mean or
slight moment; and it is this:—Bound as we
are to England, by the closest ties, and yet
enjoying our own government, England is still
compelled to act for us in all matters of an
international nature. But, when we have for all
these British provinces one General
Government, able to take an oversight of the
whole, and to attend to all their various
interests, we will be able to represent to Britain
on behalf of the whole, with a force and power
we have never before been able to use, what
these interests are; we will be able to press
them home on the attention of British
statesmen in such a manner as will lead them
to appreciate, and seek to protect those
interests in their negotiations with foreign
powers.
I would allude, as an illustration of what I
mean, to the Reciprocity Treaty60, and I cannot
refrain from reading a very striking extract
from a report presented to the United States
House of Representatives, in 1862, from the
Committee of Commerce on the Reciprocity
Treaty61. I ask the attention
•
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of the House to this extract, as showing how
the United States have been able to take
advantage of our isolated condition—our
want of central power and authority—to gain
for themselves advantages in the negotiation
of that treaty, such as they could not have
obtained or even sought, had we been in a
position to present all the advantages, in
60

61
62

negotiations with the United States, which
Canada and the Maritime Provinces as a
whole could present. Instead of the American
statesmen having to negotiate with the
separate governments of separate provinces,
they would have to negotiate with the
combined interests of British North America.
I read this extract as a very striking one, and
as entitled, on account of the source from
which it comes, to some weight. In the report I
have referred to. The natural results of the
treaty and have its abrogation is thus spoken
of:—
A great and mutually beneficial increase in our commerce
with Canada was the natural and primary result of the
treaty. Many causes of irritation were removed, and a
large accession to our trade was acquired, through the
treaty, with the Maritime Provinces. Arguments founded
upon the results of the treaty as a whole, with the various
provinces, have a valid and incontrovertible application
against the unconditional and complete abrogation of the
treaty, so far as it refers to provinces against which no
complaint is made. The isolated and disconnected
condition of the various governments of these provinces
to each other, and the absence of their real responsibility
to any common centre, are little understood.
No fault is found with the acts of Newfoundland, Prince
Edward Island, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick. These
separate provinces and that of Canada have each a
separate tariff and legislature, and neither of them is
accountable to or for any other. An abrogation of the
treaty, as a whole, would therefore be a breach of good
faith towards the other provinces, even if it were
expedient to adopt such a course towards Canada, but no
advantages gained by the treaty with the Maritime
Provinces can be admitted as offsets in favor of Canada.
Each province made its own bargain; and gave and
received its separate equivalent. 62

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—This is
an instance of some moment, and I believe the
same principles will be found to apply to all
those questions on which, in the future history
of this Confederation, it will be found
necessary to confer with foreign governments,
through the Mother Country. No longer

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
US, House of Representatives, “Reciprocity Treaty with Great Britain,” Report No. 22 (Feb. 5, 1862), p. 18.
ibid.
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detached and isolated from each other, we will
be able to present a combined front, and to
urge the advantages which may be derived
from the exhaustless fisheries of the Lower
Provinces, as well as those afforded by
Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
defence question has been alluded to very
frequently in this debate. I think there really
cannot be a question that it would be for the
advantage, not only of Britain, but of each one
of these provinces, that on such subjects as the
militia, and on all kindred questions, such as
those relating to aliens, the observance of
neutrality and like subjects, there should be a
general and uniform action; that, seeing the
action of any one of the colonies might involve
the parent state in war, there should not be
separate and distinct action, but one uniform
action, on all that class of national and
international subjects, throughout the whole
of the British Provinces.
I cannot help thinking that in practice an
immense advantage would be derived from
the introduction of such a system. It is not my
forte, as that of some hon. gentlemen, to speak
with regard to the defence question. There are
other hon, members who understand that
subject thoroughly, and will no doubt deal
with it in a satisfactory manner. But I cannot
help thinking that a uniform system of militia
and marine for British North America would
be powerfully felt in the history of this
continent.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Are we to
have a navy?
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
hon. gentleman no doubt listened with interest
to the speech of the President of the Council
[George Brown], and he might have learned
from that, that we had a navy of which any
country might be proud, devoted to the
pursuits of honest industry, and which causes
us to rank even in our infancy as the third
maritime power in the world. And should the
time of need come—as I trust it never may—I
am satisfied that in the Gulf, on the St.
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Lawrence, and on the lakes, there would be
enough of bold men and brave hearts to man
that navy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I would
further remark, that under the proposed
system, local interests would be much better
cared for. I am satisfied the local interests of all
the separate provinces would be better cared
for, if their legislatures were divested of those
large subjects of general interest which now
absorb—and necessarily so—so much of our
time and attention.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I will
now only mention briefly one or two
incidental advantages which I believe will be
found to accrue in the future from our position
as
•

(p. 443)

united provinces of the British Empire. I will
not at this late hour of the night, as I see the
House is wearied—
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “No, no,”
“Go on.”
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I will
not quote any figures to shew the extent of
intercolonial trade that will spring up with the
Maritime Provinces and with the West India
provinces. Some years ago there was, as
mercantile men well know, a large trade
conducted with the West India Islands, which,
from various circumstances, has almost
entirely ceased. I believe that, when the
provinces are united, not only will a large
trade spring up in those agricultural and other
products which are now supplied to the Lower
Provinces from the United States, but a trade
will also be established with the West India
Islands. Some time ago I took the trouble to
look into the figures, and I was surprised to
find how large a trade was conducted twentyfive years ago with those islands; and I believe
that, by carrying out this union, we will have
facilities for establishing such commercial
relations as will lead to the reopening of that
valuable trade.
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Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—You should
bring in the West India Islands also.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—The
hon. gentleman is very anxious to extend the
Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I have
known him for long years as a Federalist, and
I believe he is only sorry that we do not go a
little faster. I am satisfied that when
Confederation is accomplished, he will be one
of its most hearty supporters.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I would
now, Mr. Speaker, desire to quote a few words
from a lecture delivered some years ago by
Principal Dawson, of Montreal, a well-known
Nova Scotia, and who is distinguished for his
thorough acquaintance with the Maritime
Provinces, He says:—
Their progress in population and wealth is slow, in
comparison with that of Western America, though equal
to the average of that of the American Union, and more
rapid than that of the older states. Their agriculture is
rapidly improving, manufacturing and mining
enterprises are extending themselves, and railways are
being built to connect them with the more inland parts of
the continent. Like Great Britain, they possess important
minerals in which the neighboring parts of the continent
are deficient, and enjoy the utmost facilities for
commercial pursuits.
Ultimately, therefore, they must have with the United
States, Canada and the fur countries, the same commercial
relations that Britain maintains with western, central, and
northern Europe. Above all, they form the great natural
oceanic termination of the great valley of the St. Lawrence;
and although its commerce has hitherto, by the skill and
industry of its neighbours, been drawn across the natural
barrier which Providence has placed between it and the
seaports of the United States, it must ultimately take its
natural channel; and then not only will the cities on the St.
Lawrence be united by the strongest common interests,
but they will be bound to Acadia by ties more close than
any merely political union.
The great thoroughfares to the rich lands and noble
scenery of the west, and thence to the sea breezes and saltwater of the Atlantic, and to the great seats of industry and
art in the old world, will pass along the St. Lawrence, and
through the Lower Provinces. The surplus agricultural

63

produce of Canada will find its nearest consumers among
the miners, shipwrights, mariners, and fishermen of
Acadia; and they will send back the treasures of their
mines and of their sea. This ultimate fusion of all the
populations extending along this great river, valley and
estuary, and the establishment throughout its course of
one of the principal streams of American commerce,
seems in the nature of things inevitable; and there is
already a large field for the profitable employment of
labourers and capital in accelerating this desirable result.63

Such, I believe, Mr. Speaker, will be found to
be the results of the steps now being taken.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—In
conclusion, I would desire to call attention to
the advantages we will enjoy in consequence
of our being able to do something to secure the
development of the immense tract of country
laying beyond us—Central British North
America, popularly known as the Great North
West. If Canadians are to stand still and allow
American energy and enterprise to press on as
it is doing towards that country, the inevitable
result must be that that great section of
territory will be taken possession of by the
citizens of the neighboring states. The question
is one of great interest to the people of Canada.
Years ago Canadian industry pushed its way
up the valley of the Ottawa to the Great North
West. In 1798 the North-West Company had in
its employment not less than 12,000 persons;
and there is no reason in the world why the
trade, which was then carried on, should not
be re-established between the Northwest and
Canada. No insuperable obstacles stand in the
way. A practicable route exists which can be
used by land and by water, and there is no
reason why the necessary steps should not be
taken to secure the development of the
resources of that country and making them
tributary to Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I think
it was a I wise foresight on the part of the
gentlemen
•
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Lecture on the Acadian Provinces to the Natural History Society of Montreal by Principal Dawson. Unconfirmed reference.
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who prepared the plan now before us that they
laid this down as one of the principal features
of the scheme—that they regarded the
development of the Northwest as necessary
for the security and the promotion of the best
interests of British North America?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—If the
House will bear with me, Mr. Speaker, I would
ask hon. members to consider for a moment
the extent of the territory there possessed. An
American writer, who estimates it at 2,500,000
square miles, puts it in this way:—
How large is that? It is fifteen and half times larger than
the State of California; mahout thirty-eight times as large
as the State of New York; nearly twice as large as the
thirty-one States of the Union; and, if we omit the territory
of Nebraska, as large as all our states and territories
combined.64

Between the settled portions of Canada and
the Red River country, there are areas of arable
land, ranging from 200,000 acres downwards,
with facilities for opening up communication
by land and water; and I do not wonder that
the late Sir George Simpson, while making his
celebrated journey round the world, in
passing from Montreal to Red River, and
thence overland to the Pacific, should be
struck with the extraordinary advantages of
this country, and that on one occasion, when
surveying the magnificent expanse of inland
lake and river navigation, in the midst of a
fertile country, he should exclaim—
Is it too much for the eye of philanthropy to discern
through the vista of futurity this noble stream, connecting,
as it does, the fertile shores of two spacious lakes, with
crowded steamboats on its bosom, and populous towns
on its borders?65

Some Hon. Members—Applause.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Sir
64
65
66

67
68
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George Simpson was not a man likely to be
carried away by mere impulse; but viewing
the prospect before him, he could not refrain
from breaking forth in the glowing language I
have quoted. Then glance for a moment at the
Saskatchewan, the Assiniboine and the Red
River country, with the Red River settlement
of 10,000 people, forming the nucleus for a
future province—a nucleus around which
immigration could be drawn so as to build up
in that distant region a powerful section of the
Confederation.
It is a country which embraces 360,000
square miles, and the Red River, Lake
Winnipeg, and the Saskatchewan afford a
navigable water line of 1,400 miles. And what
is the character of the country? On this point I
would quote Professor Hind, who describes
the valley of the Red River and a large portion
of the country on its affluent, the Assiniboine,
as “a paradise of fertility.”66
He could speak of it in no other terms “than
of astonishment and admiration.”67 He adds
that as an agricultural country the character of
the soil could not be surpassed, affirming in
proof of this assertion:—
That all kinds of farm produce common in Canada
succeed admirably in the District of Assiniboia, and that
as an agricultural country it will one day rank among the
most distinguished.68

Nor are there any difficulties of climate. If
any hon. member will take the trouble to
examine that excellent work in our library,
Blodgett’s Climatology, he will find it stated as
having been “demonstrated that the climate of
the North-West coast, and of the interior
towards Lake Winnipeg, is quite the reverse of
that experienced in the same latitude on the
Atlantic, and is highly favorable to occupation

Unknown American writer. Unconfirmed reference.
George Simpson, Narrative of a Journey Round the World … Vol. I (1847), p. 46.
Henry Youle Hind & George Gladman, Report on the Exploration of the Country Between Lake Superior and the Red River
Settlement (1858), p. 140.
ibid., p. 139.
ibid., pp. 142-143.
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and settlement.”69
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Mr.
Speaker, I desire now to place before the
House the extent of the territory we possess in
the Atlantic and Pacific Provinces. The
Atlantic Provinces comprise Canada East,
with an area of 201,989 square miles; Canada
West. 148,832; New Brunswick, 27,700; Nova
Scotia, 18,746; Prince Edward Island, 2,134;
Newfoundland, 35,913—together 435,314
square miles, to which add the territory of
Labrador, 5,000 miles, making a grand total of
410,314 square miles, embracing a population
of something like 4,000,000 of souls. The
Pacific Provinces are British Columbia,
containing 200,000 square miles, and
Vancouver’s Island, with 12,000 square miles;
and there is the territory of Hudson’s Bay
(including Central British North America),
with 2,700,000 square miles.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—I desire
now, sir, to thank the House for the patience
with which hon. members have listened to my
remarks. I rose at a late hour in the evening,
and seeing that the House was wearied when
I commenced, I did not wish to prolong the
debate. I have thus shortened very much the
remarks I intended to offer, and have treated
only hurriedly and casually on many points,
which might have engaged further attention
under other circumstances. I desire to express
my confident opinion, before closing, that
•
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this great scheme is not one, which ought to be
factiously met. For if ever there was a plan
submitted to any legislature, which deserved
to be treated with an avoidance of party
feeling, it is this.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—It is
evident that in the House there are a large
majority in favor of the plan, and while it is
69

70

their duty to concede to the minority—what is
the right of the minority—the opportunity of
stating their objections to it, it is, on the other
hand, an evidence of the strongest kind that
the majority, in supporting this measure,
believe they are doing the best for their
country, and that it is a measure which meets
the popular sanction and approval, when they
avow by their own act their readiness to return
to the people for their approval of the steps
they have thought proper to take.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—It is the
duty of those who are in favor of the scheme—
and I believe there are a very large majority
who see in it advantages of the most
substantial kind—I am firmly persuaded that
it is a duty they owe to those who sent them to
this House, it is a duty they owe to the country,
it is a duty they owe to the great empire of
which we form a part, to bring this scheme to
a speedy consummation. I am glad, sir, in
taking a retrospect of the three eventful years
during which I have had a seat in this House,
to reflect that on the first occasion I had the
honor of addressing the House, in 1861, I
declared myself in favor of an analogous
scheme to that we are now discussing; that I
then expressed myself in favor of a general
government of the British North American
Provinces, with separate local legislatures, in
the following terms, when speaking of the
question of representation by population:—
He had confidence that men would be found able to meet
the question fairly and to come down with a measure
satisfactory to the country. It might be that that measure
would be one which would bring together the different
provinces of British North America into a union, formed
on such a basis as would give to the people of each
province the right to manage their own internal affairs,
while at the same time the whole should provide for the
management of matters of common concern, so as to
secure the consolidation of the Britannic power on this
continent.70

Lorin Blodget, Climatology of the United States and… (1857). Possibly p. 214, but no such passage was found in the book and
this is the closest approximation.
Alexander Morris, Legislative Assembly (1861). Unconfirmed reference.
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I have held this opinion ever since I have had
the capacity of thinking of the destiny of this
country, and I would beg to be allowed further
to quote language I used in 1859. Reviewing at
that time, as I have done hurriedly to-night,
the extent of our possessions, and the great
advantages we would be able to obtain by the
union now proposed to be carried into effect, I
spoke as follows, in a lecture on the Hudson
Bay and Pacific territory, delivered in
Montreal:
With two powerful colonies on the Pacific, with another
or more in the region between Canada and the Rocky
Mountains, with a railway and a telegraph linking the
Atlantic with the Pacific, and our inland and ocean
channels of trade becoming a great thoroughfare of travel
and of commerce, who can doubt of the reality and the
accuracy of the vision which rises distinctly and clearly
defined before us, as the great Britannic Empire of the
North stands out in all its grandeur, and in all the
brilliancy of its magnificent future! Some hard matter-offact thinker, some keen utilitarian, some plodding man of
business, may point the finger of scorn at us and deem all
this but an empty shadow—but the fleeting fantasy of a
dreamer. Be it so.
Time is a worker of miracles—ay, and of sober realities,
too; but when we look east and west and north; when we
cause the goodly band of the north-men from Acadia, and
Canada, and the North-West, and the Columbia, and the
Britain of the Pacific, to defile before us, who are the
masters of so vast a territory, of a heritage of such
surpassing value; and when we remember the rapid rise
into greatness, as one of the powers of the earth, of the
former American colonies, and look back over their
progress, who can doubt of the future of these British
Provinces, or of the entire and palpable reality of that
vision which rises so grandly before us of this Great
British Empire of the North—of that new Englishspeaking nation which will at one and no distant day
people all this northern continent—a Russia, as has been
well said, it may be, but yet an English Russia, with free
institutions, with high civilization, and entire freedom of
speech and thought—with its face to the south and its back
to the pole, with its right and left resting on the Atlantic
and the Pacific, and with the telegraph and the iron road
connecting the two oceans?71
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Mr. Speaker, is the vision which is present to
myself and to many others who, like myself,
whether in Upper or Lower Canada, are “to
the manor born,”72 and whose all and destiny
is here. I know and feel, and am assured that if
the people of these British Provinces are but
true to themselves, and if the statesmen of
Britain now act aright their part in this great
crisis of our national history, this vision will be
realized. We will have the pride to belong to a
great country still attached to the Crown of
Great Britain, but in which, notwithstanding,
we shall have entire freedom of action and the
blessings of responsible
•
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self-government; and I am satisfied we will see
as the results of this union all that we could
possibly imagine as its fruits.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—
Thanking the House for their kind attention, I
have only to say further, that I believe the plan
under which we seek to ask the Parliament of
Great Britain to legislate for us is a wise and
judicious one, and which not only deserves,
but which I am confident will receive, the
hearty support of the representatives and of
the people of this province, and to which I, for
one, shall feel it my duty to give my warmest
and most cordial sanction.
Some Hon. Members—Loud cheers.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North] moved the
adjournment of the debate, which was agreed to.

Some Hon. Members—Applause.
Alexander Morris [Lanark South]—Such,

71
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purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

L

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
FRIday,
february 24, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd instant proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the

1

2

eonidas Burwell [Elgin East], in resuming
the debate upon Confederation, said—Mr.
Speaker, before allowing a measure of this
importance to go through the House, I feel it
my duty to offer a few words upon it. The
question of Federation is not a new one to my
constituents. Ever since the Reform
Convention in Toronto, in 18592, they have
been quite familiar with it. At the general
election, in 1861, in an address to my
constituents, I stated that in case we should
not be. able to get representation by
population, I would be in favor of Federation
of the two provinces of Canada, with a Local
Government in each province and a Central
Government to administer matters common to
both, provision to be made to admit the
Eastern Provinces and the North-West
territory, should they see fit to enter the union,
of course with the sanction of Great Britain.
And at the last general election in 1863, I
addressed them in precisely the same
language.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—The
agitation for constitutional changes had been
so general and persistent for a length of time
in Upper Canada, that it was impossible to all
appearance to stave off much longer some
action in reference to the difficulty. Efforts
were made at different times to secure
representation by population as a remedy, but
without success. The nearest approach to a
remedy for the difficulty under which Upper
Canada labors, is, in my opinion, the
resolutions of the Quebec Conference now

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 152. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Burwell’s speech.
The Reformers of Upper Canada met in Toronto on Nov. 9-10, 1859. “Meeting of the Liberal Convention of Upper Canada,”
The Globe (Nov. 10-11, 1859), “The Convention Yesterday,” The Globe (Nov. 11, 1859), “Meeting of the Liberal Convention
of Upper Canada,” The Globe (Nov. 12-16, 1859), and Constitutional Reform Association of Upper Canada, Address of the
Constitutional Reform Association to the People of Upper Canada (1859).
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before the House, and the question for
consideration is whether they are acceptable to
us and our people, or not. The principle of
Federation, in my view, has been a great
success on this continent.
I think that, if we look to the history of the
United States, it cannot be denied that there, as
a principle of free government, it has been
successful; and I doubt whether history
records a like example, under ordinary
circumstances, of such great success and
prosperity. The present trouble in that
country—the war now raging there—is not in
my opinion attributable to the federative form
of government adopted there. I attribute it to
different causes altogether, which might have
existed, had it been a monarchical or a
despotic government that prevailed. Slavery
existed there and was the cause of the war. It
was opposed to the spirit of the age, and had
to be eradicated.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—There
were, no doubt, other causes which had some
influence in bringing it about; such, for
instance, as the desire of the North for a high
protective tariff to encourage its domestic
manufactures, and the opposing interest of the
South in favor of free trade, so that,
manufacturing nothing itself, it might have all
the benefit of cheap importations. These, sir, I
conceive were the two great causes of the
difficulty in the United States. Now, in
forming Federal Government in these
provinces, I think we should look for an
example to a people who are similar to us in
situation, habits and customs. I find that
example in the people of the United States.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—My
honorable friend from Lambton [Alexander
Mackenzie] cited the example of a great many
other countries, but they were not perhaps
accustomed so much to free government as the
United States; for it was not Federation that
first gave them liberty, the old colonies of New
3

England enjoying a large share of liberty long
before the adoption of Federal Government by
them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—The plan
proposed by the Conference at Quebec is, in
my opinion, too restrictive, as regards the
power of the Local Legislatures. It gives too
much power to the General Government. I am
one of those, sir, who believe that the
appointment of the deputy or lieutenant
governors should not be in the gift of the
General Government, but that they should be
elected by the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—I believe,
too, that the members of the Legislative
Council should be elected by the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—There is no
element in this country—no class in this
country, nor do I think it possible to create a
class—the counterpart of
•
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the class that composes the House of Lords in
England. The British Government is
undoubtedly the best-balanced government in
the world; but we cannot exactly copy the
system here, because of the absence of the class
to which I have referred. The nearest approach
that we can have to the House of Lords is, in
my opinion, an elective Legislative Council,
the members of which shall hold office for an
extended period.
My hon. friend from Lambton [Alexander
Mackenzie], in the very excellent speech he
made to the House yesterday, said that if both
Houses
were
made
elective
their
circumstances and powers would be so similar
that neither would be a check upon the other 3;
but I contend that if we had an elective Upper
House, with the members representing larger
constituencies and elected fore longer period
than the members of the Lower House, it
would be less liable to be influenced by every

Alexander Mackenzie, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 23, 1865), p. 426.
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change of public opinion, and conservative
enough in its character to be a wholesome
check upon rash and hasty legislation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—But
although the scheme now proposed does not
make these provisions, there are many things
in it that I can approve of. That the General
Government should have control over many
matters committed to it by the scheme is, I
think, quite right. The customs is a branch of
the administration that has ramifications
throughout the whole country, and it and the
appointments connected with it should be in
the hands of the General Government. So, too,
with regard to the post office, which affects the
whole country, and should be under the same
control. The militia and all matters connected
with the defence of the country should also be
placed under the control of the Central
Government; and the scheme would be
defective if it were otherwise.
I think there is no question more important
now to us than that of defence. A military
spirit seems to have seized the people all over
the continent, and promises to control their
action for a long time. I think it wise; therefore,
that provision should be made by which the
General Government can put the country into
a state of preparation for whatever may occur.
It is well also, in my opinion, that that
government should appoint the judges. I like
to see an independent judiciary, and believe
that this will be secured to us by the mode
proposed in these resolutions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—It is hardly
necessary for me to make allusion to the local
governments; there are so many propositions
connected with them, and so little is known of
what their constitution will be, that it is hardly
possible indeed for me to refer to them. I
would like to be informed as to their character
and authority before speaking of them. My
opinion is, that they should have certain
powers defined in written constitutions, so
that beyond these powers they would have no
right to legislate, and if they did, that their
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legislation should be set aside and rendered
null and void by the superior courts. I believe
that the British Constitution is of that elastic
character that the institutions, which exist
under it, can be made most popular and still
work well. I think history has proved this to be
the case. Under it we have kept sacred the
great principle of responsible government,
which we now enjoy, and under which
ministers of the Crown hold seats in and are
responsible to the Legislature. Well, we want
no change in that principle; for I think it is the
greatest safeguard to liberty, not only in
England, but the world.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—With
regard to the executive head of the General
Government; appointment by the Crown as at
present is the only mode that is desirable. It
will not do to tamper with or change this
provision of our government; for if we become
detached from and cease to be a dependency
of the British Crown, what do we become? We
must necessarily become independent, and
when that state of political existence is
reached, we know not what will follow.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—The
question may be asked, is the Constitution
foreshadowed in these resolutions such as can
be accepted by the people of this country? Is
there a possibility, if it were defective, of
bettering or amending it? I think that in many
of its details it has a great deal that are good;
and if, in portions where it is desirable, it
cannot be amended, I think, nevertheless, that
the people of this country would hardly be
justified in rejecting it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—There is no
doubt that all history shows that nothing in the
way of government is ever considered finality.
Changes are continually going on in all forms
of government. The political history of our
own country even is proof of this fact. At the
time of the union of these provinces, the
members of the Legislative Council were
appointed by the Crown, but since then there
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has been a change, and the people now elect
them. At that time, too, the wardens of
•

(p. 448)

the Crown appointed our district councils;
that principle was subsequently changed, and
they are now elected by the popular vote. It is
impossible, sir, to take this question of
Confederation into consideration, without
also taking into account the question of the
Intercolonial Railway. I have on several
occasions spoken against the construction of
that road at the expense of Canada. I never
could see that any advantage would be
derived from it, unless in a military point of
view; and as a military work I did not think it
worth the large sum it would cost. But if
commercial advantages could be pointed out
equivalent to the cost of it, then I admit its
construction might become a subject of
consideration.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—I think that
free intercourse and free trade with 800,000 of
our fellow-subjects in the Lower Provinces are
not light and unimportant considerations.
They are, in my opinion, something like an
equivalent for the expenditure—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—and if there
are no graver difficulties than the building of
this road in the scheme of the Quebec
Conference, then they may all be easily
surmounted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Leonidas Burwell [Elgin East]—That there
will be great expense in the construction of the
road, and in connection with Confederation,
admits scarcely of a doubt. But we have one to
a period in our history when, for various
reasons, expense has become necessary. We
must have some change in our Constitution,
and whether it be attended by additional
expense or not, it is indispensable in order to
remove the evils under which the country has
so long labored.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North] said—

Mr. Speaker, I approach the discussion of this
subject in no degree of diffidence or temerity,
because I apprehend that it signifies very little
what I or any other hon. member may say, it
will receive but little attention, so far as
tending to change in the slightest degree the
opinions that hon. members may have in
reference to the project of Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—
Nevertheless, though no weight may attach to
anything that I may say, I feel it my duty to the
constituency that I represent, and to the
province at large, to enter my protest against
the passage of this resolution in its present
shape.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I am
in favor of a union of the provinces, but it must
be such a union as will benefit and protect the
interests of the provinces at large; and I feel
that those interests cannot be protected and
benefited if we are going auto the
extravagances that must necessarily follow
such a union as is now contemplated.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
question has been considered in its political, in
its commercial, in its defensive or military
aspects, and in its sectional aspects, and very
little that can be said by any hon. gentleman
now will be considered new; and he who
speaks at this stage of the discussion will
speak at a disadvantage, because he can say
very little that is new. He may speak on those
matters that have been discussed in new
language, and so make some little change, but
as for the material positions, they have been
already discussed, and by honorable
gentlemen very ably discussed.
I understand that the position which the
Government of this country assumes, in
introducing this measure with the haste in
which they are doing it, declining to allow the
people to have anything to say upon it, except
through their representatives, who were not
sent here to vote on any such measure as this,
is that this country had arrived at such a stage
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that it was impossible for the affairs of the
Government to be carried on, unless some
change took place, and that of a radical
character. In that assertion I do not agree. I
dissent from it entirely, and I feel that it was
not the necessities of this country that have
brought about these resolutions, but that it
was the factious conduct of honorable
gentlemen on the floor of this House. If that
factious conduct had not been persevered in,
there would have been no necessity for the
consideration that we are now undertaking.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I feel
that I am making a statement the correctness
of which cannot be denied; and I shall refer to
the language of the Hon. President of the
Council [George Brown], even since this
matter has been under consideration, to
establish it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—It has
been stated by him that the affairs of this
country had come to a dead-lock. It has been
stated that we were drifting into inevitable
ruin; that our debt was so fast increasing, that
it was absolutely impossible to stem the
torrent, or close the flood-gates of the treasury
that that had been opened by the
mismanagement of hon. gentlemen sitting
alongside of the President of the Council
[George Brown] at the present time.
Understand me: I am not charging those hon.
gentlemen with extravagance; I am simply
referring to the language used by the
Honorable President of the Council [George
Brown].
But on a recent occasion he spoke of this
union as a matter to be proud of, and
•
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said that every one of the provinces that was
entering into the union would enter it with a
surplus of revenue, and were, therefore, not
obliged to go into it from necessity; that they
did not enter into the partnership as a
bankrupt concern, but, on the contrary, would
commence business in a most prosperous
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condition.
Now, if that were the case, what is the
necessity for this change—a change that will
render so much more extravagance necessary
to carry on the government, even under the
guidance of the Hon. the President of the
Council [George Brown]? It was said that the
people of the section of the province to which
I belong had become satisfied that there was
extravagance in the Government, that the
people of Lower Canada were absorbing too
large a proportion of the revenue that was
paid by the people of Upper Canada.
It was asserted that the people of Upper
Canada were paying seven-tenths of the
whole revenue of the country; that we had not
sufficient representation in Parliament; and
that there was ruin staring us in the face,
because we had not our proper voice in the
Legislature, by means of which we might
resist the extravagance of Lower Canadians. It
was said that for every appropriation made for
Upper Canada, a corresponding one had to be
made for Lower Canada, and thereby the
people of Upper Canada were paying more
than their fair share into the common purse of
the country.
Taking that view of the case, I would ask the
Honorable President of the Council [George
Brown], who is so warm in advocating these
resolutions, how much the people of Upper
Canada will be called upon to pay more than
Lower Canada in the new scheme? I
understand that Lower is to receive $888,531
from the Federal Government. As Upper
Canada has been paying two-thirds, nay, as
much as seven-tenths into the general
revenue, how much are we granting to Lower
Canada out of the pockets of the people of
Upper Canada towards paying the expenses of
managing their local affairs—affairs of which
we in the Upper Province will have not one
word to say?
By the arrangement that is to be entered into,
suppose that the Lower Provinces constitute
about one-fifth of the whole—which, I
presume, is all that they will contribute. This
would make $177,706. Upper Canada, on the
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principle of paying two-thirds, would
contribute $473,884, and Lower Canada only
$236,941. For the support of the Local
Government of Lower Canada from the
Federal exchequer, Upper Canada would,
therefore, have to pay no less a sum than
$473,884, which is nearly double the amount
that Lower Canada itself will pay for the same
purpose. The amount that Upper Canada will
have to pay in excess of Lower Canada, for
exclusively Lower Canada purposes, is
$175,859.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Now
that is the position in which that branch of the
question stands; but it is said that we are to
become a great people, third, I think, in rank
of the nations of the earth. It is said that,
because we unite with a people who have less
than a million of inhabitants, while we have
nearly two and a half millions, we are to
become this vast nation, and to hold a position
in the world above that of all nations except
three on the face of the globe. Well, it does not
strike me that the mere fact of our joining the
Lower Provinces to this province by the
Intercolonial Railway is going to give us that
position. We need a vast population as well as
a vast country to acquire that greatness. It is
said that we will be stronger by this union; that
we will be better able to protect ourselves in
the event of hostilities breaking out between
this country and the United States. But is that
true?
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “Yes, yes,”
and “No, no.”
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Are
we to become at once an independent nation
that will make treaties with foreign nations, or
are we still to be dependent on the British
Crown—a dependency that I hope will never
be done away with?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Let it
be understood that I am not to be dazzled by
those ideas of greatness that are being held out
to us. We can never be so great in any way as
we can by remaining a dependency of the

British Crown. Every one of these provinces is
true and faithful in its allegiance to the British
Crown, and if that power makes war, each will
do all that lies in its power to defend its own
territory and assist the Mother Country. But
how do we gain strength from the scheme? We
obtain many hundreds of miles of additional
frontier, and we do not get men in proportion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—We
shall build a railway that cannot possibly be of
much use to us, but that will be subject to
destruction by the enemy, and will be
indefensible and difficult to keep open. The
armies that will be brought against us by the
United States will be too great to be resisted
along the entire frontier, and no ordinary force
will be sufficient to protect so long a line of
communication. I therefore argue that the
•
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Confederation will not make us a stronger or a
greater people than before.
Then it is said that in our present exigencies
we must look out for other markets for our
produce than those we have been depending
upon; that we must endeavor to become a
manufacturing country, obtaining minerals
from the Lower Provinces and sending them
our produce in return. That is all very fine, but
it can be accomplished without entering into
an extravagantly expensive arrangement such
as this is. We could have a legislative union
with one Legislature or Central Government,
that would manage all our affairs on a scale as
economical as the affairs of the province of
Canada have been conducted; but when you
provide for a General Government, and then
for a Local Government in each province
besides, it stands to reason that the
expenditure must be far in excess of that which
would result from having a single legislature.
The Hon. President of the Council [George
Brown] has said that he is not, although all his
other colleagues who have spoken on the floor
of the House have admitted that they are, in
favor of a legislative union, if this union could
be accomplished. The Hon. President of the
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Council [George Brown] thinks, perhaps, that
this would be too damaging an admission, so
he says: “I would not have a legislative union
if I could. There is nothing but a Federal union
for me, because our country is so extensive
that it would be impossible to control it with a
Legislature sitting at Ottawa.”4 Now, is this
so? Would four or five hundred additional
miles of territory make all the difference?
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The hon. gentleman is
mistaken. I never used any such expression.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Of
course it is very unpleasant to have to say it,
but my ears must have deceived me very
grossly indeed, if the hon. gentleman did not
assert in the hearing of persons in this House,
when delivering his address on these
resolutions, that he preferred a Federal union,
and assigned as a reason for his preference the
extent of the country.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—The hon. gentleman will
see that this is a very different thing from the
statement he previously made. What I did say
was this, that it would be exceedingly
inconvenient to manage the local affairs of so
widely extended a country. I did not say that
we could not exercise a general control over
the country. I said that it was impossible to
attend to the mere parish affairs of
Newfoundland, Prince Edward Island, New
Brunswick and the North-West. That is what I
said.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Well,
one reason assigned by the hon. gentleman for
a Federal union was that in attending to the
private business of the Lower Provinces,
under a legislative union, we would be kept
sitting at Ottawa for nine months of the year.
It is, however, the case that the affairs of
United Canada can be transacted in a period
of three or four months, while according to the
Hon. the President of the Council [George

4
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Brown], the affairs of the federated provinces
would not be attended to in less than nine
months in consequence of the private business
which would be added to the legislation from
a people numbering only seven or eight
hundred thousand.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
business of two and a half millions can be
disposed of in three months, whilst it is
alleged that the business brought by the
addition of seven or eight hundred thousand
more would prolong the sessions of
Parliament by six months.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
think that the position which the hon.
gentleman took in reference to that, is just as
untenable as his position that a Legislative
union in itself would not be better than a
Federal union. Now, it is said that our
commercial affairs will be very much
advanced by this arrangement. It is said that
the Reciprocity treaty5 is going to be
abrogated. No doubt we have received notice
of it. It is also said that it is possible—although
the Hon. President of the Council [George
Brown] does not think it is so—that the
bonded system is to be done away with
between Canada and the United States, and
that, therefore, we would have no means of
reaching the Atlantic except during the
summer months of the year, in consequence of
which it is very desirable that this great work
of the Intercolonial Railway should be
accomplished, and that this union of the
provinces should take place.
I presume it is a well understood fact that a
people will always find some channel into
which to direct their energies—that there will
be a channel for their commerce—that there
will be a channel for their produce. Now, it the
Reciprocity treaty is abrogated, and if the
bonded system is put an end to, it will be done

George Brown, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 8, 1865), p. 108. The quote is a summary.
Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
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long before the Intercolonial Railway can be
established, and we must then remain
suffering for a number of years until
•
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that work is accomplished and before we get
communication with the Lower Provinces,
except through the medium of the St.
Lawrence, which is only accessible during the
summer time.
Then it would be absolutely necessary for us
to resort to some other means, to devise some
other scheme, by which we might not allow
the affairs of these provinces, in the meantime,
to be injured, to lag and to suffer; and when
our commerce flows in such new channel, it
will not be easy to divert it. But is it not the fact
that we have been in existence a number of
years as a colony here? Is it not the fact, too,
that we have been far removed from the sea?
Is it not the fact, that when Upper Canada was
subject to duties to Lower Canada, and when
we had no connection with the United States
except by paying high restrictive duties,
Upper Canada progressed rapidly and
became a large and prosperous province? Did
we then complain with all these restrictions
weighing upon us?
For my part, I have yet to see, if the
reciprocity treaty6 is put an end to and if the
bonding system is discontinued, that we
would be unable to find means by which the
energies of the people of this country would
find development. We would still go on in
material prosperity, if we found hon.
gentlemen forgetting their faction, and
allowing the wheels of government to
progress
without being
unnecessarily
impeded.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—In one
view of the case, if I were satisfied that the
people of this country fully approved of the
scheme, I would give it my support, although
6
7

8

I disapprove of it in its present shape. But I
cannot understand why those hon. gentlemen
who have professed, at all events heretofore,
to be the advocates of the rights and liberties
of the people, should so far forget those rights
and liberties as to set them aside, and allow
half a dozen gentlemen in this province to
combine with a number of gentlemen from the
Lower Provinces to completely ignore and set
aside the views of those they profess to
represent.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—It has
been said that the people of this country have
fully endorsed and approved of his measure.
But where is the evidence of it? It has been
asserted that this is a matter which was under
consideration in the year 1858 7, and that it has
been mooted at different times since. But this
very fact shows that it has never taken a deep
hold on the people, and certain it is that it has
never been made a question up to this time at
the polls.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—
Therefore, the people have not pronounced an
opinion upon it. And I mean to say this, that if
the people understood it was going to cost so
much more than the present form of
government, they would not be inclined to
approve and to accept it as readily as hon.
gentlemen seem to think. I hold that, if the
hon. gentlemen who occupy the Treasury
benches were really sincere in their views of
the benefits to result from this measure, they
would allow the question to go to the people
for the fullest consideration.
In 1841 the people of this country obtained
responsible government8, and it was declared
to them then that they should have a
controlling voice in the affairs of the country—
that no important change, in fact, should take
place without their having an opportunity of

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 5.
Galt introduced resolutions for the Federal Union of the British North American Provinces in 1858. Journals of the Legislative
Assembly of the Province of Canada (Jul. 7, 1858), p. 815.
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K). However, Responsible Government was only fully granted in 1848.
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pronouncing upon it. And yet hon. gentlemen
now disclaim the right of appeal to the people,
and arrogate to themselves an amount of
wisdom to suppose that the tens of thousands
of people of this province have not the
capacity to understand the meaning or the
magnitude of this question.
They exclude from these men the right of
pronouncing an opinion; and are it not
singular that it is the people of the province of
Canada who are treated in this way? It is not
so in the Lower Provinces. New Brunswick,
for instance, dissolves its House, and goes to
the people. And why should New Brunswick
do that which is denied to Canada? Why
should the people of New Brunswick be
treated as more able and more capable of
understanding and pronouncing an intelligent
opinion than the people of Canada?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
people of Canada, I apprehend, are just as
capable of comprehending a measure of this
importance as the people of New Brunswick,
and they ought to have the same opportunity
of pronouncing upon it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
Honorable President of the Council [George
Brown] has said that a hostile feeling had
arisen between both sections of the province to
such a degree, that the government and
legislation of the country had almost come to
a dead stand. Now, was there such a feeling of
hostility existing between the people of the
different provinces? Was such the fact? Did
honorable gentlemen of French extraction
meet honorable gentlemen of British
extraction upon the floor of this House with
any feeling of hostility whatever? Did we not
meet as
•
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friends? They considered that they had
peculiar interests to serve, and we considered

9

751

that we had a larger population than they, and
which population had not a sufficient
representation on the floor of this House, and
we sought a change in order to give them the
representation to which they were entitled.
The President of the Council [George Brown]
claims that he has accomplished a great work
in gaining for the people of Upper Canada that
representation on the floor of Parliament.
Now, I beg to join issue with him on that
point. I assert that, instead of having gained
for the Upper Province that boon, he has
arrayed thirty additional votes against Upper
Canada. He makes Upper Canada stand not as
she is now, but with thirty additional voices to
contend against.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—We
shall pay in the same proportion, in fact, that
we paid before to the whole revenue of the
country. Let us see if I am singular in this
view—let us see whether the gentlemen who
compose the governments in the Lower
Provinces do not entertain the same opinion.
Hon. Mr. Tilley made this representation in a
speech which he delivered on the 17th
November last:—
So close is the contest between parties in the Canadian
Legislature, that even the five Prince Edward Island
members by their vote could turn victory on whatever
side they chose, and have the game entirely in their own
hands. Suppose that Upper Canada should attempt to
carry out schemes for her own aggrandizement in the
west, could she, with her eighty-two representatives,
successfully oppose the sixty-five of Lower Canada and
the forty-seven of the Lower Provinces, whose interests
would be identical? Certainly not; and she would not
attempt it. 9

Hope Mackenzie [Oxford North]—What
has that to do with representation by
population?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—
”What has that to do with representation by
population?” asks the hon. gentleman.
Representation by population was agitated, so

Tilley’s speech in St. John, New Brunswick (Nov. 17, 1864). The speeches were found in the “Scrapbook Debates” reel at
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far as Upper Canada is concerned, because we
are paying so large a proportion of the revenue
of the country; and should the Lower
Provinces have a corresponding voice, we
should still pay the same proportion of
revenue—instead, in fact, of standing on an
equality, we would have thirty voices more to
contend against.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Now,
let us see whether, in another point of view, it
is going to benefit us. It is represented by this
same gentleman in the Lower Provinces that,
when this change takes place, they will be
relieved from the burdens they now bear;
because, as asserted in the speech to which I
have referred, they have paid $3.20 per head
of taxes; and, when the change was brought
about, they would only pay $2.75—that is,
they would be gainers by the arrangement by
45 cents a head. Is that so, or is it not so? If not,
then there is dishonesty at the bottom of this
scheme, when it requires arguments of that
kind to further it. If it is so, then these
gentlemen who assert that they are looking
out for the interest and the advantage of
Canada, are proving traitors to the trust
reposed in them, are doing a wrong to their
country, and are doing that for the sake of their
own self-aggrandizement.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Allow me to make a
remark. A little while ago the honorable
gentleman quoted from a speech of Hon. Mr.
Tilley, in which that gentleman supposed the
case, that on some evil day Upper Canada,
actuated by selfish motives, would endeavor
to obtain the passing of some measure that
would be conducive to her exclusive
aggrandizement. “In that event,” said Hon.
Mr. Tilley, addressing himself to his people
below, with the view of meeting that
hypothetical case, “you will have the sixty-five
members from Lower Canada and the fortyseven from below, to unite in resisting any
attempt of the kind.” 10 On that account the
10

honorable member for North Ontario
[Matthew Cameron] has stated that he is
opposed to this scheme of Federation. He
prefers a legislative union; but of course with
a legislative union there would be the same
ratio of representation, and his opposition, on
this particular ground, ought to apply to the
one system as much as to the other.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I will
give you a practical illustration of how this
may affect our interest. It is a part of this
scheme, or ought to have been a part of it, that
the opening up of the North-West should be
included in it; that improvements should be
made in that direction so that we might have
the advantage of the vast mineral wealth
which exists there, and of the great stretch of
territory available for agricultural purposes as
well. But this is not given to us now. The
Intercolonial Railway is made a portion of this
scheme. It is made, so to speak, a part of the
Constitution—a necessity without which the
scheme cannot go on. Now, suppose we ask in
the Federal Legislature for the improvement of
the North-West, because we consider it for our
interest to have that territory opened up and
improved,
•
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shall we not find a verification of the language
of this gentleman—sixty-five members from
Lower Canada and forty-seven from the
Lower Provinces, whose interests are
identical, will be united against us, and we
will not be able to accomplish a work of that
kind.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—In
considering a question of this nature—in
considering a change of the Constitution—I
presume every man ought to have the interest
of the whole at heart, and not the interests
merely of individual parts—that every man
from the Lower Provinces who seeks this
union should desire it, not because it is going
to advantage the Lower Provinces merely, but
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because it is going to advantage Canada as
well. The argument should be, that it is to be
for the advantage of the whole.
It should not be an argument that $2.75 is the
sum that will be paid by the Lower Provinces
under the arrangement, when they are paying
now $3.20 a head to the public revenue.
Arguments of that kind should not be used to
show that an advantage is gained by one
portion of the proposed Confederation at the
expense of another; for example, that the
subsidy obtained by the Lower Provinces from
the Federal Government will be so great, that
it will meet all their expenditures, and leave
them $34,000 the gainers.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Now,
I ask, are we contributing to that in the same
proportion that we are contributing to the
subsidy to Lower Canada—and is that
honorable gentleman who has taken the
advocacy of Upper Canadian interests so
peculiarly under his own control, acting for
the interests of Upper Canada when he
consents to an arrangement of this kind?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
President of the Council [George Brown] has
used this language with reference to the
matter. He says:—"It is not a question of
interest, or mere commercial advantage; no, it
is an effort to establish a new empire in British
North America.”11 That is the honorable
gentleman’s statement. But, for my own part, I
think it would be better to get out of the debt
which now burdens us,—to reduce the
expenses the people are suffering from,—to
lighten the taxation we are laboring under—
than to endeavor to establish an empire such
as my honorable friend the President of the
Council [George Brown] speaks of. It would be
much better for us to endeavor to reduce our
expenditure, and live within our means, than
to attempt to establish a new empire; because,

11
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unless he means by that that we are going to
establish our independence, we are already, as
subjects of the British Crown, sharers in all the
glories of the British nation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
hon. gentleman also said—and this was the
argument he addressed to the House as a
reason why his friends from Upper Canada
should unite with him in supporting this
scheme—"We complained, that immense
sums were taken from the public chest and
applied to local purposes, in Lower Canada,
from which we of Upper Canada derived no
advantage.”12 Now I ask, have we ever seen an
attempt made by Lower Canada to obtain so
great a subsidy as $175,000 a year in
perpetuity?
And yet, that is what the hon. gentleman, by
this scheme, actually concedes to them, apart
from the greater expenditure we will have to
pay in connection with the administration of
the general affairs of the whole Confederation.
Let us see what the seventeen additional
representatives we of Upper Canada are to
obtain, will cost us. I make it that for each
representative we will have to pay only
$16,397 per annum. I make that out in this
way. The contribution by the Lower Provinces
to the General Government is $1,929,272. The
contribution of Lower Canada is $2,208,035.
The contribution of Upper Canada is
$4,416,072. I am speaking now of the
contributions that go to meet the expenditure
of the Federal Government. The contribution
of Upper Canada is thus in excess of the Lower
Provinces, $2,486,800; in excess of Lower
Canada, $2,208,037; and in excess of both,
$278,765, which, divided by 17, will give
$16,397 as the cost of each additional member
we are getting.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Well,
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this matter is not left to us either, as the
representatives of the people, to pronounce an
opinion upon it. We are to take the scheme as
a whole. We are not to be allowed to amend it
in any particular. But the Government come
down and tell us, that in consequence of the
union of political parties which has taken
place, they feel themselves so strong that they
can say to the representatives of the people:
“Just take this, or you shall have nothing, and
revert back to inevitable ruin.” That is the
position in which they put us.
Yet, if the statement made by the Hon.
Finance Minister [Alexander Galt] is correct,
our revenue has increased, so that we have a
surplus of $872,000, after making up the
deficiency of the previous year. He tells us the
revenue of Canada has increased by a million
and a half of dollars; and that the revenues of
New Brunswick and Nova
•
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Scotia have increased $100,000 each—being an
increase for the whole provinces of $1,700,000.
Would we then revert back to ruin, if these
statements be correct? If our income has really
increased so much as has been represented,
would we, if we remain as we are, go back to
ruin?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]— It has
been said that there has been a deadlock in the
affairs of the country for a considerable length
of time; but I think the province has not been
going to ruin, if it has been getting an increase
of revenue to the extent of a million and a half,
notwithstanding that dead lock. I am not sure
but the province would do better if this House
were closed up for ten years and hon.
members sent about their business.
Some Hon. Members—Ironical ministerial
cheers.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Then
it has been said that we are bound to accept
this scheme, if we cannot show some better
means of getting out of our difficulties. With
reference to that, I would say that if any of
those hon. gentlemen were really the patriots

they represent themselves to be, let them
exemplify the virtue of resignation—let them
leave their places in the front ranks of the
ministerial benches, and let new men be
introduced to take their places—let them do
this, and I have no hesitation in saying that
parties in this country are not so bitterly
hostile but a government or any number of
governments could be formed to carry on the
affairs of the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Hon.
gentlemen who have been in the front of the
political affairs of this country for years back,
have fancied that the whole of the political
wisdom of the country was centred in them,
and that this country must of necessity go to
ruin, if they were not at the helm of affairs.
This, I think, is claiming too much. However, I
do not mean to say that they are not
exceedingly able men. But I would say that the
Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier], and his colleague the Attorney
General for Upper Canada [John A.
Macdonald], who have been so much opposed
and vilified by the honorable gentlemen who
are now associated with them in the
Government, must have felt exceedingly
gratified when they found that after all the
charges of corruption which had been brought
against them, these pure patriots from our
section of the country were willing to place
themselves side by side with them to carry on
the affairs of the country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
Honorable Provincial Secretary [William
McDougall] in a political contest that he and I
had together—and which represented it?—
When we were in the field, we carried on
pretty pleasantly, notwithstanding there had
been some rather sharp passages at arms on
the floor of this House between us—that
honorable gentleman, in excusing himself
before the electors for the change he had made
in his views on the question of representation
by population, said the financial crisis of the
country had become so much more imminent
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than the constitutional, that it was absolutely
necessary to take office—in fact, to join the
gentlemen of Lower Canada, who made
representation by population a close question.
We must look after the purse strings, he said,
or the country will go to ruin. It is very
gratifying now to find that honorable
gentleman now in a position in which he is
going to create so much larger a debt than
before.
It is quite gratifying to find him now seated
on the Treasury benches advocating the
additional burdens, to the extent of millions of
dollars that will be cast upon us by this union
and the construction of the Intercolonial
Railway. At one time, and it was not long
since, this country was agitated from one end
to the other with the statement that the public
debt was so great as to amount to a mortgage
of $25 upon every cleared acre of land in the
province, and now those who made this
statement wish to add millions more to the
debt by this railway, and to add as it were $5
more to the debt per head of every man in the
land.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Now,
if the Honorable Provincial Secretary [William
McDougall] was sincere in his argument that
retrenchment was necessary to save us from
ruin, how can he reconcile it with his sense of
duty and propriety that he should be found
advocating this vast extravagance at this time,
when there is no imminent danger to call for
it, but, on the contrary, a degree of prosperity
that should make us exceedingly careful how
we adopt experimental changes.
I find honorable gentlemen complaining of
the incapacity of our railways to meet the
commercial requirements made upon them—
to do the business of the country properly. It is
true the crops are not so abundant as they
were; no foresight or management will ensure
us a plentiful harvest, but still, even according
to these honorable gentlemen, the trade of the
province is growing, and their statements
13

755

altogether in this respect do not show that we
are going to ruin. A people who are increasing
in population as we are increasing, who are
growing in wealth as we are, and who, over
and above all our expenditure, have a million
and a half surplus revenue, are not rushing to
ruin in the manner that has
•
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been represented by some honorable
gentlemen. I say, then, that we ought not to
hasten on a change that may prove injurious to
us, without asking the people themselves
whether they approve of it or not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—So
anxious are the honorable gentlemen on the
Treasury benches to have it carried, that they
even quarrel amongst themselves as to the
parentage of the scheme; and the House was
amused the other day when the Hon.
President of the Council [George Brown] took
the Hon. Attorney General West [John A.
Macdonald] to task because that honorable
gentleman presumed to say that it was his
Government that had first brought the matter
up.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—They
appear to take great pride in the child, but this
country of ours, the mother of the bantling, is
travailing in agony from fear of the burdens
that these honorable gentlemen are
endeavoring to put upon it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
Honorable Minister of Agriculture [Thomas
D'Arcy McGee] the other evening called our
attention to the affairs that are occurring in the
United States, and spoke of the army of
contractors and tax-gatherers that was
springing up there. He said that the cry of
“Tax, tax, tax!” came up perpetually from the
tax-gatherers, and the cry of “Money, money,
money!”13 from the hordes of contractors who
are fattening upon the miseries of the people;
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and while he was talking of the message
conveyed to us in the sound of every gun fired
in the United States, he may have thought
perhaps that in the formation of this union and
the building of this Intercolonial Railway, we
too shall hear the cries of “Tax, tax, tax! money,
money, money!” in the same way.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—It is
said again, in reference to this scheme, that
every line of it shows a compromise. The Hon.
Minister of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee], if I remember right, used an
expression of that kind. But I would ask the
President of the Council [George Brown] and
those who with him have been advocating the
interests of Upper Canada, where is there any
concession to Upper Canada in it? If they can
point out one solitary instance, with the
exception of the seventeen additional
members given to the west, where anything
has been conceded to that section, then I will
say the scheme is deserving of my support. But
I hold that the additional number of
representatives given to Upper Canada is no
boon or concession. The differences between
the two provinces of Canada were not merely
national differences, but were of a sectional
character. It was the West arrayed against the
east, rather than nationality against
nationality, for was it not a fact that the sixteen
English-speaking members from Lower
Canada united themselves with the FrenchCanadian majority, and not with the majority
of their own race in Upper Canada?
The English members from Central Canada
did the same; and I contend, therefore, that the
differences we had were sectional in their
nature, and that we had no national
differences that rendered a change at this time
necessary. Are we going to get rid of these
sectional differences by this scheme? Will not
the thirty additional members called into this
legislature from the east unite with the Lower
Canadian majority, and will not the same
preponderance of influence he cast against
Upper Canada as before?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Now,
if a union of free people is to be brought about,
it should be because the people desire it and
feel that it is advantageous on the whole; and
I am quite satisfied that if, in these provinces,
we are to have a union that will confer any
advantage upon us, it ought to be a Legislative
and not a Federal union. We should feel that if
we are to be united, it ought to be in fact as
well as in name; that we ought to be one
people, and not separated from each other by
sections; that if we go into a union, it ought to
be such a union as would make us one people;
and that when a state of things arises favorable
to such a union, we will have an opportunity
of forming a union that will give us strength
and protect our interests in all time to come.
The Honorable President of the Council
[George Brown] thinks that we should enter
the union proposed for the purpose of
protecting and defending ourselves. I would
like to know of that honorable gentleman if he
thinks that we, with a population of two
millions and a half, can create a sufficient
armament, and raise a sufficient number of
men to repel the millions of the United States,
should they choose to attack us?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I do
not suppose, Mr. Speaker, that there would be
any more ready to defend the honor and
integrity of Great Britain in this country than
those who feel as I do in reference to this
matter; and I am satisfied that, even with the
knowledge of certain destruction before us, if
attacked by the United States, we would have
defenders springing up at any moment—
defenders to sell their lives as dearly as
possible, and to fight inch by inch before they
would be compelled to surrender the honor of
the British Crown. But still, sir, we cannot help
feeling the vast disparity of numbers between
us and the United States; we can form no
armament that could repel them from every
portion of our territory, and spending millions
now
•
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in that direction is but crippling our resources
and weakening us for the time of need. If these
moneys we now propose to spend in that way
were carefully husbanded, we will have them
when the necessity arises, and be able to use
them to better purpose than in defending
ourselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Some
say that Canada is defensible, and others say
that it is entirely defenceless; but I apprehend
that there are certain points in the country
which could be so fortified that they could be
held against any foe. While so held, the rest of
the country would probably be under the
control of the enemy, and would remain so
until the fate of war decided whether we were
to remain as we were or be absorbed in the
neighboring union. Now, it was said by the
Hon. Minister of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee] that we are to have fortifications at St.
John, New Brunswick; and if this union is to
be brought about in order that we may be
taxed for the purpose of constructing
fortifications in New Brunswick, it will
certainly be of little service to the people of
Canada in preventing their country being
invaded and overrun by an enemy.
Fortifications in St. John, New Brunswick,
would not protect us from the foe, if the foe
were to come here. They, of course, would be
an advantage to the country at large and aid in
sustaining the British dominion in this part of
the continent, and so far we would not object
to contribute to a reasonable extent to an
expenditure of that kind; but I do say that it
would be quite impossible by fortifications to
make the country so defensible that we could
resist aggression on the part of the United
States at every point. To endeavor to make it
so would be a waste of money.
Archibald McKellar [Kent]—What would
you do then? Surrender to the enemy?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—No, I
would not.
Archibald McKellar [Kent]—What would
14
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you do if you neither spent money nor
surrendered?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—We
would do as many brave people have done
before when they were attacked; and the
country from which the honorable gentleman
comes is a marked example of what a small
nation can do against overwhelming numbers,
without fortifications, such as it is here
proposed to put up.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—It is something new that
a country can be defended without
fortifications.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I do
not know whether honorable gentlemen mean
that this country is capable of undertaking the
expenses that would be necessary to put it in
such a state of defence as to enable it to resist
the aggression of the United States. I want to
know whether with two and a half millions of
people, we could cope with an army of
millions—because the United States have
shown that they are capable of raising such an
army—or make fortifications that could resist
it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
Hon.
Provincial
Secretary
[William
McDougall] has spoken on the floor of
Parliament as well as to the electors in the
country, to the effect that it was retrenchment
we needed more than constitutional changes;
and yet now he says that the people are not to
have one word to say in reference to these vital
changes that are proposed, and the vastly
increased expenditure that is to take place.
In addressing this House in 1862, he said—
”The finances of the country are growing
worse and worse, and a check must be
applied. It was chiefly for this cause that the
people of Upper Canada desired a change in
the representation.” 14 Now, I should like to
understand how a union with 800,000 people,
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with immense expenditure, is going to
improve our finances, which, according to the
honorable gentleman, are “growing worse and
worse.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I have
not heard in what has been yet said on the
subject of these resolutions, anything to show
me how this great increase and improvement
is going to take place by a union with less than
a million of people; but arguments for the
union, when directed merely to the material
interests that will be served by it, are
arguments ten-fold stronger in favor of union
with the United States.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
arguments of honorable gentlemen all point
that way, because they say it is to our interest
to be joined with the 800,000 people of the
provinces, who will furnish us with a market
for our produce, when we have on the other
side of the line thirty millions of people to
furnish us a market. Arguments of this kind,
urging the measure because our material
interests will be promoted by it, are, therefore,
arguments for union with the United States
rather than with the Lower Provinces; but
union with the United States, I hope, will
never take place.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Still I
cannot help believing that this is the tendency
of the measure; for when we have a legislature
in each province, with powers coordinate with
those of the Federal Legislature—or if not
possessing coordinate powers, having the
same right at least to legislate upon some
subjects as the General Legislature—there are
certain to arise disagreements between the
Local and the General Legislature, which will
lead the people to demand changes that may
destroy our connection
•
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with the Mother Country.

The Federal character of the United States
Government has been referred to prove that it
has increased the prosperity of the people
living under it; but in point of fact the great
and relentless war that is now raging there—
that fratricidal war in which brother is arrayed
against brother, filled with hatred toward each
other, and which has plunged the country into
all the horrors of the deadliest strife—is the
strongest comment upon the working of the
Federal principle—the strongest argument
against its application to these provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—The
French element in Lower Canada will be
separated from us in its Local Legislature and
become less united with us than it is now; and
therefore there is likely to be disagreement
between us. Still more likely is there to be
disagreement when the people of Upper
Canada find that this scheme will not relieve
them of the burdens cast upon them, but, on
the contrary, will subject them to a legislature
that will have the power of imposing direct
taxation in addition to the burdens imposed
by the General Government.
When they find that this power is exercised,
and they are called upon to contribute as much
as before to the General Government, while
taxed to maintain a separate Local
Legislature—when they find that the material
question is to weigh with them, they will look
to the other side of the line for union. I feel that
we are going to do that which will weaken our
connection with the Mother Country, because
if you give power to legislate upon the same
subjects to both the local and the federal
legislatures, and allow both to impose taxation
upon the people, disagreements will spring up
which must necessarily have that effect.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Then
again, by this scheme that is laid before us,
certain things are to be legislated upon by both
the general and the local legislatures, and yet
the local legislation is to be subordinate to the

Morning Chronicle (Mar. 28, 1862).
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legislation of the Federal Parliament. For
instance, emigration and agriculture are to be
subject to the control of both bodies. Now
suppose that the Federal Legislature chooses
to decide in favor of having emigration flow to
a particular locality, so as to benefit one
province alone—I do not menu this expression
to be understood in its entire sense, because I
think that emigration in any one portion will
benefit the whole, but it will benefit the
particular locality much more at the time—
and if provision is made by the General
Legislature for emigration of that kind, and
grants are made from the public funds to carry
it out, it will cause much complaint, as the
people who are paying the greatest proportion
of the revenue will be subject to the drafts
upon them as before. Suppose again, for
instance, that arrangements are made for
emigration to a particular part of Lower
Canada or New Brunswick, and a grant is
made for the purpose, who is to say whether it
is for the local or general good? It is the Federal
Legislature that has to pronounce upon it.
The expenditure and the benefit would be
received by a portion of the province lying
remote from that which pays the largest
proportion of the money, and so we would not
be relieved from the difficulties that have
existed between Upper and Lower Canada.
This being the case, the reasoning on which
this whole scheme is based falls to the ground.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—But
this question has been of some service. It has
enabled us to ascertain what our debt is. This
we have never previously been enabled with
certainty to find out. Our highest authorities
have widely differed in footing it up. I
recollect the Hon. President of the Council
[George Brown] asserting that our debt was
eighty-five millions of dollars.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—When did you hear that?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
heard it in one of the speeches which you
made on the floor of this House. You remarked
that you had gone to the Auditor that very
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morning and found the debt to be eighty-five
millions.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive
Council]—The
honorable
gentleman is mistaken in the first figure. It was
seventy-five millions that I stated.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
think the honorable gentleman has made a
mistake. I will show him that his memory is
short on this occasion.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Very good.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—You
said the debt was $85,000,000, but that there
was the Sinking fund and the Municipal Loan
indebtedness which together would amount
to some fourteen or fifteen millions of dollars,
which would reduce the amount to about
$70,000,000 of direct debt.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Why did you not say
that at first?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Well,
I did not design to catch the Hon. President of
the Council [George Brown] in the trap that he
had laid for himself.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—We
have now found that our debt is not so much
as that honorable gentleman led us to suppose
it was. The fourteen or fifteen millions did not
belong to us at all. But the honorable
gentleman, since
•
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he has been so closely connected with those
old corruptionists, has discovered that it is
only sixty-seven and a half millions. Well, the
Hon. President of the Council [George Brown]
has also said, and has acknowledged it too,
that he was very much, opposed to the
Intercolonial Railway, and when the Hon.
Attorney General West [John A. Macdonald]
made the observation that he learned from a
brief paragraph in a paper called the Globe,
that Messrs. Sicotte and Howland were about
to return, having accomplished the object of
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their mission, viz: to throw overboard the
Intercolonial Railway, the Hon. President of
the Council [George Brown] remarked, that
that was “a very sensible thing—the most
sensible thing they ever did.”15 But now the
honorable gentleman goes so heartily into this
matter, that he will build this vast railway
which it was so sensible to throw overboard at
that time, and I think he went so far as to say
he would build five intercolonial railways
rather than that the scheme should fail.
Several Hon. Members—Six; he said six.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Will,
we will give him the benefit of one, and yet I
have not been able to hear him express in
pounds, shillings an pence the practical benefit
there is to be derived by this country as
compensation for the expense of building that
useless thing that it was so sensible to throw
overboard two years ago; sensible even
though the persons who went home were
charged with acting falsely by the people of
the Lower Provinces, and the honorable
gentleman commended their throwing it
overboard at the risk of our being charged
with a breach of good faith.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Now,
looking at this scheme politically, I do not see
that we gain any advantage from it. I do not
see that it secures to us peace for the future. I
do not think that it secures us against the
Honorable President of the Council [George
Brown] coming forward again as the member
for South Oxford [George Brown] or for some
other constituency, and shaking our whole
political fabric by his violent agitations. I do
not think it prevents our having political
firebrands in this country such as we have
had. I do not think it prevents our having the
same difficulties on the floor of the Federal
Legislature as we have had on the floor of this
House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—We
15

may have, with all the additional expense we
shall have gone to in order to obviate it, the
same thing enacted over again.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—
Commercially, it does not promise to give us
an advantage that will warrant the
expenditure. We are only to supply 800,000
people with our products. But it is said the
Lower Provinces will have lands of a fertile
character, and that when the railway is built
they will be able to grow enough produce to
support themselves, and we must find a
market far beyond the market that the Lower
Provinces could possibly give us. And it is said
that it would be desirable to create a trade with
the West Indies; but that may be done just as
well without going to the expense of a union
with the Lower Provinces and a double set of
parliaments. Let us have a union in which we
are each looking out for the common interest,
and not each for his own individual benefit.
Commercially, then, it does not hold out
such inducements that we need to have all this
haste in pushing it through and preventing the
people from pronouncing upon it. In a military
sense it does not hold out the inducement that
we will get by it from the Lower Provinces
either such assistance in men or money as to
make it an object to unite with them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—In a
sectional point of view the people of Lower
Canada can see what they are to get. I cannot
see that the people of Lower Canada are to be
any better protected from the means that
honorable gentleman has made use of to create
all the difficulty between Upper and Lower
Canada that has existed so long, and to get rid
of which this expensive scheme is proposed.
Upper Canada, it is said, will have the control
of the expenditure, because they will have
seventeen members more in the Federal
Legislature than Lower Canada; but how
easily their influence can be checked and
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completely swamped by the addition of fortyseven members from the Lower Provinces!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—
Looking at it in all these aspects, I am at a loss
to understand what great benefit there is in the
Confederation scheme to call for its being put
through in such a hurried manner. Hon. Mr.
Grey said in the Lower Provinces that it might
be years before the change would come into
effect; that it would take years to think about
it. He said, “It is not intended to hurry the
proposed scheme into actual life and
operation; it is not to be carried out to-day, but
years may roll by before it is carried into
effect.”16 This quotation occurs in a speech
made by Hon. Mr. Grey at St. John, on the 17th
November last. Now that honorable
gentleman also takes a very different view of
what is being boasted of here, the imposing of
direct taxation for the support of the local
governments, of which he disapproved.
Honorable gentlemen
•
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here, however, have said that they were in
favor of direct taxation for the support of the
local governments, because it would lead
those who have to pay the taxes to look more
closely into what was going on, and the
manner in which their money was expended.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—There
seems also to have been a feeling in the Lower
Provinces in favor of a legislative union, and
the Hon. Mr. Grey seems to be combatting that
idea. He says that with a legislative union,
municipal institutions, and direct taxation in
every province, would be the only means of
getting along. He expressed himself as
opposed to that and in favor of a Federal
union, which he thought would afford them
all the advantage that could be attained,
commercially, by union, and would allow
each province to retain control over its own
local affairs. The local legislatures, he said,
16
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were to be deprived of no power over their
own affairs that they formerly possessed.
But in Canada it was represented that the
local legislatures were to be only the shadow
of the General Legislature—that they were to
have merely a shadow of power, as all their
proceedings were to be controlled by the
Federal Government. That is the position
taken by the advocates of the measure on this
floor. So it seems that those gentlemen who
have represented to us that they acted in great
harmony, and came to a common decision
when they were in conference, take a widely
different view of the questions supposed to
have been agreed upon, and give very
different accounts of what were the views of
parties to the conference on the various
subjects.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—In the
Lower Provinces they were strongly opposed
to direct taxation, while here it was present
end as one of the advantages to accrue from
the Federation.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of No, no.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Well,
Mr. Speaker, I say yes. That view of the case
has been taken. If the amount allowed for the
expenses of local legislation—the 80 cents per
head—was found insufficient, the local
parliaments must resort to direct taxation to
make up the deficiency, while in the Lower
Provinces, it seems, nothing of that kind was
to follow. Now, all the gentlemen who have
spoken on the Government side of the House
have declared that this scheme was a great
scheme; but they have declined to allow us to
understand what sort of a local legislature we
are to have. They will not tell us how our
Executive is to be formed. They will not tell us
whether we are to have legislative councils in
Upper and Lower Canada, and whether or not
they will be elected councils.
They will not tell us what number of
members will constitute the Executive Council
of the Confederation, nor what influence each

Gray’s speech in St. John, New Brunswick (Nov. 17, 1864). Supra footnote 9.
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individual province will have in that
government. They will not bring down the
scheme for the local legislatures. They tell us
that it is better to withhold those details—that
we are dealing with Federation alone, and
have
no
business
discussing
local
governments What is the object of all this
vagueness? Is it politic or statesmanlike to tell
us that we, the representatives of a free people,
are not to know anything about these things,
but vote with our eyes shut? I hold that we
ought to have the whole scheme before us, but
they say we shall know nothing about it. And
yet they continue to say it is a great scheme.
Well, if it is a great scheme, and they continue
to deal with it and with this House in this way,
are not they, the architects and fabricators of
this great scheme, fairly entitled to be called
great schemers?
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Are
they not treating us as a lot of school-boys? As
an evidence of the excellence and popularity
of their scheme, they point to the circumstance
that they have formed a strong government
upon the question, with a majority of seventy
in this House, while two governments
preceding them could each only muster a
majority of two. And because they are so
strong they feel themselves at liberty to deny
to the people’s representatives the right to
have information on a most important matter
of this kind—information they would not have
dared to withhold if they were weak.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—When
a motion is placed on the notice paper of this
House for several days, requiring a statement
of the portion of the debt which Lower Canada
and Upper Canada respectively will have to
pay, they tell us that they cannot submit to the
House any information of that kind. Is it
possible that the hon. gentlemen composing
the Government have not determined that
question at this stage of the proceeding, and
17
18

that they have not yet made up their minds
respecting it? If they have not, it shows that
they have been trifling with their position, and
have not been discharging the duties
devolving upon them. It has also been
represented that this matter has been so fully
before the country for a great length of time,
that it is not necessary to submit it to a vote. I
would ask in what way has n been before the
country?
Why, it was declared, in the first instance, by
the
•
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press, that it was not possible the measure
could be passed until it had been submitted to
the people; it was looked upon as a thing
which was quite impossible. There is no doubt
the organ of the Ministry in Toronto—the
organ more particularly of the President of the
Council [George Brown]17—did declare from
the first, as if throwing out a feeler, that it
would not be necessary to submit it to the
people. But the press generally took a different
view of the question, when out came that
remarkable circular from the Provincial
Secretary’s [William McDougall] office18—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—
which had such a magical effect, that at once
the story was changed, and the advocacy was
begun of disposing of the question without
submitting it to the people, although the
people themselves never dreamt that it could
be carried through this House and become a
fixed fact until that step was taken. I do not see
how any man, who does not desire to make
himself amenable to the charge of a breach of
the trust reposed in him, can come here, and
without consulting those who sent him,
change a Constitution affecting the well-being
of millions.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Those
who have to pay for all this—who provide the

i.e. The Globe.
William McDougall, Circular (n.d.). Unconfirmed reference.
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revenue for carrying on the affairs of the
country—are not at liberty to express their
views on the subject in the legitimate way
known to the Constitution. It is argued that
there have been no petitions presented against
Confederation; but where, I ask, has there
been any agitation in reference to the
question?
Where has it been contested at the polls? I
stand here an elected member, who ran
against the Provincial Secretary [William
McDougall], when, as a member of the
government formed for the purpose of
carrying out this scheme, he returned to his
constituents for re-election, and I succeeded in
defeating him. So far, therefore, as the people
of North Ontario have spoken at all, their
pronouncing, in one way, has been against it.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear! Hear!
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I do
not mean to say, Mr. Speaker, that they did
pronounce definitely against it—
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear! Hear!
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—For
when it was being discussed, I told them I was
not prepared to pronounce against it myself—
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear! Hear!
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I said
that I must know what the scheme was before
I could say whether I would vote for it or
against it.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear! hear!
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—But
this much is certain, that the President of the
Council [George Brown] who took the trouble
to go into the riding, to stump it, to hold
meetings there, and to speak against me at
every meeting he held, took the opportunity of
declaring that unless the Provincial Secretary
[William McDougall] was returned, it would
seriously damage and endanger the scheme.
And notwithstanding all these warnings, the
people thought fit to return me.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
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William McDougall [Lanark North,
Provincial
Secretary]—Will
the
hon.
gentleman allow me to interrupt him? Does
the hon. gentleman mean to convey to this
House the impression that he did not declare
himself in favor of the policy of the
Government on the subject of Federation?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
mean very distinctly to say that I did not
declare myself in favor of the policy of the
Government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Oh! oh!
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
declared there as I declare here, that I was in
favor of a union of the provinces. But whether
the union contemplated was a union which
could be approved of, or whether it would be
to the advantage of the country, I was unable
to say until I more fully understood the
scheme, and the hon. gentleman was not in a
position at that time to explain the scheme, or
to say what it was.
An Hon. Member—How about the elections
to the Upper House?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
think there were two elections only for the
Upper House in which the question was a test
one.
An Hon. Member—Which were they?
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
think Saugeen was one.
Thomas Ferguson [Simcoe South]—Oh, but
Saugeen would have been carried by us, no
matter whether there was Confederation or no
Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Thomas Ferguson [Simcoe South]—
Everybody knows that.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Be
that as it may, I am quite satisfied the people
were under the impression, and that the
candidates who appeared before them were
also under the impression, that this thing
would never become law—that this
Constitution of ours would never be changed,
without the constituencies having an
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opportunity of pronouncing upon it. It was
never
supposed
that
the
people’s
representatives, sent here for an entirely
different purpose, would presume or assume
to set aside the Constitution, to make a
complete revolution in the affairs
•
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of the country, to involve them in a much
larger expenditure, to change the constitution
of the Upper House completely, to bring in an
additional number of representatives from
Upper Canada, and to add a new element of
forty-seven members altogether to the Lower
House. I say I am persuaded the people did
not understand that this was to be done
without their having an opportunity of
speaking upon it, and of saying whether they
approved of it or not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—And I
scarcely can believe that we will be able to
find, at this late day of the world’s history, in
a free country such as Canada, among a people
who understand what are their rights and
liberties, a government prepared to act in so
unconstitutional a manner—a government
ready to tyrannize and to assume the part of
an oligarchy.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—But
this Government is prepared to act thus. They
tell their followers that they are at their peril to
accept the scheme just as it is, that they are not
at liberty to change a single word of it, and if
they do so they will defeat the whole project.
That, however, is not the way in which hon.
gentlemen in the Lower Provinces deal with
this question. Hon. Mr. Tilley, in Nova Scotia,
only two or three days ago, made the
declaration that if the people’s representatives

19
20

choose to alter the resolutions, they were at
liberty to do so19.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—And
yet we in Canada are gravely told that we are
not to be allowed to exercise any judgment or
to pronounce any opinion upon it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I
regard the scheme itself as having been got up
hastily, for it bears upon its face the evidence
of haste and of compromise. Indeed, it is a
complete piece of patchwork, and as we are all
aware, it is a piece of patchwork in which we
are not to be at liberty to change the patches in
any respect so as to make it look better to the
eye or more enduring to those who will have
to wear it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—On
the subject of the Legislative Council, it does
strike me that the language is not such as to
convey the idea that hon. members of this
House have said it ought to convey. The 14th
section reads thus:—
The first selection of the members of the Legislative
Council shall be made, except as regards Prince Edward
Island, from the legislative councils of the various
provinces.20

You will observe the language—”From the
legislative councils of the various provinces.”
That is, from the legislative councils now in
existence. “So far,” the clause goes on to say,
“as a sufficient number be found qualified and
willing to serve; such members shall be
appointed
by
the
Crown
at
the
recommendation of the General Executive
Government, upon the nomination of the

Samuel Tilley, Speech in Nova Scotia (Feb. 21 or 22, 1865). Unconfirmed reference.
Quebec Resolution 14, which reads in full, “14. The first selection of the Members of the Legislative Council shall be made, except
as regards Prince Edward Island, from the Legislative Councils of the various Provinces so far as a sufficient number be found qualified
and willing to serve; such Members shall be appointed by the Crown at the recommendation of the General Executive Government,
upon the nomination of the respective Local Governments, and in such nomination due regard shall be had to the claims of the Members
of the Legislative Council of the opposition in each Province, so that all political parties may, as nearly as possible, be fairly represented.”
Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
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respective local governments.”21 Honorable
gentlemen say that means, upon the
nomination, so far as Canada is concerned, of
the present Government. I presume that in the
nature of things, the hon. gentlemen who are
at present administering our affairs anticipate
that they will be the controllers of our destiny,
for some time at all events, in the Federal
Government.
So that they are going themselves to
nominate to themselves. Is that the object of
the clause? In point of fact, would it be such in
its
operation,
because
before
these
nominations can take place, I assume that the
Executive Government must be in existence,
and that when the Federal Government comes
into existence, the present Government will
cease co-instant I take it that so soon as the
Imperial Act passed, there would be an end to
the present arrangements, and that the local
legislatures and the General Legislature
would be brought into existence at the same
moment. The present Government of United
Canada would cease to exist. And how then
would the nominations to the Legislative
Council take place, from this Government to
the
Executive
Government
of
the
Confederation?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—In one
way, these resolutions maybe considered as
only an outline of the Constitution. But they
seem to have descended to very small details.
For instance, they say that a member who is
absent from the Council for two sessions shall
vacate his seat. This is a very small piece of
detail, and I regard it also as a very unjust
piece of detail, because the cause of a
member’s absence may be sickness, and it may
be the case that a member would be sick
during the period of two sittings of Parliament
and well immediately afterwards.
An Hon. Member—In that case he might be

21
22

23
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excused.
Another Hon. Member—Or he could be reappointed.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—There
is no provision for any such thing; and I hold
that when they went into detail such as this,
the details ought to be full enough to prove
what is meant. But if it is not detail—if it is
mere skeleton—why did they introduce this at
all? Why not simply say that the
•
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Legislative Council should be nominated for
life? We are also told that we are to have under
the control of the federal and local
governments the sea-coast and inland
fisheries. Of course it is impossible for me to
say what they mean to do with these things,
but this is a clause out of which, at all events,
disagreements might arise.
To show what little care has been exercised in
the wording of these resolutions, in one place
they speak of the seal of the General
Government, and in another place they speak
of the seal of the “Federated Provinces.”22 I
presume there is no such thing as a seal of a
general government. It is the seal of the
nation—of the country in its entirety; the same
as we speak of our own seal as the Great Seal
of the province. There may not be much in this;
but it shows, at any rate, a want of care in the
compilation of this document; it shows that
they have not studied each resolution with a
desire to make it a perfect thing.
Then it is said:—”The Local Government
and Legislature of each province shall be
constructed in such manner as the existing
legislature of each such province shall
provide.”23 I do not understand from this
whether it is competent or not for us in this
Legislature, before there is a Federal union, to
make provision for the Local Government and
Legislature, or whether we are to await the
action upon the subject of Federation of the

Quebec Resolution 14. Supra footnote 20.
Resolution 11 uses the term “Great Seal of the General Government,” while Resolution 38 uses the term “Great Seal of the
Federated Provinces.” Supra footnote 20.
Resolution 41. Supra footnote 20.
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Imperial Government. Our action, one should
suppose, ought to be taken after the Imperial
Government has pronounced. Perhaps this is
the intention.
Mr. Speaker, they refuse to tell us anything
about it. It may be that, as soon as these
resolutions are carried, we will be sent about
our business; that the Imperial Legislature will
be invited to pass an act, and that they will
convene us again, provision being made for
that course, and so in point of fact, having once
affirmed the principle of Federation, we will
have to accept such local legislatures as they
choose to give us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I find
the Finance Minister [Alexander Galt], in
speaking of the construction of the local
legislatures, saying: “It was known, at all
events in the Lower Canada section of the
province, that there would a Legislative
Council as well as a Legislative Assembly,”24
constituting thereby a very expensive
machinery of government for the local
administration. I do not understand that this is
the view Upper Canadians take of this matter.
If we are really to have a Local Legislature, we
want it to be as inexpensive in its character as
possible—we want to construct it as much as
possible with a view to economy, in order to
the public burdens being lessened to the
lowest practical point.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—
Giving this question the best attention in my
power, desirous if possible of seeing
something accomplished by which the
semblance of a cause for faction may be done
away with, I would have been willing to
support this scheme had I seen that the
Government in forming it had an eye to the
true interests of the country, and not an eye to
the creating of a number of legislatures, and
the carrying on of works most expensive and
burdensome in their character—works which
24

will be of but little value as a commercial
undertaking, and of very little value for
military purposes, but which, no doubt, are
absolutely necessary for bringing us into
contact with the people of the Lower
Provinces. It seems to me that it would be
much better had this Intercolonial Railway
been built without forming this union at all.
Some Hon. Members—Opposition cheers.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—Had
we gone on building the railway without a
union, it would have been less expensive in its
character to us; we would have gained more
by it, and we would have had the control of
our affairs, without being swamped, so far as
Upper Canada is concerned.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—As it
is, we shall get no more benefit from it,
commercially, than if it had been built without
a union of the provinces.
Thomas Wallbridge [Hastings North]—We
should have had the railway, without bringing
in those who may limit our western extension.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I do
not know what will be done under the new
arrangement. But under the old arrangement
we were to have paid five-twelfths of the cost,
and the charge upon us now will be at least
double that sum. So that in whatever way this
matter is looked at, it will be seen that there
has been no design for the purpose of
advantaging Upper Canada, whose people are
to find the means by which all this
extravagance is to be carried on. In the
formation of this scheme, it has been truly
admitted that compromises have been made.
The Lower Provinces have laws which are
not in accordance with our own in Upper
Canada, and it has been thought very
desirable that they should be brought into
unison and, if possible, consolidated. Well,
provision has been made for the consolidation
of these laws; but observe how religiously the
laws of Lower Canada are guarded from

Alexander Galt, Speech at Sherbrooke (Nov. 23, 1864) in Speech on the Proposed Union of the British North American Provinces
(1864), p. 13. Quote is a summary.
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interference. The
•
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33rd sub-section gives to the General
Government the power of “rendering uniform
all or any of the laws relative to property and
civil rights in Upper Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince
Edward Island, and rendering uniform the
procedure of all or any of the courts in these
provinces; but any statute for this purpose
shall have no force or authority in any
province until sanctioned by the legislature
thereof.”25 So that in reality no such law will be
binding until it has the sanction of the Local
Legislature of the province particularly
affected thereby. Such being the guarded
terms of the resolution, why is it not made
applicable to Lower Canada as well as to the
other provinces?
Nothing could be done respecting its
peculiar laws without the consent of its Local
Legislature, and it is quite possible to my
mind, that there are some laws which it would
be advantageous to all parts of the
Confederation to assimilate. But they
emphatically declare in these resolutions that
there shall be no interference with the laws of
Lower Canada. So that while it is proposed to
assimilate the laws of the other provinces,
there is a large section of intervening country
which is to have, for all time to come, laws
separate and distinct from the rest.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—There
is a great deal of difference in making a
provision of this kind, which is to give the
people the option, and which is not to be
binding for all time to come unless sanctioned
by them, and declaring that a law shall be
forced upon the people whether they liked it
or not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—I can
easily understand the feeling of the French
people, and can admire it—that they do not
25
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want to have anything forced upon them
whether they will or not. But that they will not
allow you to contemplate even the possibility
of any change taking place for the general
weal, and with their own consent, in their
laws—that they will not allow anything to be
introduced into this measure by which, under
any circumstances whatever, we can meddle
with the laws of this particular section of the
country—I do not understand. And having
feelings of this kind, and manifesting them so
strongly as they do in this document, it
appears to me that in going into this union, we
do not go into it with the proper elements. We
go into it with elements of strife and
dissension, rather than of union and strength.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Matthew Cameron [Ontario North]—That
is to be regretted; for if a change is to be made
affecting the destinies of the people of this
country, it is lamentable that we do not find
patriotism enough among the representatives
of the people to be willing to give and take, so
that we may have such a union as will be
beneficial to the whole, and not one
burdensome to the whole, because one portion
of the country says, “We have peculiar
institutions which we dare not entrust to the
care of you, gentlemen, who are to be united
with us.”
Having given this whole matter the best
attention I could, with the most earnest desire
that any man could have to come to a just
conclusion, I have not been able to satisfy
myself that there are not the elements of ruin
rather than of safety and strength in this
scheme; that there are not the elements of the
dismemberment of this country from the
Empire to which we belong, and have pride in
belonging; that there is not the means here of
causing us to drift right into the vortex of
annexation to the United States, whether we
will or not.
So far as I am concerned, I should sooner see
perish root and branch everything belonging
to me, than I would become a party to a union

Quebec Resolution 29 (33). Supra footnote 20.
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with that power. Feeling no hostility to the
people there—feeling as friendly to them as to
any other people, still I have that attachment
to British institutions—I have within me that
feeling of allegiance to the British Crown,
which would not allow me to throw off British
connection
under
any
circumstances
whatever, or even to accept the disruption of
that connection, if it were offered to us by
Great Britain.
I feel it would be a curse to this country, if
we were forced into that union—forced to
adopt the licentiousness of conduct which we
find there, and habits and manners totally
distasteful to us. To be brought into that union
would seem to me the greatest injury which by
possibility could happen to us. In adopting the
scheme before us, I feel we would be sowing
the seeds of discord and strife, which would
destroy our union, instead of its being
cemented by this measure. I am therefore
opposed to the scheme, because I believe that
politically, commercially, and defensively, as a
matter of economy or of sectional benefit, it
will not be one tittle of service to this country,
but on the contrary will inflict on it a vast and
lasting injury.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome] said he
desired to take part in the debate, but did not
wish to commence at this late hour, and if no
other honorable gentleman was disposed to
speak, he would move that the debate be
adjourned.
•
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William McGiverin [Lincoln]—As I know
the honorable member for Brome (Mr.
Dunkin) is unwell, I am willing the relieve him
by taking the floor. At the same time, I rise
with much diffidence to make the few remarks
I intend to offer on this occasion, after the able
and eloquent speech to which we have just
listened. But, although I may not be able,
perhaps, to place before this House any views
on this subject which have not already been
26

ably placed before the House and the country
by honorable gentlemen who have preceded
me, still I feel I would be wanting in my duty
to my constituents were I not to explain the
reasons which induce me to take the course
which I propose to take with reference to this
question. The subject is certainly a very
important one, and, from the momentous
character of the interests involved in this
proposed change of our Constitution, deserves
the earnest attention of every true Canadian.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—In the first
place, I feel some explanation should be given
of the reasons which have induced myself, in
common with a large number of the liberal
members of Upper Canada, to take the course
we have seen fit to take with reference to the
present Government, and the policy they have
laid before the country. In Upper Canada—I
believe in almost every constituency—there
has long been an agitation having reference to
the sectional difficulties between Upper and
Lower Canada. This agitation, instead of
diminishing, has continued to gather strength.
Ever since the union of 1841 26, Western
Canada has felt—and I think justly felt—that it
did not receive that justice to which its wealth
and population entitled it. On the other hand,
the French population of Lower Canada
believed, or professed to believe, that an
increased representation of Upper Canada in
the Legislature would tend to destroy their
language, their laws, and their religion.
The difficult position into which we were
brought by this antagonism was such, that
when the proposition came from the
Government that the Honorable the President
of the Council (Hon. Mr. Brown) should unite
with them to see if some means could not be
devised by which these unfortunate sectional
difficulties might be arranged, I felt it my
duty—however unpleasant, however strange
it may have seemed that we should alienate
ourselves from the liberal section of Lower
Canada—yet, satisfied that some change was

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K). McGiverin refers to it as the ‘union of 1841’, which refers to the year it was proclaimed, 1841.
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necessary in the management of the public
affairs of this country, I felt it my duty, as an
Upper Canadian—I may say as a Canadian—
to do, as far as I possibly could, what might
tend to remove from our country the
unfortunate difficulties under which we have
labored.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I believe
that the people of Upper Canada at least—I
may say of Canada generally—have become
tired of the strife in which we have been
involved for many years, and which has put a
stop to that practical and useful legislation
which the country required for the
development of its resources. I believe the
people of this country, in consequence of the
position in which we found ourselves, had
become earnestly desirous of a change; but the
change they looked to was not in the direction
of a union with the United States.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—The change
they looked for was in the direction of a union
with the other British provinces; one which
should embrace—I hope at no distant day—
the British colonies on the far Pacific coast, as
well as those to the east of us, bordering on the
Atlantic.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I believe
that this scheme of union now proposed—
though I feel that it has many imperfections—
is still a step in the right direction. It is
perfectly impossible that the people of this
country should be satisfied to remain in the
agitated state, politically, in which they have
hitherto been, and which might ultimately
land them in difficulties, for which no other
solution could be found than that to which our
neighbors on the other side of the line have
unfortunately been compelled to resort.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—The
honorable member for Hochelaga (Hon. Mr.
Dorion) truly said, so long ago as 1858, that the
country was then almost verging on
revolution, and that a change was necessary.
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The necessity for such a change, instead of
diminishing since, has increased.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—As far as I
have been able to ascertain the feelings of the
members of this House, I have not as yet
understood one honorable gentleman to state
that he was opposed to a union with the other
provinces. Even the honorable gentleman who
has preceded me has stated that he advocates
such a union, and believes it would be
beneficial to this country; only he did not like
the manner and the details of the present
scheme. But, while he and other honorable
gentlemen have condemned that scheme of
union which is now submitted to the House,
while professing to be in favor of union in the
abstract, I have as yet failed to find one of them
offering anything as an improvement upon it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—We have a
right to amend this scheme.
•
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George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—You had better print
your amendments.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—The
honorable member for North Ontario (Mr.
M.C. Cameron) has stated, that while he is an
advocate of union, he believed that a
Legislative would be preferable to a Federal
union. It is easy for honorable members to
make that assertion. There are few, at least, of
the English-speaking of this country who
would not also be favorable to the principle of
a legislative union. But can we get it? We have
tried year after year to obtain representation
by population, with a view to bettering our
condition in the western section of the
province, by getting a fair and equal
distribution of the public moneys of the
country, according to our wealth and
population, and the measure in which we
contribute to the public revenue.
Few, I think, will deny that the western
section—for whatever reason, whether
because of its being more favorably situated,
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and having a better climate and more fertile
soil, or from whatever other cause—the fact is
indisputable that the western section of this
province produces more and consumes more
than the eastern section. And this formed the
ground of complaint, the reason of the
agitation, that notwithstanding this fact, we of
Upper Canada were not placed on an equal
footing with the Lower Canadians in the
legislature of the country, and in the
administration of its affairs. Hence it is that
popular opinion in Upper Canada has
declared so emphatically that a change is
necessary.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—The
honorable member for North Ontario
[Matthew Cameron] favors a kind of union
which, though desirable in many respects,
most people believe to be impracticable. Are
the French population, who are entitled to
claim just and equal rights, willing to concede
it? I believe not. Even the liberal section of
Lower Canada refused to concede to us a fair
legislative union.
The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion]—a gentleman for
whom I entertain the highest respect—I
believe a more liberal or high-minded man
does not sit in this House—even he, whilst we
were acting with him politically, when
appealed to time after time to join with the
Liberal section of Upper Canada in some
policy that would remove these unfortunate
difficulties, constantly refused to do so, and
told us it was impossible for him and his
friends to meet us on that ground.
Therefore, when at the close of last session,
the people of Upper Canada were met, as they
were met, by the other political party of Lower
Canada, telling us—"Here, we are willing to
yield you what you desire, only instead of
conceding representation by population pure
and simple, we believe a Confederation of the
whole British American Provinces, with that
principle recognised in the General
Government, would be preferable; or, failing
that, we are willing to have a Federation of the

two provinces of Canada,”—when that was
offered us, would we have been justified in
rejecting it, simply because in accepting it we
were compelled for the time to allow party
feelings to remain in abeyance, or because we
had to work in harmony for a time with the
men to whom we had been opposed
politically, whom perhaps in time past we had
strongly denounced? Should we, when
offered that for which we, as a party and as a
people, had worked and agitated year after
year, have refused it, singly because it was not
offered by those with whom we had hitherto
acted politically?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I for one
felt—whatever opinions any might entertain
of my conduct—I felt that, as an Upper
Canadian and in justice to my country, I was
bound to set aside party feeling and take that
course which was for the best interests of our
common country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—The
honorable member for North Ontario
[Matthew Cameron] has stated with reference
to this Confederation—and similar language
was held by the honorable member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion]—that
commercially, politically and defensively the
union of these provinces, constituted in the
way proposed, would be a failure. It was also
stated by the honorable member for North
Ontario [Matthew Cameron], that instead of
our preparing ourselves for the contingency of
difficulties arising with our neighbors, we
should remain quiet; we should, in other
words, lie down and allow them to ride over
us and trample us in the dust.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—Mr.
Speaker, that was not the sentiment, those
were not the feelings which actuated the noble
veterans of 1812—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—who,
though few in number, with a country
sparsely settled and an immense extent of
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frontier, bravely did all that lay in their power
to resist the foe; and they not only resisted but
repelled him.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—Though we
are still comparatively few in number, we
have nevertheless increased since that period
in wealth and in population in an equal ratio
with the United States. And though this war
has developed great military resources on
their part, I think I shall be able to show that
with the resources we have—with the force we
can bring into the field of at least six hundred
thousand armed men if needed—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—and with,
the aid
•
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Great Britain will always extend to us, if we
show that we on our part are prepared to do
our duty—I believe that we are in quite as
good a position to hold our own as those who
successfully resisted the invader in the war of
1812.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—On this
point we can take an encouraging lesson from
history. When the American colonies which
now form the United States rebelled against
Great Britain, their population was not over
one or two hundred thousand in excess of the
population of the five colonies that are to form
our proposed Confederation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—At that time
they had certainly fewer resources in every
respect than the people of this country now
possess, and yet they resisted, and
successfully resisted, one of the greatest
powers in the world, and wrested from it their
independence. Here, in the event of an attack,
we are placed in a precisely similar position.
One man in this country is equal to three
invaders.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
27

771

William McGiverin [Lincoln]—It has been
demonstrated in the struggle now pending
between the North and the South, that on
account of the difficulties the country attacked
presents to the enemy, and the advantages it
gives to those defending it, one man is equal
to three in resisting an invading army. The
South—although they have been blockaded
on the sea-cost—although they have had an
immense extent of frontier to defend—
although they have had the internal weakness
of four millions of slaves to contend with—
and although the white population is little
more than that now possessed by the
provinces which are to form this
Confederation; have nevertheless resisted for
four years—I may say successfully—all the
power and influence and available resources
which the United States have been able to
bring against them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I sincerely
trust and pray, and it should be the desire of
every true Canadian, that we may continue in
peace; but to say that it is impossible for us to
contend against a force that may be brought
against us, is to say that from which I for one
must dissent.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—Now, sir, I
believe that in a commercial, agricultural, and
defensive point of view, the union would be
desirable. Placed as we are now, with the
abrogation of the Reciprocity treaty27
threatened, does it not become our duty, I ask,
to make some effort to change and improve
our condition?
As I stated, sir, the subject has been so ably
placed before this House by honorable
gentlemen who have preceded me, and who
are so much more capable of dealing with it
than I am, that I will not attempt to repeat the
arguments in favor of this scheme,
commercially, financially, and politically,
which have already been adduced. But there
are one or two points as to the resources of the

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 5.

(pp. 446-482 in the primary document)

772

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

whole of British North America, to which I
would for a moment invite the attention of the
House.
The union is desirable with a view to the
development of our mineral resources. In
British Columbia and Vancouver’s Island the
gold fields equal, if they do not exceed in
value, those of any other part of the world.
Iron we have in that vast extent of country
lying between the Rocky Mountains and Lake
Superior, a country equal if not superior, for
the purposes of settlement and cultivation to
any we have in Canada, and whose area is
estimated at from eighty to one hundred
million acres. Then, again, we have
magnificent iron and copper mines in Canada,
while the Lower Provinces possess vast
mineral resources, extensive coal fields, and
valuable fisheries. We have all the natural
wealth to make us a great people if we pursue
a course to develope it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—To
illustrate my argument, I will mention some of
the figures showing the resources of the
different countries adjacent to and forming
part of that great district, with an identity of
interest.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—In Nevada,
in 1860, the population was 6,857, and in 1863,
60,000. About eleven millions of dollars have
been invested in the opening up of roads and
in other improvements, and the resources of
the country in 1863 amounted to $15,000,000.
Victoria, in Australia, in 1861, had a
population of 540,322, and they have
constructed 350 miles of railway.
The revenue was $15,000,000, and they have
their magnificent cities and splendid
homesteads, with every comfort and luxury.
In Utah, where perhaps there are many
difficulties to retard the growth of the country,
we find that in 1860 the population was
41,000—an increase in ten years of 254 per
cent. The value of property in 1850 was
$986,000, and ten years afterwards, in 1860, it
was five and a half millions—an increase in

this period of 468 per cent. Iron and copper
mines have been more developed in that
territory than gold, although they possess gold
as well. In 1864 the population was estimated
at 75,000. Colorado has a population of 60,000,
and the production of gold in 1864 was fifteen
millions of dollars. Agriculture also is being
rapidly developed. I wished to mention these
facts to show what we may look forward to if
we carry out this union honestly and fairly, as
I believe the Government
•
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intend to carry it out; not simply a union with
the Maritime Provinces, but a union of all the
British colonies in America from the Atlantic
to the Pacific coast.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—If I felt that
honorable gentlemen who have now the
control of the public affairs of this country did
not intend honestly and faithfully to carry out
the union in this sense, and to take measures
for the opening up of the great North-West
territory, for the enlargement of our canals,
and for the general improvement of our
internal water communications, I for one
would not hesitate to give my voice, and
whatever influence I possess, to oppose them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I wish to be
understood that I mention these gold-bearing
countries, and countries possessing mineral
wealth, to illustrate that we have all that
wealth in our own possession if we only
develop it. The gold produced from Australia,
British Columbia and California during the
last six years has been estimated at nearly two
thousand millions of dollars. The political
divisions of British North America are as
follows: Upper Canada, Lower Canada, Nova
Scotia, New Brunswick, Prince Edward Island,
Newfoundland, Vancouver’s Island, British
Columbia, Red River Settlement, and the
Hudson Bay Territory. The combined territory
is equal to a square of 1,770 miles, or more than
three millions of square miles. This vast area is
peopled by about four millions of inhabitants,
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of whom nearly three millions are contained in
the Canadas.
That, Mr. Speaker, is what I understand to be
the contemplated union; that is the union
which I understand the Government are
pledged to this House and to the country to
carry out, and I say that if I did not believe it
was their honest intention to carry that union
into effect, I would not have the slightest
hesitation in giving my vote against them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—Now, sir, I
would allude to British Columbia and its
resources. British Columbia embraces an area
of 213,500 square miles. Its exports in 1862
amounted to $9,257,875, chiefly in gold and
furs, and its imports were valued at $2,200,000.
Vancouver’s Island embraces an area of 16,000
square miles, with a population of 11,463. In
1862 its imports amounted to $3,555,000. The
Hudson Bay Territory embraces an area of
1,800,000 square miles, with a population of
200,000.
Now we come to the Lake Superior region,
which has been entirely or almost entirely
neglected by the people of Canada, whilst our
neighbors on the American side, more
energetic and more enterprising I must confess
than we have been, have built up an immense
trade. In 1863 the amount of capital employed
to work the mines on the American side was
$6,000.000. The amount of copper produced in
1863 was nine thousand tons, and of iron a
hundred and eighty-five thousand tons. The
total exports were $10,000,000, and the
imports $12,000,000. But whilst this vast trade
has been produced on the American side, little
or no attention has been given by the people of
Canada to the mineral section on our side, and
I mention these figures to show what wealth
we possess still in an undeveloped state.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—Mr.
Speaker. I regret that I am not able to place my
views so clearly before the House as other
honorable gentlemen who have addressed it. I
regret that on this occasion, not having
intended to speak to-night, I have not been
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able to interest the House more than I have
done.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “Go on.”
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—But I think
that what should occupy the attention of this
House, and of the people of the country, is the
practical consideration of the question now
under discussion.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—Sir, the
resources of Canada it is unnecessary for me
to allude to. They are well known to every
member of this House. But it has been said, in
reference to those of the Lower Provinces that
the people will not bring into the union a
reasonable proportion of wealth. Mr. Speaker,
it has been stated that they have nothing to
bring us but fish and coal. I believe that their
resources will compare favorably with those
of this province or of the United States.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—The
revenue of New Brunswick in 1850 was
$416,348; in 1860, $833,324; and in 1862,
$692,230. Now, sir, I think that these figures
will show that New Brunswick was increasing
in an equal, if not greater, ratio than this
country. Being isolated from this province,
being almost entire strangers, and having little
or no intercourse with each other, we find that
nearly all the trade has gone to a foreign
country. The trade in 1862 was, with Canada—
imports, $191,522; exports, $48,090. Nova
Scotia—imports, $861,652; exports, $341,027.
Prince Edward Island—imports, $82,240;
exports, $80,932. Newfoundland—exports,
$11,855. United States—imports, $2,960,703;
exports, $889,416. Under the union, Canada
might expect to get the trade of all these
provinces. The trade with Canada is almost
entirely in flour, shipped through the United
States to these provinces.
The agricultural products of New
Brunswick in 1851 and 1861 were as follows:—
•
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Wheat, 1851, 206,635; 1861, 279,778. Barley,
1851, 74,300; 1861, 94,679. Oats, 1851,

(pp. 446-482 in the primary document)

774

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

1,411,164; 1861, 2.656,883. Buckwheat, 1851,
689,004; 1861, 904,321. Maize, 1851. 62,225;
1861, 17,420. Peas, 1851, 42,663; 1861, 5,228.
Hay, 1851, 225,083 tons; 1861, 324,160 tons.
Turnips, 1851, 539,803; 1861, 634,360. Potatoes,
1851, 2,792,394; 1861, 4,011,339. Butter, 1851,
3,050,939 lbs.; 1861, 4.591,477 lbs Horses, 1851,
22,044; 1861, 35,830. Meat Cattle, 1851, 157,218;
1861,92,025. Sheep, 1851,168,038; 1861,214,096.
Swine, 1851, 47,932; 1861, 74,057.
The area of New Brunswick is 27,710 square
miles, or 17,600,000 acres, of which 14,000,010
acres are fit for profitable cultivation. Prince
Edward Island embraces an area of 2,131
square miles, or 1,365,400 acres. Its population
has been increasing steadily. In 1798 it was
5,000; in 1833,32,292; in 1841,47,034; in 1851,
55,000; in 1861, 80,552. In 1860, its imports
amounted to $1,150,270; in 1861, $1,049,675;
and in 1862, $1,056,200. The exports in 1860
amounted to $1,272,220; 1861, $1,085,750; 1862,
$1,162,215. The agricultural products in 1860
were—Wheat, 346,125 minots barley, 223,195;
oats, 2,218,578; buckwheat, 50,127; potatoes,
2,972,235; turnips, 348,784; hay, 31,100 tons;
horses, 18,765; meat cattle, 60,015; sheep,
107,242; hogs, 71,535.
The area of Newfoundland is 40, 200 square
miles, or 25,728,000 acres. In 1857 the total
number of inhabitants was 119,304. In 1862 its
trade was as follows: With Canada, imports,
$50,448, exports, $19,001; Nova Scotia,
imports, $90,596, exports, $37,019; New
Brunswick, imports, $2,351; Prince Edward
Island, imports, $11,720, exports $909; United
States, imports, $345,797, exports, $47,729. The
total imports in 1857 amounted to £1,413,432;
in 1858, £1,17 ,862; in 1859, £1,324,136; in 1860,
£1.254,128; in 1861, £1,152,857; in 1862,
£1,007,082.
The total exports were, in 1857, £1,651,171; in
1858, £1,318 836; in 1859, £1,357,113; in 1860,
£1,271,712; in 1861,£1,092,551; and in 1862,
£1,171,723. The principal export is fish. Nova
Scotia is 350 miles in length by 100 miles in
breadth. Its population in 1838 was 199,028; in
1851, 276,117; and in 1861, 330,857. The
revenue in 1852 was $483,522; expenditure,

$483,895; imports, $5,970,877, exports,
$4,853,903?
In 1862, the revenue was $1,127,298;
expenditure, $ 1,009,701; imports, $6,198,553;
exports, $5,646,961. The agricultural products
of 1851 and 1861 were as follows:—Wheat,
1851, 297,159; 1861, 312,081. Barley,
1851,196,007; 1861, 269,578. Oats, 1851,
1.384,437; 1861, 1,978,137. Buckwheat,
1851,170,301; 1861,195,340. Maize, 1851,
37,475; 1861, 15,592. Peas, 1851, 21,633;
1861,21,335. Rye, 1851, 61,438; 1861, 59,706.
Hay, 1851, 287,837 tons; 1861, 334,287.
Turnips, 1851, 167,125; 1861,554,318. Potatoes,
1851, 1,986,789; 1861, 3,824,864. Butter, 1851,
3,613,890 lbs.; 1861, 4,532,711. Cheese, 1851,
652,069 lbs.; 1861,901,296. Horses, 1851, 8.789;
1861, 41,927. Meat cattle, 1851, 243,713; 1861,
151,793. Sheep, 1851, 282,180; 1861, 332,653.
Swine, 1851, 51,533; 1861, 53,217. Coal, 1851,
83,421 tons; 1861, 326,429. I merely allude to
these figures to show hon. gentlemen that
these colonies have other and very valuable
resources besides those which have been
stated by some members, namely, fish and
coal.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—It was
stated by the honorable member for North
Ontario (Mr. M.C. Cameron)—and I think
ingeniously stated—that this union would
produce an enormous increase of taxation on
the people of Canada; that the partnership
would be a very unprofitable one to us. Now I
think he failed to make a point on that. It has
been shown that we enter into this union with
a debt of twenty-five dollars a head, and that
the Lower Provinces, instead of bringing a
load upon us by coming into the partnership,
occupy a decidedly favorable position with
regard to this country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—The hon
member for North Ontario [Matthew
Cameron] also stated that the union of the
provinces would involve this country in a
great local debt, a statement which I think is
also erroneous. He is favorable to a union, but
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would prefer a legislative one. But does he
pretend to say that such a union would tend
less to the swamping of Upper Canada, which
he fears under the Confederation? His
financial argument, that our debt and our
taxation would increase, has failed, except
thus far, that the machinery of the
Government may be too expensive. If the
present Government fail to discharge their
duty and adopt an unduly expensive
machinery, it is by that means alone that an
increased expenditure can arise. It does not
depend on the fact of the union; it rests entirely
on this, whether this union is carried out fairly
and properly.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—The next
point is the construction
•
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of the Intercolonial Railway, and to that the
hon. member for North Ontario [Matthew
Cameron] is favourable, except that he would
rather see it built without the union than with
it, because the union will add so much to the
expenses of the country. In reference to that,
the increase of the expenditure will depend
entirely on the hon. gentlemen who have now
the charge of the government of the country. If
they are extravagant; if they have a governor
with a retinue, and for each of the provinces an
expensive staff, and ill the appliances of
royalty, then I believe that the union would
add greatly to the expenses of the country. But
I do not understand that such is their opinion.
I believe their desire is—and I am satisfied that
if they have not this desire the people will
require it of them—that it shall be conducted
on principles of economy, and in such a
manner that increased taxation will not
necessarily be the result.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—Now, sir, in
reference to this great country which I have
briefly adverted to, I wish it to be distinctly
understood by the members of the
28
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Government that I for one support them on
this understanding, and on this understanding
only—that the union of the provinces and the
construction of the Intercolonial Railway, the
opening up of the North-West and the
enlargement of our canals, shall be considered
part of this scheme, with a view to developing
our great natural resources and placing this
country in a prominent position, not only as a
colony but as a community, that will
command the respect of nations.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—We must
have these promises respecting the NorthWest and the canals fairly carried out, and not
be placed in such a position that after the
Intercolonial Railway shall have been
constructed, there will be a combination of
eastern
interests
to
prevent
the
accomplishment of these other works and
swamp the great North-West. If there is to be
a doubt upon that point, I for one, without any
hesitation, will state that I will not support a
scheme that will admit of it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I am most
decidedly opposed to the Intercolonial
Railway as a commercial undertaking. I
believe it never can be made a profitable
commercial work. But this I do, that situated
as we are, with the probability of being shut
out from the markets of the United States by
the abrogation of the Reciprocity treaty28—of
being restricted in our commercial intercourse
with the world by the repeal of the bonding
system—of being crippled by every step the
Americans may take with the view of forcing
us into closer political relations with them, it is
our duty for purposes of self-defence, and
with a view of placing ourselves in an
independent position and having our
resources developed, fairly, properly and
honestly to carry out this scheme with the
construction of the Intercolonial Railway as
part of it.
As a commercial work, I have looked into it

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 5.
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in all its bearings, and have failed to see the
advantages it will confer. The farmers of the
grain-producing districts of Upper Canada
have the same market to sell their surplus
products as the farmers of the States, that is,
the English market. Now, I think it is
impossible to show that the produce of Upper
Canada can be conveyed by this Intercolonial
Railway to the seaboard, and thence to
Liverpool, as profitably as the Americans can
carry it to the seaboard at New York and
thence to the English market. If by the one
route the grain cannot be carried as cheaply as
by the other, it is impossible for the Canadian
farmer or merchant to be placed in as good a
position as the American. But if, having
constructed the Intercolonial Railway, our
Government says, “We will compete with the
Americans; we will put the rates of
transportation so low as to offer our farmers as
cheap a route by it as by the States,” then the
cost of this will have to be borne by the people
in another way, for the road failing to pay even
expenses, the excess of expenditure will
become a charge upon the country for years.
View it then in any light, and the proposed
road cannot be made profitable. But for
purposes of defence, and as a means of
communication, if we desire to be united with
the Lower Provinces and retain our connection
with Great Britain, the construction of the road
is a necessity.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I desire, Mr.
Speaker, to state what in my opinion will be
some of the commercial results of this union.
If the North-West contains land, as I believe it
does, equal to almost any on this continent, it
should be placed in precisely the same
position as regards Canada that the Western
States occupy in relation to the Eastern. I
believe we should endeavor to developed a
great grain producing district; for whatever
may be said, there is not any appreciable
quantity of grain-producing land in the hands
of the Government not now under cultivation
in Canada, for the benefit of our increasing
population. It is a melancholy fact that for the

want of
•
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such a country, our youth seek homes in a
foreign land, who would remain under the
British flag if homes were open to them there.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—If we had
that country open to them, to say nothing of
the foreign immigration it would attract, it
would afford homes for a large population
from amongst ourselves now absorbed in the
Western States. Again, we shall have the trade
of that country carried through our midst, and
profit by the transportation to the seaboard of
the produce of a land which I look upon as one
of the greatest grain producing countries on
the continent, equal in this respect to any of the
fertile states of the west.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—If we look
at the marvellous growth of those states, we
may form some idea of what our North-West
territory may become, if properly developed.
In 1830 the whole of that vast country was a
wilderness. Now we find its exportation of
grain, in addition to the quantities consumed,
amounting to 120,000,000 annually. The
population within a short period has increased
from 1,500,000 to upwards of 9,000,000. We
find it now, in fact, an empire of itself,
possessing all the resources of wealth that any
country could desire. What then may we not
expect, our great North-West to become?
If we had it opened up, Canada would be the
carriers of its produce, as the Middle States are
the carriers of the Western States, and the
manufacturers of its goods as the Eastern
States are now the manufacturers of the goods
consumed by the west. We would occupy
towards it precisely the same position as the
Eastern States occupy towards the Western;
the produce of the North-West would find a
profitable market amongst us, while our
manufactories would increase and prosper,
and we would be placed entirely independent
of the United States in our commercial
relations.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—As we are
now situated, the United States afford us a
market, especially for our coarser grains,
which will not bear the expense of long
transportation. They have taken of our
produce twenty millions annually since the
Reciprocity treaty29 was negotiated. That trade
must necessarily seek other channels.
If we can open up the North-West; if we
enlarge and improve our inland water
communication—if we can build up a fleet of
vessels to ply on our inland waters and owned
by this great empire of provinces, then, instead
of being dependent upon the United States, we
would be in a position of entire independence;
we would then have in ourselves the
substantial elements of progress; and we
would have the advantage of loading our
vessels at any of our own ports, and sending
them direct to the Lower Provinces, the West
Indies, and Europe. Then the Lower Provinces
would have a profitable trade with us in oil,
fish and other products, and a large fleet of
vessels which would be employed in valuable
commerce and increase the common
prosperity of the whole country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—The union,
if based on correct principle’s and carried out
in honesty of purpose, will be for the
advantage of all; and if our statesmen
approach and finally consummate the work as
enlightened and patriotic statesmen should
do, their names will be handed down in the
history of the Confederation with honor.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—If, on the
other hand, they fail to carry it out in this
spirit; if by the union they entail an
enormously increased expenditure, with
extravagance and wild speculation, then they
will do much to injure the country and check
its prosperity. There is doubtless room for
extravagance and speculation in connection
29
30
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with this scheme. The history of our railways
shows beyond a doubt, that a large portion of
the immense sum expended was spent in a
very unsatisfactory manner—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—and that
they might have been constructed without
entailing such a large indebtedness upon the
country; and if, guided by the experience of
the past, the work now proposed is carried out
in a proper manner, they will deserve the
gratitude of the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—In looking
over the life of Franklin, I found this passage,
which occurs to me as illustrating a position
very similar to that in which we are now
placed:—
No sooner had it become clear to Franklin that the French
meant war, than his mind darted to the best means of
resisting the attack. The French power in North America
was wielded by a single hand, and all their measures were
part of one scheme. The power of England, on the
contrary, was dissipated among many governments,
always independent of one another, often a little jealous,
and never too cordial or neighbourly. “We must unite or
be overcome,” said Franklin, in May, 1754.
Just before leaving home to attend Congress at Albany, he
published an article to this effect, and appended to it one
of those allegorical wood-cuts. It was a picture of a snake
cut into as many pieces as there were colonies; each piece
having upon it the first letter of the name of a colony, and
under the whole, in large letters—”Join or die.”30

Mr. Speaker, I believe that our position
•
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is similar at the present time. I believe that it is
really the desire, the object and the aim of our
neighbors ultimately, whether by force of
arms or by the course they have recently
adopted, to bring us into the American union.
By crippling our resources, by destroying our
trade and by threatening us with invasion,
they hope to bring about, sooner or later, a
feeling of dissatisfaction among the people of
Canada and a desire for union. There is no

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854. Supra footnote 5.
James Parton, Life and Times of Benjamin Franklin, Volume I (1864), p. 337.
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question that, unless we take proper steps, the
people of Canada will become dissatisfied.
By union with the Lower Provinces, it is
evident that we will be enabled to increase our
trade to the amount of five or six millions of
dollars, which is of itself a very strong
inducement,
aside
from
the
other
considerations that I have alluded to. I believe
there are many members of this House in favor
of the scheme, but who look upon it as so large
a question that it ought, they say, to be
submitted to a vote of the people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—It has been
said by several members, and by the
honorable gentleman who preceded me—
”Shall we take away the rights of the people?
Shall we enter upon a scheme of this
importance without allowing them a voice?
Have there been any petitions in favor of this
scheme?”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—That would
certainly appear an argument that had great
force; but if we take into consideration the
effect of the agitation of any question in this
House upon which the people feel strongly,
we have a right to ask why has not a single
petition been presented against it? We have
the effect of this question well illustrated in the
introduction, by the honorable member for
West Brant [Edmund Wood], of a railway bill.
That question the people of Western Canada
have very strong feelings upon, and I think
they have good reasons for it. We scarcely find
that measure placed on the records of this
House before we have petitions from all
sections of the west, denouncing the bill as an
attack upon the liberties of the people. They
fear the power that it proposes to place in the
hands of the Grand Trunk Railway Company.
Now, if the people of Canada object to this
great scheme—and it has been placed before
them in almost every light—the resolutions
have been printed in almost every paper in
Canada—months have been given for their
consideration, and the whole subject has been
placed before them in an eloquent manner by

several of the honorable members of the
Government—why have they not petitioned
against it? The fact that they have not done so
shows that they almost unanimously
acquiesce in what is being done.
Since the Government pledged themselves
to bring down a scheme for Confederation, the
subject has been brought before nearly fifty
constituencies in Canada, either by elections or
by its being submitted to the consideration of
the people by honorable members of this
House, and the people of Upper Canada, at
least, have if no instance voted disapproval of
it.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “No, no.”
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—At a
large and popular meeting held in Toronto, a
few evenings ago, only one man could be
found to vote against it.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Since the present
Government was formed, and its policy
announced, there has not been one election
contest in which more or less importance was
not attached by one candidate or another to
this question. There have been no fewer than
fifty-one constituencies, or portions of
constituencies, appealed to since our policy
was placed before the country, and in every
instance that policy has been sustained.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
cheers.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I feel that I
am at perfect liberty to support this measure.
Perhaps I was the first to agitate and to lay the
question before the people of the west in my
own county. I stated to the people that I was in
favor of representation according to
population as a principle of justice, but that I
believed that that question could be settled,
and with it all our difficulties could be
arranged by means of the larger project of the
union of all the provinces.
Many honorable gentlemen who oppose this
scheme freely admit the importance of some
change, but they have not proposed any
substitute that would improve the scheme. I
am satisfied that if the question were brought
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before the people of Canada, side issues,
political and personal feeling and party
questions would enter more largely into its
consideration than Federation itself, and that
therefore a correct verdict might not be
obtained. I have endeavored to inform myself
as to the precedents for submitting such a
question to the people, and I have failed to find
one precedent in its favor, while I have found
several in favor of the method of dealing with
it as proposed by the Government. The first I
shall take the liberty of reading is from
Hansard, volume 85, as follows:—
At the time Sir R. Peel proposed the change if the repeal of
the corn laws to a House of Commons which had been
elected in the interests of their maintenance, it was urged
that he should have
•
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advised a dissolution of Parliament before submitting this
proposition, and that it was unprecedented and
dangerous for the existing House to deal with the
question. Sir R. Peel took high grounds against the
doctrine, declaring that whatever may have been the
circumstances that may have taken place at the election,
he never would sanction the view that any House of
Commons is incompetent to entertain a measure which is
necessary for the well-being of the country.
He cited in proof of the soundness of this principle Mr.
Pitt’s observations when a similar doctrine was proposed
at the time of the union of. England and Ireland, as it had
been at the time of the union with Scotland.
This view had been maintained in Ireland very
vehemently, but it was not held by Mr. Fox, and only
slightly hinted at by Sheridan, in reply to whom Mr. Pitt
defended the constitutional system that Parliament,
without any previous appeal to the people, had a right to
alter the succession to the throne, to disfranchise its
constituents or associate others with them.
“There could not,” observed Sir R. Peel, “be a more
dangerous example, a more purely democratic precedent,
if I may so say, than that this Parliament should be
dissolved on the ground of its incompetency to decide on
any question of this nature.”31

31
32
33

34
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I think, sir, that that is a very strong
argument; and here is another, from volume
35, page 857, of the Parliamentary History of
England:—
The Parliament of Great Britain that had agreed to the
legislative union with Ireland, incorporated with itself the
members for Ireland, and then commenced the first
session of the Parliament of the United Kingdom by
electing a new Speaker and observing all the formalities
usual upon the commencement of a new parliament
without any previous dissolution.”32

Next, Mr. Speaker, I will take a quotation
from an eminent authority of one of the most
democratic countries in the world—a country
whose people boast that nothing can be done
without their sanction. I refer to the United
States of America, and the work I now cite is
Sedgwick on Constitutional Law. Speaking of
“cases where the Legislature has sought to
divest itself of its real powers,”33 he says:—
Efforts have been made in several cases, by state
legislatures, to divest themselves of the responsibility of
their functions by submitting statutes to the people; but
these proceedings have been held, and very rightly, to be
entirely unconstitutional and invalid. The government of
the state is democratic, but it is a representative
democracy in the legislature. 34

I shall make another extract from
the Constitutional History of England, page 316,
on the same subject:—
Upon this prevalent disaffection, and the general dangers
of the established government, was founded that measure
so frequently arraigned in later times, the substitution of
septennial for triennial parliaments. The ministry deemed
it too perilous for their master, certainly for themselves, to
encounter a general election in 1717; but the arguments
adduced for the alteration, as it was meant to be
permanent, were drawn from its permanent expediency.
Nothing can be more extravagant than what is sometimes
confidently pretended by the ignorant, that the legislature
exceeded its rights by this enactment; or, if that cannot be
legally advanced, that it at least violated the trust of the

UK, House of Commons “Customs and Corn Importation Report” (Mar. 27, 1846), vol. 85, cc160-271.
William Cobbett, The Parliamentary History of England, Vol. XXXV (1819), p. 857. The quote appears to be a summary.
Theodore Sedwick, A Treatise on the Rules which Govern the Interpretation and Application of Statutory and Constitutional Law
(1857), p. 164.
Theodore Sedwick, A Treatise on the Rules which Govern… (1857), pp. 164-165.
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people, and broke in upon the ancient Constitution.35

Sir, I think that these are pretty strong
precedents on the subject, especially as I find
not one precedent for submitting the question
to the people. I do think that we owe and
ought to pay to the wishes of the people every
deference; and if I believed that any large
portion of the people of Western Canada, or of
the constituency which I represent, were in
favor of having it submitted to the electors, I
would feel it my duty to bow to their will and
vote for its submission. But I am safe in saying
that I have not conversed with one prominent
individual in my county who was not strongly
in favor of the proposed union. I will admit
that the political ties that bind men together
are strong ties, and approach to a great extent
to the feeling of friendship, and perhaps there
is no one values them more than I do; but
when I aided, at the meeting of the Liberal
party, a year ago, in bringing about the present
movement, I did so believing that it was for the
best interests of the country, and if properly
carried out many of us will live to see this
country become one of the greatest, happiest
and freest on earth, because it possesses all the
resources and all the material for wealth and
prosperity that is found in any country.
Nature has bountifully given us all she could
well give towards making us a great and
prosperous people.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—Honorable
gentlemen must admit that it is time a change
should be brought about by some means, for it
was a most melancholy sight to see the two
sides of this House so evenly balanced against
each other as they were door in the two last
sessions, the members spending night after
night in useless discussion on personal
grounds, instead of promoting useful
legislation. Mr. Speaker, I fear if this course
were continued for any length of time it would

35
36
37

lead to serious results. There are certain
bounds and limits, both to individuals,
communities and nations, beyond which they
cannot go with safety. I believe we had almost
•
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arrived at that point in this country.
Who would have thought, a month before
the attack on Fort Sumter, that a devastating
civil war would have resulted from the angry
discussions which took place in the Congress
of the United States? Up to that time everyone
professed to believe that the hard words
bandied
to
and
fro
between
the
representatives of the North and South were
mere characteristics of the people. And who
knows but that the fearful scourge which bag
overtaken them might not have befallen us,
had our sectional discussions continued with
increasing bitterness and acrimony? These
dreadful consequences are happily averted by
the scheme now before us for reconciling our
differences.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]— I am one of
those alluded to by the honorable member for
Hochelaga (Hon. Mr. Dorion) as being an
Upper Canada liberal who joined in
supporting
the
Macdonald-Sicotte
36
Government , and who, in so doing, gave up
the demand for representation by population,
which had for years agitated the western
section of the province.
For my part the feeling I had at the time was
this: the Macdonald-Cartier and the CartierMacdonald Governments37, which had for
years, in different forms, ruled the country,
had refused to give us representation by
population. Our natural allies also, the Liberal
party in Lower Canada—who, I believe,
desired, and honestly desired, to do the best
they could to meet our wishes—in like manner
declared the impossibility of conceding to us
this principle. Meanwhile the Liberal party
from Upper Canada felt that the country was

Henry Hallam, The Constitutional History of England, Vol. III (1829), p. 316.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863).
Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1857-1858 & 1858-1862).
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in a state of financial embarrassment, and that
an amelioration of her condition was urgently
needed.
A change was absolutely necessary. It was
wisely thought that it was better to have half a
loaf than no bread. But I have failed to see, and
I yet fail to see, that the Liberal party of Upper
Canada have ever given up the advocacy of
representation by population. We found all
parties in Lower Canada—both the Englishspeaking population and French-speaking
population—refusing to concede to us what
we conceived to be this just and proper
principle; and when the opportunity was
offered to us of relieving the country from its
difficulties, we felt that no
party
considerations or party ties should be allowed
to interfere with what we conceived to be our
sacred duty to our constituents and our
country.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—
Notwithstanding the high personal feeling I
entertain for the liberal members from Lower
Canada, I cannot help saying that I think it was
wrong of them to have refused us the
concession of the principle for which we had
so long contended, and I feel now that we have
higher aims and motives than those of a mere
partisan character, that we owe a duty to our
constituents and the country which should
carry greater weight with it than party ties and
party feelings.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William
McGiverin
[Lincoln]—The
honorable member for North Ontario (Mr.
M.C. Cameron) has made an attack on the
President of the Council [George Brown] for
having hitherto denounced the construction of
the Intercolonial Railway; and there is no
doubt, Mr. Speaker, that if honorable members
now in opposition were desirous of
entertaining this House for a few hours, they
could do so with a good deal of effect by
reading the past speeches of that honorable
gentleman and the articles that have appeared
from time to time in his influential paper,
the Globe, not only upon this question, but
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upon many others which have engaged the
attention of the public mind. But I believe
there is no man who felt more strongly than he
did on account of the difficulties with which
the country was surrounded, and all
honorable gentlemen will agree with me when
I say that I am persuaded that the Hon.
President of the Council [George Brown] did
not feign the feeling he manifested in this
House when he arose and avowed his
intention, for the good of his country, of
joining with the men whom he had previously
denounced.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—But did he
so act without a purpose, without receiving
anything in return? No. The principle
advocated by him and his party for years was
conceded; and in addition to that, in my
opinion, whatever may be the opinion of
others—and it is an opinion I have held for
years—by adopting the larger scheme we
attain the same result. I ask, then, should the
Hon. President of the Council [George Brown]
be denounced now for the position he has felt
it his duty to take; and, especially, should he
be denounced by the Liberal party—by those
with whom he has worked all his political
life—both in Upper Canada and in Lower
Canada, for taking the course he has taken in
common with others, when by so doing he has
attained that for which he has been struggling
for years?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I believe
that no man can leave his political party,—can
leave that party with which all his political
sympathies are identified and with which he
has been working for years,—and step across
to the other side of the House without deep
feeling. And I do believe that the President of
the Council [George Brown] experienced
•
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acutely the position he felt it his duty to take
at that time. And I can safely say for myself
that such is my own feeling in regard to the
question now before the House. If this were a
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question which could have been carried by the
Liberal party of Upper and Lower Canada
without
their
coalescing
with
the
conservatives, I should feel more happy in my
position than I do now.
But to revive the old feeling and
associations, to return to the criminations and
recriminations, to revert once more to the
bitter attacks we have heard in this chamber,
could not be justified for a moment. And the
Liberal party wisely came to the
understanding that, pending the settlement of
this question, they would let by-gones be bygones. I earnestly hope that this scheme will be
carried out without political acrimony or
personal feeling. Whatever may be its result
hereafter, time alone will determine. But as a
Canadian, I feel—and the views I have
entertained for many years only strengthen
that feeling—that whatever my personal
feelings may be, it is my duty to aid to the
extent of my ability in the consummation of
this great project.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—It has been
said that information will be brought down
relative to the constitution of the local
legislatures. Well, perhaps, that may accord
with the views of this House. But it would
have been more satisfactory to me could the
scheme have been brought down while we are
discussing the resolutions now before the
House. If, however, the Government have not
matured that scheme, or if they feel it is to the
public interest that it should not be submitted
at this time, on them must rest the
responsibility. In voting for these resolutions,
I am simply voted to affirm the principle of
Confederation of the provinces; and if the
propositions which shall hereafter be brought
down for the formation of the local
governments and Legislatures are not
satisfactory to me; if I conceive them to be
unjust in principle or opposed to public
interest and policy, I shall feel myself at perfect
liberty to vote against them.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I look upon

the two as distinct propositions.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—There are
many things in these resolutions I would like
to see eliminated; but where there were so
many parties to the contract or partnership,
and where there were so many contending
views to harmonise and interests to serve, I
believe it was utterly impossible for each
province to get just what it wanted. We have
the best evidence of this fact from the peculiar
views taken by the non-contents in the Lower
Provinces at this time. They say they are going
into this union with Canada, which is a
bankrupt province, and that they will be
mined by the connection. And we heard only
a day or two ago the strange idea expressed
that the Intercolonial Railway was opposed to
the true interests of Lower Canada, but from
an Upper Canadian stand point it was just the
thing that is wanted.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—We find a
section of the people in Lower Canada
opposing the work on the ground that it will
tend to destroy their language and nationality;
and we find also the British element in Lower
Canada complain that in the arrangement for
the Local Legislature their rights and
privileges will be swept away.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—On the
other hand, Upper Canadians are opposing
the scheme as injurious to their true interests,
and asserting that the financial difficulties
likely to arise under it will be detrimental to
the welfare of the west; so that where there is
such great diversity of opinion, it was
impossible to mature a scheme which should
be in all respects perfect and satisfactory.
No doubt Upper Canada has some cause to
complain. For instance, the eighty cents per
head for carrying on the local governments
appears unfair in principle to Upper Canada,
and as such they have reason to feel
dissatisfied. This apportionment is on the
present basis of population, and whatever
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may be the increase in numbers of the western
section of the province, if even we increase
during the next ten years in the same ratio that
we have been increasing for the past ten years;
if we double our population we shall still only
get the eighty cents per head for the present
population. There is no doubt this is an
objectionable feature.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Will my honorable
friend allow me to assure him that he is
slightly in error, and to show him how he is
so? Supposing we increase in population, the
other provinces will increase also, and the only
unfairness that could possibly exist in the case
supposed would be in so far as the population
of Upper Canada was relatively greater than
that of the other provinces.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—It is a
matter of ratio.
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—Yes, it is simply a
question of ratio. My honorable friend will see
how the principle works. At the rate we are
proceeding now, some 2 ½, 3, or 4 per cent, it
would take a great many years before
•
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any injustice to Upper Canada could arise.
And then my honorable friend will see how it
is to be distributed afterwards in the way of
population, so that although there might be a
little loss in the first instance, there would be
an immense gain in the end.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I am glad to
hear all these explanations. As I said before, I
wish for the fullest and freest discussion. I may
not have made myself acquainted with all the
details of the scheme, and a question of this
importance ought to be discussed in all its
bearings. This is a point, however, which did
occur to me as objectionable. Then the
imposition of an export duty in regard to the
productions of some of the provinces, appears
to me to be contrary to the true principles of
government. But it is said that this has been
imposed simply in the way of a stumpage.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
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William McGiverin [Lincoln]—There are,
no doubt, various objections which may be
brought against these resolutions. There are
grounds enough for honorable gentlemen in
the opposition to make excellent speeches
against them. But what I would wish to
impress upon the House is this, that we should
approach this subject in a spirit of candour,
honestly desiring to meet the question fairly in
all its bearings. The question is simply this,
Shall we vote for these resolutions,
notwithstanding their imperfections?
I freely admit that, in my view, there are
imperfections in the scheme. But shall we, on
that account, take the responsibility of
throwing out the resolutions? That, I think, is
the question we have to consider. Honorable
gentlemen may differ from me, but I feel that
the advantages of the contemplated union are
such, that notwithstanding the objectionable
features in the scheme, I would not be doing
my duty to my constituents, I would not be
discharging the duty I owe to my country,
were I to vote against it, and thus lend my
influence to prevent the consummation of that
union.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I thank the
House for the indulgence accorded to me, and
I only add this, in conclusion, that I would ask
every honorable gentleman, in considering
this scheme, to look at it in all its possible
bearings, free from personal or party
prejudices; to look at the position we occupy
and have occupied for years past in this
country; to look at the wretched spectacle we
presented here, night after night, when placed
in antagonism to each other by our sectional
feelings and jealousies; and to say whether it is
possible that we can be placed in a worse or
more humiliating position than that which we
have occupied hitherto on account of those
sectional antagonisms.
Let honorable gentlemen consider the
matter in a proper spirit, desiring to take that
course which is for the best interests of the
country. If the principle of this union is
wrong;, the scheme should be rejected; if, on

(pp. 446-482 in the primary document)

784

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

the other hand, it is right, it deserves our
support. And as yet I have not heard one
honorable member of this House declare
himself opposed to the principle of union. The
objections have been only to details. And I do
say that when honorable gentlemen oppose a
scheme of this sort, while admitting that they
are favorable to a union of all the provinces,
they ought to propose their own scheme, and
submit it to the House for its approval or
rejection.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome] then moved
that the debate be adjourned.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay], in seconding
the motion for the adjournment of the debate,
said—I am sure the House has listened with
very great pleasure to the speech of my
honorable friend the member for Lincoln (Mr.
McGiverin). I certainly did. It is true that,
towards its conclusion, he halted somewhat in
his logic. Still, on the whole, it was an able and
spirited speech.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]— But there is
one point to which I desire to call the attention
of honorable gentlemen opposite, as arising
out of the speech of my honorable friend, and,
as bearing on the future course of this debate,
it is a matter of very great importance. He said
that he should oppose this scheme—that he
should vote against this proposition—unless
he had the distinct assurance of the
Government that the enlargement of our
canals and the opening of the North-West
territory should proceed pari passu38 with the
construction of the Intercolonial Railroad. I
ask him whether I have stated his position
correctly.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—I will
explain—
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—I want no
explanations. I want him merely to say
whether I have rendered him correctly or not.
If I have incorrectly represented him, he will
say so. I am quite sure I have not. While he was
38

making that statement I emphasized it in the
usual parliamentary way, and the President of
the Council (Hon. Mr. Brown) emphasized it
also, giving his assent to it, as I understood.
Now, I think it is of the last importance that we
should understand distinctly whether the
Government do really take that view of the
matter; whether my honorable friend correctly
stated the position of the Government in that
respect; and whether the
•
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“Hear, hear” of my honorable friend the
President of the Council [George Brown] was
to be understood as implying the assent of the
Government to that proposition.
William McGiverin [Lincoln]—If my hon.
friend will allow me a moment to answer his
question, it may save a good deal of
discussion. What I said was this—that if I
believed that the Government would not
honestly and faithfully carry out their pledges
with regard to the opening of the North-West
and the enlargement of the canals, the
improvement of our internal and water
communications; if I believed they did not
honestly and sincerely intend to carry out
those measures, I would oppose them.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—”Hand in
hand” was the expression used.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “No, no!”
“Yes, yes!”
George Brown [Oxford South, President
Executive Council]—I apprehend my
honorable friend from Lincoln [William
McGiverin] perfectly understood what he was
speaking about. What he said was this—that
he understood the Government were pledged,
as a portion of their policy, to the enlargement
of the canals and the opening up of the NorthWest, as well as the construction of the
Intercolonial Railway, and that he believed we
were sincere in the earnest determination to go
on with all those works at the earliest possible
moment. He was perfectly correct in making
that statement. The Government are pledged

i.e. “equal footing.”
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to that.
If my honorable friend has any doubt about
it, he will find it there in the conditions of
agreement come to by the Conference. And I
apprehend it will be found that my honorable
friend is not in the slightest degree more
earnest in his desire to promote those
improvements than are my colleagues who sit
beside me, from Lower as well as Upper
Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay] and Joseph
Bellerose [Laval] rising almost simultaneously,
Mr. Speaker stated that Joseph Bellerose
[Laval] had first caught his eye.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval]—Mr. Speaker,
before I give my vote on the great question
which now engages the attention of this
honorable House, I consider it a duty to my
constituents and also to myself that I should
say a few words on this important measure,
and reply to some of the arguments put forth
by the honorable members of the opposition—
arguments specious in appearance, but in
reality futile and unworthy of consideration.
Were I to particularize all the difficulties
which have threatened for some years past to
bring the wheels of government to a deadlock,
to relate the history of all the crises through
which the various administrations which have
succeeded each other have passed, to recall to
your minds the state of anarchy which has for
some time threatened to render all legislation
impossible, it would be a waste of time and
trouble, as on all sides there is but one opinion,
acknowledging the lamentable position of the
province, and the urgent necessity of finding a
remedy for the evils which beset the future of
our country.
It was, Mr. Speaker, in obedience to the voice
of a whole people calling on the patriotism of
their statesmen, conjuring them to seek out
some remedy for the cruel distemper which
pervades the body politic and threatens it with
dissolution, that the members of the
administration, forgetting the past, burying in
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oblivion all former disagreements, united
together to search for the grand remedy, the
value of which we are now to discuss. Those
honorable gentlemen have deserved well of
their country, and I am glad that I can avail
myself of the present occasion to offer them
my thanks and my congratulations for the
admirable and noble sentiments of patriotism
of which they have given proofs—proofs well
understood by the people, and certain to be
repaid by their applause. I have already taken
occasion, at the commencement of the session,
to express my views of the general scheme of
Confederation which the Government has
presented for the consideration of this House.
I declared, Mr. Speaker, that I felt not the
least hesitation in declaring myself favorable
to the union, but that I could have wished,
were it practicable, that certain of the
resolutions might be amended. It would be
useless, therefore, to repeat what I said on this
head, and I proceed to examine the arguments
of the opponents of the plan. It has been said—
the honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] has said, I believe—
that the people had had no opportunity of
expressing their opinions on this important
measure.
If we look back at the occurrences of the last
six months, when woo look at all that has been
said and done in that time, and recollect all the
falsehoods and deceptions uttered and
attempted to be imposed on the people by the
enemies of the measure, we must arrive at a
very different conclusion from that of the
honorable member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] and his friends. The last session
was hardly well concluded when the
opponents of the present Government took the
field, not to discuss in a frank and loyal spirit
the promise made by the Administration that
they intended to seek in the Federation of the
•
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Canadas, or of all the provinces of British
North America, a remedy for all our sectional
difficulties, but, on the contrary, with a
steadfast resolution to labor with all their
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might to crush the Coalition. Such was their
design, and their works have been consistent.
What indeed have we since beheld?
Men who for years past have devoted their
pen to the unhallowed work of undermining
the Catholic religion and vilifying its
ministers, who have long aimed at destroying
in the minds of French-Canadians all love for
their peculiar institutions—the safeguards of
our nationality; men who more recently
promulgated dissertations on rationalism
which our prelates have condemned; these
men we have seen, professing to be suddenly
struck and animated with flowing zeal in
favor of our institutions, our religion and our
clergy, take the field, and, uninvited by any,
canvass the country, descending to entreat all
who loved their nationality to join them in
their crusade, and representing to them that
those who gave in to the plans of the
Government would be accessories to the
annihilation of their religion, the murder of
their good pastors, and the ruin of the people
themselves by the load of taxes which would
be laid on them.
They conjured them to lose no time in
protesting against this dreadful scheme of
Confederation, which was sure to ruin and
destroy them. Have we not seen, moreover, a
press, conducted by a spirit of unbridled
license, calling itself the protector of the
people, scattering insults and abuse on the
heads of the members of the existing
Government, calumniating some and holding
up all as objects of contempt, representing the
Lower Canadian members of it as ready to sell
their country for filthy lucre, for the fruits of
office,
publishing
violent
diatribes
condemnatory of Confederation, falsely
purporting to be written by members of the
clergy, &c, employing, in short, all means to
excite the prejudices of the people against the
scheme of the Government; and what has been
the result? The people listened to them, but
were so far from answering to the appeal
made to them, that up to this time hardly any
petitions have been presented to this House
against the plan of Confederation.

Now, if the Opposition have not been able to
convince the people that these constitutional
changes are prejudicial to Lower Canada,
when they discussed the subject without
contradiction in their own way, will they find
better success when the friends of the cause
are at hand to refute their arguments and to
shew up what kind of patriotism is theirs? I
think not. I may then safely assume that the
people have had the opportunity of
pronouncing against the project, but have
refused to do so; and the honorable member
for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion] is
mistaken when he declares that an appeal to
the country is necessary in order to ascertain
the opinion of the public concerning it.
Year by year that honorable gentleman
complains that our election laws are defective;
that money prevails to the prejudice of merit
in our election contests. How can he then
demand that so momentous a question as this
of the union of the provinces should undergo
the ordeal of a popular vote, without any other
view than that of involving the country in
trouble and expense to the extent of several
hundred thousand dollars?
I, for my part, Mr. Speaker, am opposed to
an appeal to the people. Every member has
had time to consult the opinion of his
constituents at leisure, and aloof from the
turmoil and agitation incidental to an election.
In this way, when the project submitted by the
Government shall have undergone the ordeal
of a vote of this Honorable House, we shall
have the satisfaction of saying with truth—”So
would public opinion have it to be.” It is true
the honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] tells us that in all the
counties in which meetings have been held,
the people have given their voices against
Confederation. To this assertion I have no
need to make any answer.
All the honorable members of this House are
well aware of the means used by the
opponents of Confederation to procure the
passing; of resolutions to their liking at
meetings generally representing small, nay
very small, minorities of the electors; and to
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cite only one example, I shall take the case of
the county of Hochelaga, in which the votes
are about 2,400 in number. The friends of the
honorable member for that county, without
any previous notice, proceeded on a certain
Sunday in the month of January last to one of
the parishes of that county, being that of Saultau-Récollet, which contains about three
hundred voters. There they thundered out
their anathemas against Confederation, as
being subversive of religion, intended to crush
the clergy, and ruin the people, finishing with
an appeal to the patriotism of their audience
and entreaties that they would raise their
voices against so objectionable a measure.
Next day we read in the opposition papers:
“In the county of Hochelaga, Confederation
was unanimously condemned by both parties
on Sunday last, at Sault-au-Récollet.”39 The
honorable gentleman
•
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(Hon. Mr. Dorion) has told us that the meeting
of the county of Laval, which was held before
the session, had been scarcely advertised, and
that I had not ventured to put the question of
Confederation on its trial. I beg to remark, sir,
that the honorable member is not candid in
making this assertion, and is ignorant of what
did really occur. The meeting of the county of
Laval was announced at the doors of the
several churches in the county; afterwards an
influential person in each parish, after mass on
the feast of the Epiphany, urged the electors,
one and all, to attend the important meeting at
which the question of Confederation was to be
taken into consideration.
The opponents of the measure were invited
to meet me, as I can sufficiently prove in due
time and place, but their hearts failed them—
none came. At that meeting, composed of a
majority of my constituents, I stated at great
length all that the opponents of the project had
to say against it, and the reasons which its
39
40
41
42
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friends and advocates had to advance in its
favor. I then asked to be informed of the views
of the electors. They desired me to give my
own on the subject.
I declared that unless the sense of the county
was opposed to the measure, I was inclined to
give it my support. This declaration was
followed by an unanimous vote, approving of
my conduct in Parliament, and declaring that
having full confidence in me, they left me at
full liberty to vote according to my conscience
on this great measure. Let the hon. member
deny this if he can. The hon. member (Hon.
Mr. Dorion) has stated “that it was not right to
change the Constitution without an appeal to
the decision of the people.” 40
As a complete answer to that assertion I shall
quote the words spoken by the honorable
gentleman on the 2nd February, 1859—”If he
(Hon. Mr. Dorion) had remained in power, he
would have proposed a measure for the
settlement of the representation question, and
would have submitted it to the decision of the
House,”41 &c., &c. Has not the honorable
member changed his opinions?
When a member of the Government in 1858,
he did not admit that the people had the right
to be consulted on the constitutional changes
he wished to propose; but as a Leader of the
Opposition, in 1865, he refuses to the
Legislature the right of effecting such changes
without an appeal to the people: Tempura
mutantur et nos mutamur in illis42. What a
contradiction! Such is the effect of party spirit.
The honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] says, “that he had
been accused of having been in favor of a
Confederation of all the provinces of British
North America, but he peremptorily denied
the truth of that statement; on the contrary, he
had always opposed that union as a measure
calculated to bring us into trouble and to

“Fait Divers,” Le Franco-Canadien (Jan. 10 1865).
A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 16, 1865), pp. 268-269. Quote is not verbatim.
Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Feb. 2, 1859). Unconfirmed reference.
i.e. “Times are changed, we are also changed with them.”
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create embarrassment.” 43
Mr. Speaker, either the honorable
gentleman’s logic or else his sincerity is at
fault. Let us examine. On reading over the
speeches cited by himself in support of his
denial, what do I find? “A time will perhaps
come when the Confederation of all the
provinces will be necessary, but I am not in
favor of it at this moment.” Further on I find:
“I trust the time will come when it will be
desirable for the Canadas to unite federatively
with the Lower Provinces, but the time has not
yet arrived for such a measure.” 44—(Speech of
3rd May, 1860.)
Now what is the conclusion, the only logical
conclusion to be deduced from the honorable
member’s words? None other than the
following: that in all these instances he
declared himself in favor of a Confederation of
all the provinces, sooner or later. The
honorable member therefore deceived his
electors when he said to them in his manifesto
of the 7th November last: “Every time I have
had an opportunity I have invariably
expressed myself opposed to any union,
whether Legislative or Federal, with the
Maritime Provinces.”45
He wished, therefore, to mislead this House,
when in his speech at the commencement of
this debate he attempted to show that he had
been wrongfully accused on that point, and
that the expressions he had used had been
tortured into every shape in order to establish
the attacks made upon him. In the political
letter of the honorable member to his
constituents, to which I alluded a moment ago,
I find the following words: “The proposed
union appears to me to be premature.” 46 If the
words have any meaning at all, do they not
prove that the honorable member admitted
the necessity of such a union sooner or later?
43
44

45

46
47

The honorable member was therefore not
sincere when he wrote to his electors that he
was always opposed to the Confederation of
the provinces of British North America.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval]—The honorable
gentleman stated “that he could not
understand how Confederation could increase
our means of defence, … that if the union
brought any advantage in that respect, the
Maritime Provinces and not Canada would
reap the benefit .”47 If the honorable member
had taken the trouble to study the question, I
think he would have arrived at a different
•
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conclusion.
Suppose that peace were established
amongst our neighbors, and that the
government of the United States decided to
effect the conquest of the British colonies, does
the honorable member think it would be
difficult for the armies of the great republic to
enter the Province of New Brunswick and
conquer it, and to continue their triumphal
march through Nova Scotia, Prince Edward
Island and Newfoundland? And what would
the honorable member think of our position if,
in order to find means of communicating with
the rest of the world, we were compelled to
solicit the permission of our powerful
neighbors? I ask him whether, if these
conquests were made, Canada would not find
herself in a more critical position than she is
to-day?
Our position would no longer be tenable,
and despite our repugnance for a union with
the neighboring States, we should find
ourselves so placed that there would remain to
us no alternative but union with the United
States. To defend the Maritime Provinces,

A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Feb 16, 1865), p. 248. Quote is a summary.
A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (May 3, 1860). “Legislative Assembly.” Thompson’s Mirror of Parliament, No. 39. Quote
doesn’t match, and Bellerose probably read from another source, but content is the same.
Dorion’s letter to the voters of Hochelaga (Nov. 7, 1864). A.A. Dorion, “Aux Electeurs du Comté d’Hochelaga,” La Minerve
(Nov. 11, 1864).
ibid.
A.A. Dorion, LA (Feb 16, 1865), p. 248. Quote is not verbatim.
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therefore, is to defend Canada; to protect them
against invasion is, therefore, to protect
Canada, to increase our own power and
strength, and to augment our means of
defence; viewing things in this light, what
matters is that in proportion to our population
the greater share of the expenditure to be
undergone by the Federal Government for
general defence must be met by Canada, since
all that expenditure will benefit us, and since
it is essentially necessary for our defence.
Some Hon. Members—Applause.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval]—The honorable
member will, perhaps, reply that all the
provinces might come to an understanding
and bind themselves towards one another for
these critical times, and that there would then
be no necessity for the proposed union. Mr.
Speaker, the honorable member knows, and
every one acquainted, I do not say with the art
of defence, but with the mere elements of that
art which common sense itself suggests,
knows that the first principle, the fundamental
principle of that art is unity of authority, unity
of action; and if any honorable member doubt
the necessity of this, let him peruse the history
of the neighboring republic and he will there
see the sad evils resulting from want of unity.
“The proposed changes are not at all
necessary,”48 says the hon. member for
Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé Dorion]. I admit
that it was with no little surprise I heard the
honorable member express himself thus,
remembering as I did that in every instance he
had expressed the contrary opinion, as I shall
now prove. In 1858, on the 7th July, he said:—
Ere long it will become impossible to resist the demand of
Upper Canada; if representation by population is not
granted now, it will infallibly be carried hereafter, but
then without guarantees for the protection of the French

48
49

50
51

52
53
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Canadians. The repeal of the union, Federal union,
representation by population, or some other great change
must absolutely be carried out, and for my part I am
prepared to examine the question of representation by
population, &c. I am ready, in like manner, to take into
consideration the project of a Confederation of the
provinces, which would leave to each section the
administration of its local affairs, &c., and to the General
Government the administration of the public lands.49

On the 10th August, 1858, addressing the
citizens of Montreal, he said: “We (the BrownDorion Government50) found that these
difficulties might be smoothed away either by
adopting a Federal union or some other
modification of our Constitution based upon
representation by population.”51
In his
election address of the 13th August of the
same year, he adds: “There was no room for
hesitation and the discussion soon suggested
that by means of constitutional changes,
accompanied by proper checks aim
guarantees, &c, or by the application of the
Federal principle, it was possible to prepare a
measure which would meet the approval of
the majority of Upper and of Lower Canada,
while adopting population as the basis of
representation.”52
On the 2nd February, 1859, in his speech on
the address, &c, the honorable gentleman said:
“That if he had remained in power he would
have proposed a measure for the settlement of
the representation question, &c, admitting the
principle of representation by numbers.”53 On
the 3rd May, 1860, the honorable member
declared in the House: “A year ago the whole
Cabinet admitted that constitutional changes
were absolutely necessary, &c. But if Upper
Canada desires representation by population,
I am ready to grant it, for I am convinced that
an ever-increasing number of representatives
of the people will come here to claim it after

A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 256. Quote is not verbatim.
A.A. Dorion, LA (Jul. 6, 1858). “Assemblée Législative,” Le Pays (Jul. 14, 1858). The words don’t align with Cauchon’s
quote, but the content does.
Led by George Brown & Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Aug. 2-Aug. 6, 1858).
A.A. Dorion to the citizens of Montreal (Aug. 11, 1858). “Aux Electeurs de la Cité de Montreal,” Le Pays (Aug. 18, 1858).
Quote is not verbatim.
A.A. Dorion to voters of Montreal (Aug. 13, 1858). “Aux Electeurs de la Cite de Montreal,” Le Pays (Aug. 19, 1858).
A.A. Dorion, LA (Feb. 2, 1859). “Debats Parlementaires—Assemblé Legislative [Séance du 2],” Le Pays (Feb. 9, 1859).
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each election, as a measure of justice. I am
convinced that there will be a collision
between Upper and Lower Canada.” 54
These extracts prove undeniably the truth of
the statement I advanced a moment ago. How
then is the conduct of the honorable gentleman
to be explained? How can any one put faith in
the sincerity of the opposition he now offers to
the project under consideration? Clearly, Mr.
Speaker, party spirit is the motive of his
opposition to the measure. When a minister,
the Hon. Mr. Dorion admitted the difficulty
•
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of the position; he acknowledged that a
speedy remedy was required in order to
prevent a collision between Upper and Lower
Canada; he was prepared to seek out means of
remedying these evils; but now that he is in
opposition he no longer sees the difficulties;
the position is a good one, the proposed
changes are no longer necessary; and, in order
to oppose them, to what length is he not
prepared to go?
The honorable member uses his influences
over a respectable old man, who heretofore
had remained apart from political struggles;
he persuades him that his country is on the
brink of an abyss; he tells him how necessary
and what an imperative duty it is for all good
citizens to unite for the defence of our
institutions, our language, our usages, in fact
our very national existence. And the good old
gentleman tears himself from his beloved
retirement and becomes the willing
instrument of a factious opposition.
I might have believed in the sincerity of the
honorable gentleman (Hon. Mr. Dorion) if I
had heard him admit that he had changed his
opinions and say that he had formerly
entertained certain views on the difficulty of
our position and the necessity of providing a
remedy. But no, he comes to us with the
54

55
56
57

assurance to declare that he has never changed
his opinions, and yet the journals and debates
of the House are before him to convince him of
the contrary. What a position.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval]—The honorable
gentleman added—”The people are satisfied
with their present position.” 55 Since last
session more than twenty counties have been
called upon to elect new representatives, and
they have all, one perhaps excepted, elected
supporters of the Government and of the
scheme which is now under discussion. And
yet the honorable member tells us, with an
appearance of good faith which I shall not
animadvert on now, that the people are
satisfied with their position; and lastly, the
honorable member for Hochelaga [AntoineAimé Dorion] says—”Confederation is direct
taxation.”56
The honorable gentleman is the very last
who ought to have raised this objection. Does
he forget that, in 1863, one of the members of
his Government, the Honorable Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt], when he brought
down his budget, declared to this House that
the time had arrived when it had become
necessary to accustom the people to direct
taxation57.
What possible effect, then, can this objection
have in the mouth of the honorable gentleman,
other than to afford a still further proof of the
absence of good faith which he has displayed
in the discussion of this important measure of
the Federal union? Besides, the present
Honorable Minister of Finance [Alexander
Galt], in his learned speech on this question,
has given a most lucid explanation of the
question of the finances, and has made it clear
to us that the local governments will receive
more than they will require to meet their
expenditure.
Lower
Canada,
whose
expenditure, including the interest on her

A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (May 3, 1860). “Legislative Assembly,” Thompson’s Mirror of Parliament, No. 39. Quote
is similar.
A.A. Dorion (n.d.). Unconfirmed reference.
A.A. Dorion, LA (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 259. Quote is Bellerose’s interpretation of Dorion’s speech.
Alexander Galt, Legislative Assembly (1863). Unconfirmed reference.
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share of the debt remaining charged to
Canada, will amount to $1,237,000, will
receive from the Central Government eighty
cents a-head, making $900,000, which, added
to its other revenues, will make its annual
receipts amount to $1,440,000, showing an
annual excess of revenue over expenditure
amounting to $200,000.
The objection of the honorable member is
only a pretext, which ought not to shake the
confidence of the most timid. The honorable
gentleman denies the correctness of the
calculations of the honorable member for
Sherbrooke [Alexander Galt], it is true, but in
a matter of such vast importance, the House
and the country have a right to something
more than a mere denial. Let honorable
gentlemen on the other side of the House
prove the error of the Honorable Minister of
Finance [Alexander Galt], and then, and not
before, they may hope to bring conviction
home to the friends of the scheme. I now come
to the arguments of the honorable member for
Lotbinière [Henri Joly].
Since I first took my seat in Parliament, I had
learned to esteem that honorable gentleman;
his conduct, always so honorable, and the
good faith which appeared to govern his
whole conduct as a legislator, had inspired me
with the highest respect for him. But what was
my surprise to see him condescend to the part
which we have seen him play on the occasion
of his speech on the great question now before
the House! To act a comic part, to make a
buffoon of one’s self, and, at the same time,
discussing a scheme for a new Constitution
which, it is alleged, will obliterate a whole
people, and reciting from history all the evils
which democratic doctrines have brought
upon the human race. What a contrast! How
courageous!
And the Montagne applauded the recital by
the honorable gentleman of all the scenes of
horror, discord, revolution and civil war
which democratic principles had brought
about in all those parts of the world in which
58
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these
notions
had
prevailed.
What
impudence? May the people, Mr. Speaker,
profit by the lesson. The honorable member
for Lotbinière [Henri Joly] has told us that the
Federal system carried in itself a principle fatal
to its existence, and that all confederations
died of consumption. Then
•
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opening the volume of history, the honorable
gentleman has depicted to us all the republics
of ancient and modern times gradually
succumbing under the pressure of the discord,
civil wars and revolutions to which that form
of government had given birth 58. The
argument was specious. It is only to be
regretted, as regards the honorable gentleman,
that the honorable members of the Quebec
Conference, convinced that, to make sure of
the future, it was advisable to consult and to
study the past, adopted monarchical
principles as the basis of the new
Confederation, instead of founding it on those
democratic doctrines which proved so fatal to
all the confederacies referred to by the
honorable gentleman. Confederation is the
obliteration of Lower Canada, the honorable
member for Lotbinière [Henri Joly] has further
told us.
I am far from being of that opinion. Lower
Canada has since the union beheld, for a
period of twenty-four years, her institutions at
the mercy of a majority different in origin, in
religion,
and
in
language.
Under
Confederation, on the other hand, Lower
Canada will have the administration of all she
holds most dear—her nationality, and I am
rejoiced to find in the speech of the honorable
member for Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] some few words which abundantly
prove my proposition. “It will be impossible,”
says that honorable gentleman, “for the
Federal Government ever to interfere in any
legislation relating to the institutions or laws
of Lower Canada. If they attempted, the fifty
or sixty members of French origin, uniting as

Henri Joly, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 20, 1865), pp. 346-351.

(pp. 446-482 in the primary document)

792

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

one man, would very soon put a stop to any
legislation, thus compelling the majority to
afford them justice.” 59
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval]—Lower Canada, it
is true, will be in a minority in the Central
Legislature, but we must not lose sight of the
fact that the interests of the Lower Provinces
are less identical with the interests of Upper
Canada than they are with those of Lower
Canada; and, moreover, our position in the
centre of the state also adds to our influence.
On the other hand, responsible government is
essentially a government of parties; the
national French-Canadian representation will
have all that influence which fifty or sixty
votes given to one side of the House or the
other can exercise; the one party or the other
will count upon the votes of the FrenchCanadian section, just as in England the
Protestant majority in Parliament is not made
up without the votes of the Catholic minority.
Thus the position of Lower Canada will be a
strong one, and much to be preferred to that
which it holds under the existing union.
Other honorable members have assigned as
reasons of their opposition “the increased
expenditure entailed by the proposed union.”
To this objection I have only, Mr. Speaker, to
make the same reply which I have already
given on another occasion. Will not
Confederation,
whilst
remedying
our
sectional difficulties, contribute to the
progress and advancement of these colonies?
Will it not increase our means of defence,
securing at the same time to Lower Canada the
exclusive control of its institutions, its laws
and its nationality? If to this proposition we
are compelled, after careful consideration, to
reply in the negative, then, undoubtedly, we
ought to reject the scheme; but if, on the
contrary, our answer is in the affirmative, we
59
60
61
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ought to accept it, even although our
expenditure should be increased, for it
becomes the means of safety—Salus populi
suprema lex60.
Certain other members object “that the
Legislative Council is to be subject to the
nomination of the Crown.” 61 For my part, I see
no ground of objection in this; on the contrary,
I look upon it as an argument in favor of the
scheme. I have always been opposed to the
elective system in that branch of our
Legislature. We have but one class in our
society, we have no aristocracy. Why, then,
should we have two popular chambers? In my
opinion, it would have been wiser to abolish
the Council than to make it elective62. In the
spirit of the English Constitution, the
Legislative Council is a tribunal for purifying
the legislation of the Commons, for weighing
in the balance of experience the probable
consequences of their legislation.
Those advantages, Mr. Speaker, will soon
disappear under the elective system, which
will cause the members of that body to lose
that perfect independence requisite for the
proper fulfilment of the high mission
entrusted to them by the Constitution. In
addition to this, the trouble of elections, the
expenses which they entail, and the other
difficulties inseparable from those great
struggles, will very often prevent the entrance
into that honorable body of the most
competent men, whom the disgust inspired by
all the difficulties I have just referred to, will
induce to avoid public life and to remain in
private life. For these reasons and in the public
interest, I rejoice to see the return to the
nominative principle.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Joseph Bellerose [Laval]—I should have
liked to have replied to some of the other
arguments urged by honorable members of

A.A. Dorion, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 16, 1865), p. 264. Quote is a summary.
i.e. “the health of the people should be the supreme law.” From Cicero’s De Legibus.
Quebec Resolution 11, which reads in full, “The Members of the Legislative Council shall be appointed by the Crown under the
Great Seal of the General Government, and shall hold office during life: if any Legislative Councillor shall, for two consecutive sessions
of Parliament, fail to give his attendance in the said Council, his seat shall thereby become vacant.” Supra footnote 20.
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
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the Opposition, but I perceive, Mr. Speaker,
that I have already taken up a good deal of
time, and I consider that in view of the lateness
of the
•

(p. 482)

hour, it is my duty to conclude. In conclusion
I may be permitted to add that I am now more
strongly in favor of the scheme of
Confederation that we are now considering,
than I was at the time of the debate on the
resolutions in reply to the Speech from the
Throne63.
Then I had some doubts, but the position
taken by the opponents of the measure has
sufficed to dissipate them. A cause must
indeed be a bad one, Mr. Speaker, when such
men as those whom I see on the other side
cannot find arguments to support their views,
which are worthy of being discussed, and
who, in order to maintain their position, are
obliged to resort to such means as honorable
gentlemen opposite, with their friends, have
been compelled to have recourse to since it has
been under consideration to establish a
Federal union of the British North American
Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
On motion of Christopher Dunkin [Brome],
the debate was then adjourned.

63

Joseph Bellerose, Legislative Assembly (Jan. 23, 1865), p. A:5.
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of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

C

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
MONday,
february 27, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd instant proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference

1

hristopher Dunkin [Brome] said—Mr.
Speaker, almost every one who has yet
spoken in this debate has begun with some
expression of his feeling of embarrassment.
For my own part, I should be glad it I could
begin in some other way, but I confess that I
cannot. For I certainly never did rise to address
this House, or any other public body, under a
feeling of such oppressive embarrassment as I
experience at this moment. It is impossible for
me, occupying the position in which I now
stand, not to feel that I am opposed to
powerful odds, and that there is a sort of
foregone conclusion, here, against the views I
desire to impress upon the House. It is
impossible for me not to feel that the
considerations to which I have to ask the
attention of the House, are so many and so
complex, that no sort of justice can possibly be
done them within the limits of my capacity to
speak, or of yours to listen.
The interests at stake, too, are so large—so
much larger than ever were at stake in any
question which has yet been brought under
the notice of this House, and the difficulties
arising out of the question are so formidable,
owing in no small measure to what I must call
the many reticence’s with which this scheme
has been laid before us, and the ambiguities of
expression which everywhere characterize it,
as to tax seriously the courage of those who
may attempt to discuss it.
I feel, besides, that I am entirely cut off from
that description of remark which most of all
tends to make one’s speech pleasant to listen
to; for I cannot prophecy smooth things, or
dilate on the marvels of progress to result from
Confederation in the future. There is a
character of hurry, too, impressed on the
whole style of this debate; everybody feels so
impatient, that one can scarcely hope to
express his views fully, as he would wish and

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 157. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Dunkin’s speech.
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ought, on this vast scheme. I have even the
feeling that my capacity for exertion is not up
to its ordinary standard. I address the House
in a state of health that renders me less capable
than usual of physical exertions. I must,
therefore, beg honorable members to make
allowance
for
these
circumstances
surrounding my position; believing me that
what I wish to do is to present as briefly as I
can, and as truthfully as I can, my own deep
seated convictions on the question now before
the House.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—So strongly,
Mr. Speaker, do I feel my inability to discuss
this scheme as I could wish, that I almost must
throw myself on the forbearance of hon.
members—that I hardly can help saying I
should be in danger of shrinking from the duty
of addressing you, but for the recollection that
time and again, I have known, in cases of
contest almost or quite as discouraging as this,
that “the race has not been to the swift nor the
battle to the strong”2—that time and again I
have known those who went into such
contests with the best hopes of success,
disappointed in their expectations.
I do know, and I know that others know—I
believe it to be the general conviction of those
whom I address to-night, as regards this
question, that whatever of popular leering
there may stem to be in favor of the views I
have to combat, is anything but the deliberate
result of a well-considered examination of the
whole subject—is a feeling of most sudden
growth, and of most passing character.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Before I go
further, I may be permitted distinctly to accept
the challenge which has been more than once
thrown out on the other side as to the manner
in which this question ought to be discussed. I
freely admit and sincerely maintain that it
ought not to be discussed otherwise than as a
great question, to be considered entirely on a
large view of its
2

•
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merits. It is not a question of party, it is not a
question of persons, it is not a question of
merely local, or class, or passing interest, and
it is not to be met by any of those passing
appeals which are too often resorted to. It is
not to be settled upon any ground of mere
theory, or by any criticism of mere details. It
requires indeed to be taken up at once as a
question of principle, and also as a question of
detail, involving a multitude of details; and
there must necessarily be a careful criticism oil
such details. The question really presented is
this: on the whole, viewing them collectively,
are the details involved in this great scheme
such, as to commend the scheme itself to our
approbation, or are they not?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I pledge
myself that I will discuss the question from
that point of view. I will do my utmost to
avoid mere passing or personal allusions. I
will try to tread the dangerous ground before
me without arousing dangerous feelings. I do
not know that I can succeed, but at least I will
make the effort. This, however, I am bound to
repeat at the outset, that no one can do justice
to a question like this, and start with the idea
of at all ignoring details.
Here is a measure proposed for our
acceptance,
embodied
in
seventy-two
resolutions, and which resolutions affirm a
great many more than seventy-two
propositions, connected with almost every
principle known to have reference to the
theory and practice of popular government. I
say it is a scheme which is as complex and as
vast as one can well imagine, and declamation
about first principles can be of no real use in
its discussion—can avail only to mislead in
reference to it. We have to deal with no mere
abstract question of a nationality, or of union
or disunion, or of a Federal as opposed to a
Legislative union.
It is idle to talk vaguely about the

Ecclesiastes 9:11.
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maintenance of British connection, or to go
into magnificent speculations about the
probable results of independence, or blindly to
urge this scheme as a sure preventative of
annexation to the United States. These cheap
and easy generalities are thoroughly
unreliable. The only question is, how is this
plan, in its entirety, going to work? And this
question is one which is not easy to answer; it
is one requiring much patience, and a close
examination of details. It is the question
which, if the House will lend me its attention,
I will endeavor to discuss to the extent of my
ability.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I may
further take leave to say at starting, that I do
not approach this question from any new
point of view whatever. Always I have been,
and now I am, a unionist in the strictest and
largest sense of the term. I desire to perpetuate
the union between Upper and Lower Canada.
I desire to see developed, the largest union
that can possibly be developed (I care not by
what name you call it) between all the
colonies, provinces, and dependencies of the
British Crown. I desire to maintain that
intimate union which ought to subsist, but
which unfortunately does not subsist as it
ought, between the Imperial Government and
all those dependencies. I am a unionist, who
especially does not desire to see the provinces
of Upper and Lower Canada disunited. To my
mind, this scheme does not at all present itself
as one of union; and if hon gentlemen opposite
will admit the truth, they will acknowledge
that, practically, it amounts to a disunion
between Upper and Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I confess
that I am irreconcilably opposed to that
portion of the scheme. I repeat I do not care to
see Upper and Lower Canada more
dissevered than they are; on the contrary, I
wish to see them brought into closer union;
and far from regarding this scheme as
cementing more closely the connection of
these provinces with the British Empire, I look
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upon it as tending rather towards a not distant
disunion of these provinces from the British
Empire.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—My position
as regards this scheme is that of one who
desires to see this union perpetuated, and not
of one who would contemplate a state of
disunion between any of the component parts
of the British Empire. I hold that proper means
ought to be taken to prevent our disunion
from the British Empire and absorption into
the United States, and that this scheme by no
means tends that way. I have no fancy for
democratic or republican forms or institutions,
or indeed for revolutionary or political
novelties of any sort. The phrase of “political
creation” is no phrase of mine. I hold that the
power to create is as much a higher attribute
than belongs to man, in the political world, as
in any other department of the universe. All
we can do is to attend to and developed the
ordinary growth of our institutions; and this
growth, if it is to be healthy at all, must be
slow. There must be the same slow, steady
change in political matters, which answers to
the growth visible in the
•
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physical world. I do believe in this gradual
development of our institutions, but I do not
believe in any of those violent and sudden
changes which have for their object the
creation of something entirely new.
I fear this scheme is just of the character to
prevent that slow, gradual, healthy
development which I would wish to see
steadily carried out. If I could be astonished at
anything in politics, Mr. Speaker, I should be
astonished at the attempt which has been
made by some honorable gentlemen on the
Treasury benches to represent the state of the
public feeling on this subject as not having that
mere sudden, sensational, unreliable character
which I have ascribed to it. Long forgotten
expressions of individual opinion; clauses said
to have formed part of bills not to be found,
and not known to have been even drawn;
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motions threatened but never made, the small
party fencings of past times, from before the
days of the Canada Trade Act 3 downwards,
have been pressed into service to meet the
exigencies of a hard case. Well, I shall not
follow out that line of argument: it is not worth
while.
We all know that, from the time of the union
of Canada, at all events, until very lately
indeed, nothing like serious discussion of the
propriety or impropriety of a Federal union, or
of any union at all, of the aggregate of these
British American Provinces, has ever so little
occupied the public mind. I will here go back
merely to 1858, when the sixth Parliament was
elected, and from that time bring under
review, as rapidly as I can such few points of
our political history as are relevant to show
that this is the fact; although, indeed,
argument to establish it is scarcely necessary.
At the election of 1857—’58, what really were
the issues before the country?
They can be easily stated. I take the résumé,
in tact, from the announcements of the Globe,
the organ of the great popular party of Upper
Canada at that time; mentioning not
everything, but everything at all material. The
great demand of the then Upper Canada
Opposition, which gave the key-note to the
whole political controversies of the time, was
representation according to population,
irrespectively of the dividing line between
Upper and Lower Canada. That was urged as
involving everything. It was urged for the sake
of all the rest, and as sure to bring about all the
rest, that was demanded by the party.
It was to enable them to carry out their
opposition to what were called sectarian
grants, their opposition to the holding of land
in mortmain for sectarian uses, their
opposition to separate schools on a sectarian
basis. It was urged for the avowed purpose of
obtaining uniform legislation in the future for
the two sections of the province, and also what
was spoken of as the assimilation of the
existing institutions of the two sections of the
3

province, but which was meant to be an
assimilation of those of Lower Canada to those
of Upper Canada much more than of those of
Upper Canada to those of Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It was
urged with the view of obtaining what was
called free-trade, that is, an anti-Lower
Canadian commercial policy. It was urged
with the view of obtaining the settlement of
the North-West; in other words, the relative
aggrandizement of Upper Canada. It was
urged, also, no doubt, with the view of
obtaining what was called administrative
reform—the driving from power of a set of
men who wore alleged, for various reasons, to
be unworthy of holding it. But the great
questions of measures above alluded to came
first; those as to the mere men, second.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The grand
object was declared to be to obtain an Upper
Canadian preponderance of representation on
the floor of this House, in order to put an end
to everything like sectarian grants, the holding
of lands in mortmain and separate schools, to
render uniform our legislation, to assimilate
our institutions, to carry out an anti-Lower
Canadian commercial policy, and to secure the
North-West for the aggrandizement of Upper
Canada. In this way the question of Upper
Canada against Lower Canada was
unmistakably raised. What must have been,
what could not fail to be, the result of an
appeal of that kind? It was easy to foresee that
there would be returned in Upper Canada a
majority in favor of these demands, and in
Lower Canada an overwhelming majority
against them. I do not go into this to raise the
ghost of past animosities; I am merely
showing what cannot be denied—that no one
at that time spoke of or cared for this
magnificent idea of the union of the provinces,
by Confederation or otherwise.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The session

The British North America (Trade and Lands) Act, 1822 (U.K.)
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commenced. Those who had the advantage or
disadvantage of sitting in that Parliament that
session will remember the tremendous
contrast there was between all those debates
which had reference
•
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to this class of subjects, and the one single
debate which was attempted, but could not be
made to take place, on the question of the
Confederation of the Provinces. With all his
ability—and there are few abler men than the
hon. gentleman who undertook at that time to
bring that question before the House—with all
his ability, and the most earnest effort on his
part to press it on the attention of the House,
he could scarcely obtain a hearing. No one
cared for the matter; and it was felt by every
one that such was the case. Soon after, a
ministerial crisis took place. A new
government came in for a few hours, and
started a policy. But that policy, again, was not
this policy. It did not touch this question.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It was
proposed, indeed, to deal with that question of
representation by population by applying
some system of checks or guarantees, doing or
trying to do something that might lessen the
objection of Lower Canada to a change urged
forward as that had been. But that was all.
That government fell4—fell instantly—and
another was formed in its place. And the
present Finance Minister [Alexander Galt], the
honorable member for Sherbrooke [Alexander
Galt], who, with all his ability, had not been
able to obtain a serious hearing for his
proposal of Confederation of the provinces,
going into the new government, induced his
colleagues to come before the House and the
country, with that as a professed portion of
their policy.
I may be pardoned, perhaps, for a single
word here of personal reference, for saying, en
passant5, that when that idea was thus

4
5
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broached (as it was by a Government of which
I was as firm a supporter as any man in the
House), I did not fail to make it known, that if
ever it should be presented to the House as a
practical measure by that Government, I
should cease to be (so far as it was concerned)
one of such supporters.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—That was
not the first time I had thought of it. It had long
before been a matter of study with me; and all
the anxious reflection I have ever been able to
give it, has only had the result of
strengthening my convictions against it every
day. But how was this idea then brought
forward? Tentatively, and just to neutralize
the scheme which the Brown-Dorion
Administration had hinted to the country. The
one fire was to burn out another’s burning.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The plan of
that Government was to make propositions to
the Imperial Government and to the
governments of the Lower Provinces. But
how? If you want to gain an object, you put
that object before those to whom you propose
it in the way most likely to induce them to say
yes. This scheme was suggested to the
Imperial Government, and to the people and
governments of the Lower Provinces,
precisely in the way most calculated to induce
them to say no. We went and told them, “We
are in such a state of embarrassment, we have
political questions which so trouble and
bother us, that we do not know if we can get
along at all, unless you will be so kind as to
come into this union with us.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It was just
as though I were in business, and went round
to half a dozen capitalists, telling them, “I have
got into debt; my business is gone to the dogs;
I have no business capacity; help me by going
into partnership with me, or I am ruined.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

Meaning the Brown-Dorion administration. Led by George Brown & Antoine-Aimé Dorion (Aug. 2-Aug. 6, 1858).
i.e. “in passing.”
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Christopher Dunkin [Brome]— If the object
had been not to carry it, it does appear to me
that those gentlemen could not have taken a
better method of accomplishing that object.
And we saw this—that just so soon as it was
found that the Lower Provinces did not, as
under the circumstances they could not, say
yes to a proposal of this kind, and that the
Imperial Government let the matter drop, our
Administration let it drop too. We never heard
another word about it. The despatches were
laid on our table in 18596, but nobody asked a
question about them. The child was still-born,
and no one troubled himself about its want of
baptism. We went on with our old questions—
representation by population; Upper Canada
against Lower Canada; measures, to a great
extent; men also, to a great and increasing
extent. And we quarrelled and fought about
almost everything, but did not waste a
thought or word upon this gigantic question
of the Confederation of these provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—In a little
while we drifted into another crisis—that of
18627. And from the time of that crisis, and the
formation
of
the
Macdonald-Sicotte
Administration8, down to the time when the
present Administration was, last summer,
brought into its present shape, the one
prominent demand made upon political
parties and political men everywhere was, to
set aside the older questions of measures, and
occupy ourselves very much more—not to say
exclusively—with the question of men.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I am not
6

7

8
9
10

blaming
•
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honorable gentlemen; I am not raising the
question whether they were right or wrong in
taking that course. They may have been the
purest patriots, the most farseeing statesmen
the world has known, for ought I care. What I
say is merely this, that whether for good or
evil, whether wisely or unwisely, the fact is,
that the public mind was not occupied in the
least with this Confederation question. After
having fought a long time, mainly about
treasures, and secondarily about men, we
were all suddenly called upon, in 1862, to
consider nothing but the question of the men
who were to do everything right, and to settle
everything fairly and honestly, and go forth.
Representation
by
population
was
unmistakably, for a time at least, laid upon the
shelf, declared to be secondary, almost
unimportant. It had been half shelved some
time before; then, it was wholly shelved. It was
hardly taken down from the shelf in 1863
when the Macdonald-Dorion Government 9
merely put it back to the same place, which it
had long occupied to no purpose of a practical
character under the Cartier-Macdonald
Administration10.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Such, then,
was the state of affairs—nobody thinking or
caring about this great question, until last
Session of Parliament, when the hon. member
for South Oxford, the present President of the
Council [George Brown], moved for and
obtained a committee on the subject of

“Despatches from Her Majesty’s Secretary for the Colonies, and other documents relating to the Union of the British North
American Colonies, laid by order of His Excellency the Governor General, before the Legislative Assembly by the
Honorable Mr. Alleyn, Secretary of the Provinces, on the 2nd day of February, 1859,” [No. 3], Appendix to the seventeenth
volume of the journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1859).
The Cartier-Macdonald Ministry resigned after the Militia Bill (1862) was defeated on May 20, 1862. The vote in the
Assembly was taken to be a vote of confidence in the Ministry. A large number of members voted against it believing the
bill’s expenditures and its conscription provisions were disproportionately ill-suited for the circumstances and colony
(preferring a more fiscally restrained and volunteer principle instead). There was of course a sense that the vote against
the Ministry was also motivated by personal feeling.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Louis-Victor Sicotte (1862-1863). The administration was formed on May 24, 1862.
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Antoine-Aimé Dorion (1863 to 1864).
Led by George-Étienne Cartier & John A. Macdonald (1858-1862).

(pp. 482-512 in the primary document)

February 27 1865, Legislative Assembly

constitutional changes generally11. Certainly
that hon. gentleman did a very clever thing, in
embodying in his motion extracts from the
unfortunate defunct dispatch of Messrs.
Cartier, Galt and Ross.12
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—It was a fortunate
despatch—unfortunate for you, but fortunate
for us.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is an old
proverb that says “He laughs well who laughs
last.”
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I expect to laugh the
last.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—No doubt.
But I do not care to joke in a matter which I
think of a very serious character; and,
seriously speaking, I think the hon. gentleman
is very wrong. We have yet to see, in the first
place, whether the thing is done, and then, if it
is done, whether it succeeds
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—”If
’twere done, ’twere well ‘there done
quickly.”13
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
Minister of Agriculture [Thomas D'Arcy
McGee] is too good a Shakespearian to need to
be reminded that the thing to be done in that
case was a something very bad. The hon.
gentleman is welcome to all he can make of his

11

12

13
14
15
16
17
18
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quotation,—”If there done when ’tis done,
then ‘there well it were done quickly.”14 To
return, however. It was clever, undoubtedly
clever, in the hon. member for South Oxford
[George Brown] to quote from the despatch of
these hon. gentlemen15—then, by the way, in
opposition to the then Government, and to
himself—an expression of opinion almost
coinciding with his own. He carried his
committee16. No one made any great objection
to it. I have been told that I am guilty of some
sort of inconsistency, after having voted for
that committee, in now opposing this
measure.
The sequitur is hard to see. I did certainly
speak and vote for it, but on the express
ground that I believed it would do no sort of
harm, and that, on the contrary, it might have
the good effect of leading other hon.
gentlemen to the sober conclusion at which I
had long before arrived myself. I therefore had
no objection to the committee, and I sat on it. I
am not going to reveal what have been called
the secrets of the committee. As in many other
like cases, there was mighty little in them.
Owing to accidents, wholly aside from this
question of Confederation, the report of the
committee17 was presented on the very night
that vote happened to be given, indirectly
adverse
to
the
Taché-Macdonald
Administration18. The report itself was an
accident. All the allusion there was in it to

George Brown created the committee based on the Cartier, Ross & Galt Despatch of 1859 (see footnote below) on Mar. 14,
1864. Journals, p. 91. The report was adopted on Jun. 14, 1864. Journals, pp. 383-384.
Despatches from Cartier, Ross & Galt to Sir Edward Lytton (Oct. 23 & Oct. 25, 1858) in Colonial Office, “Confidential:
Question of Federation of the British Provinces of America,” (Nov. 1858).
William Shakespeare, Macbeth, Act I, Scene VII.
ibid.
Supra footnote 12.
Supra footnote 11.
ibid.
Led by Étienne Pascal Taché and John A. Macdonald (Mar. 1864-Jun. 1864). The administration was defeated by two votes
on Jun. 14, 1864 regarding alleged financial misdealings of the previous 1858-1862 incarnation of the administration. The
motion tabled by A.A. Dorion, and seconded by William McDougall, brought a censure of the government for a $100,000
transaction that occurred without sufficient parliamentary oversight – an advance of sum authorized by the also then
Minister of Finance A.T. Galt. The motion was a “much-delayed act of retributive justice” for the previous CartierMacdonald conservative ministry that had not been in power since it lost the 1862 election. See Donald Creighton’s The
Road to Confederation (University of Toronto Press, 1964), and the Journals for the Legislative Assembly (Jun. 14, 1864), pp. 387390. Instead of dissolving the parliament and going to new elections, the Great Coalition was hashed out. See
“Memorandum—Confidential,” Legislative Assembly (Jun. 22, 1864), pp. 205-206.
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Federation of any sort, found its way there at
the last moment and unexpectedly. It is no
violation of confidence to say that it was even
voted against by the leader of this House, the
Attorney General for Upper Canada [John A.
Macdonald]19, the now leading advocate of the
present scheme. That fact is on the printed
record. It was voted against, also, by the
members for Cornwall [John Sandfield
Macdonald] and West Elgin [John Scoble].
There were five other members, of whom I am
sorry I was one, who were absent; had I been
there, unquestionably my vote would have
been against it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And, Mr.
Speaker, those who were in this House at the
time that report was made, will remember
pretty well the more than cool indifference
with which it was here received, little or
nothing, after all, as it amounted to. Well, this
vote in the House thus following, the
opportunity suddenly offered to honorable
gentlemen opposite of starting on a tack
which, up to that moment, I believe no two
men in the House had ever thought of as
•
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possible. And from that day to this, a series of
accidents, each one more extraordinary than
its predecessor, has led to a state of things
about as extraordinary as the accidents
themselves were.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—It is said the world
was made by a series of accidents.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I dare say
some people think so; and it may be so
according to the theology of my hon. friend,
but not according to mine. I repeat, what has
happened
since
has
been
tolerably
unexpected, even by the actors in those
occurrences. I do not believe they were
expected by anybody; and none, I fancy, have
19

20

been more surprised at them than the very
men who now take all the advantage possible
of them, and even the credit of having brought
them about. And how, Mr. Speaker, was this
scheme presented to the public?
Piecemeal,
and
with
reticence’s
innumerable; in a way that made it hardly
possible to criticise it in any of its parts. When,
after several members of the Government of
this province and several other members of the
Conference had gone into long explanations of
it publicly at Quebec, Montreal and Toronto 20,
the honorable member for Hochelaga
[Antoine-Aimé Dorion] came out with a
criticism upon and a dissent from it. He was
set upon with a clamour, to the effect that he
ought not to have pronounced himself so
soon, as the whole scheme was not yet
developed! It was said he had misrepresented
the scheme, and ought to have waited until its
details were really known before attacking it.
Brought thus before the country, in
piecemeal style, with some portions kept back,
and
others
ambiguously
and
even
contradictorily stated, no one could seriously
take hold of it. After some time, it is true, a
printed paper, purporting to set forth the
resolutions of the Conference, was sent round
to members, but with the word “Private”
written on it, as much as to say that it was not
officially communicated, and must be made
no public use of.
That private communication was not even
perfectly accurate, is now perfectly well
known; but that was of little consequence, as it
could not be made use of publicly. Such is the
way in which this matter was laid before the
people. Every possible advantage was given to
the people to praise it from every point of
view, and nobody got a fair opportunity of
saying that he did not like it. The praise was
carefully prepared and published, and
everything that could possibly be done to
prepare the public mind for the scheme before

John A. Macdonald was one of only three members who voted against the Committee Report. This is notable as many of
his fellow coalition members voted in favour of that report including Cartier, Galt, Brown, and others. Supra footnote 11.
For these speeches, see Edward Whelan, The Union of the British Provinces (1865).
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it final announcement was skilfully done. And
now what have we? Why, the cry that the
whole thing must be passed, “now or never.”
It will never pass, we are told, if it does not
pass now!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Was there
ever a measure of this magnitude before, on
which the heart of a country was set, the whole
of which was so wise and good as this scheme
is said to be—and yet, that had to be passed
(the whole of it) at once, or never?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We are even
told that it is a positive treaty—made however,
by the way, by parties who were never
authorized to make any treaty at all. I must
say, for one, that I cannot but see in all this
precipitancy the unmistakeable admission de
facto, that the Government themselves know
and feel that the feeling they have got up in
favor of this scheme is a passing feeling of
momentary duration, that they cannot
themselves in the least rely upon.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Mr.
Speaker, it is rather curious that hon.
gentlemen, in recommending this scheme of
theirs, seem never to be tired of speaking of
lies excellences in general, and of modestly
eulogizing the wisdom, and foresight, and
statesmanship of those who got it up. I cannot
wonder that their judgment in this behalf
should be a little led astray by their surprise at
the success which has so far attended their
project.
Their “officious” visit to Prince Edward
Island took but a very few days, and it resulted
in the scheme of a legislative union for the
Lower Provinces being (as I think,
unfortunately) laid aside; and then followed
the Conference at Quebec, where these twelve
21

22

803

honorable gentlemen representing Canada,
and twenty-one other gentlemen representing
the Lower Provinces, sat together for the long
period of nineteen days 21—seventeen working
days and two Sundays—and as the result of
these seventeen days of but partial work by
the way, we have from these thirty-three
gentlemen a scheme of a Constitution which
they vaunt of as being altogether better than
that of the model republic of the United States,
and even than that of the model kingdom of
Great Britain. Neither the model republic nor
yet the model kingdom of whose glorious
traditions and associations we are all so proud,
is for a moment to be compared with this work
of theirs.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—So perfect
do they seem to regard their pet measure, that
they tell us we must not take time to discuss it.
Even though Her Majesty’s Secretary of State
[Edward Cardwell] has told us that there are
features of it that require further consideration
and
•
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must be revised22, yet they tell us that we must
not change a letter or line of it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And yet, we
are at the same time told that the details of this
scheme, if examined at all, must be examined
and viewed as those of a compromise. It is not,
they freely admit, as satisfactory in its details
as any of us would desire to have; but it is all
we can get, and must be accepted or rejected
as a whole. It must be examined in the very
spirit of compromise, meaning that no serious
fault shall be found with it, however
unsatisfactory it may be I have heard of
Paddy’s notion of a reciprocity that was all on
one side.

For a complete collection of the Quebec Resolutions, including drafts, previously published accounts of the conference,
and correspondence, see Charles Dumais, The Quebec Resolutions: Including Several Never-Published Preliminary Drafts by
George Brown and John A. Macdonald & a Collection of all Previously-Published Primary Documents Relating to the Conference
(CCF, 2021).
Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864). Correspondence presented to the
Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
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Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Now
let us have no national reflections.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Oh! I mean
it as a national compliment. I would, however,
ask hon. gentlemen opposite not to throw
across the House these jokes; not that I object
to an occasional interruption by way of
question, but mere jokes thrown into the
discussion of a serious subject do not help any
man who desires to present his honest, sincere
and serious views on a grave question. I must
ask the two hon. members of the Government,
who have several times, by means of
interruptions of that nature, tried to throw me
off the track, to desist from such course in
future.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I am sure the hon.
gentleman did not intend to disconcert you,
nor had I any such purpose in view.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I will not
say it is done for that purpose; but I feel myself
more than usually annoyed with interruptions
tonight, because the subject is of a nature to
require the closest attention. This measure,
then, it is said, must be examined in this spirit
of compromise, that is to say, not objecting to
any of its provisions. One of the expressions
used by the hon. gentleman was—that we
should not require in the scheme “an
impossible perfection.” Well, sir, I do not think
there is any danger of our finding any
impossible perfection in it, or anything
relating to it, unless, indeed, in one particular
direction; and in that direction I do not know
but that there has been attained all possible
perfection at least, if not an impossible
perfection. I allude to that particular kind of
wisdom and foresight which marks the astute
official politician, as contradistinguished from
the far-seeing statesman.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—There has
been exhibited, in this one respect, an all but
impossible perfection. Every feeling, every
interest, every class, is bid for in the cleverest

way imaginable. The seat of the Federal
Government is to be at Ottawa, of course. The
Governor General or other head of this
magnificent future vice-royalty, or what not,
will hold his court and parliament at Ottawa;
but a handsome sop is thrown to Quebec and
Toronto, also. They, too, are each to have a
provincial court and legislature and
governmental departments. Everything for
everybody!
As to the state that is to be created, its style
and rank are left in most delightful ambiguity.
We may be honored with the dignity of a
kingdom, or of a vice-royalty, or of we know
not what. All we are assured of is, that it is to
be a something better, higher and more grand
than we now have. Perhaps the Sovereign
herself will occasionally come over and
exercise her authority in person; or, perhaps, a
throne will be created for some member of the
royal family; or, failing such dreams as these,
we are told, at the least, in reference to the
character of the representative who is to be
sent here in place of the Sovereign—that is to
say, the representative who is to administer
the government during the ordinary absence
of the Sovereign from this part of the British
dominions—we are told, I say, by the leader of
this House, that, in view of the functions to be
entrusted to him, the high position he is to
hold, the vice-regal state he will have to keep,
it is possible we shall, at least, have sent out
here in that capacity, hereafter, men of the
class emphatically called statesmen.
I have no taste for paying what may be
termed courtier compliments to the living; but,
looking back only to the dead, of whom one
may speak freely, without such fear, I must say
that those who have been appointed to
administer our government in the past are
hardly of the class to be looked down upon—
that the list in which we find the names of
Durham, Sydenham, Metcalfe, and Elgin, is
not precisely a list of moon inferior to the
higher class of those whom we call statesmen;
and I am not quite sure that even after this
great Confederacy shall have been established,
men of much higher mark than those we have
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already had will be appointed to rule over it.
Be that as it may, however, the bait is thrown
out that we are to have men much higher than
we ever had before; that in all manner of ways
our state is to be better, finer, grander, in fact,
than our imagination can well conceive.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We are, it
seems, among other things, to
•
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get a little more than we now have of what is
called a feature of the British Constitution, in
the composition of the Legislative Council. It
has been spoken of as an impropriety, almost
treasonable, to hint at it as a bait thrown out to
gentlemen who have been elected to the
Legislative Council for a fixed period, that by
voting for this scheme they may get
themselves made legislative councillors for
life. If in this scheme provision had been made,
in regard to the members of this branch of the
Legislature, that they should hold their seats,
not for life, but say, for a mere period of five
years, I rather think there would be few found
here very mealy-mouthed on the subject; and
when it is offered to men who, like ourselves,
will have to go before their constituents within
a few months, or years, at most, that they are
to be made legislative councillors for life, the
bait, I think, is not a very small one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We are told,
too, on the face of this scheme, that the choice
is to be made by the present governments of
the several provinces; but of course with
perfect fairness to the Opposition in each
province! Most satisfactory! Each Opposition
is to be treated with perfect fairness—”it is so
nominated in the bond.”23 We hear of a
minister of the Crown in one place, addressing
his neighbors, and telling them they may
depend on it, that when Her Majesty comes to
make the selection, the utmost respect will be
paid to the rights and privileges of the elected
members, so that their elected member will
23

805

have the fairest chance of becoming a life
member of the Confederate Legislative
Council.
In another place, on the other hand, we hear
from another minister of the Crown that those
gentlemen who hold patents of appointment
for life may feel quite as safe, for certainly their
claim to be retained in their present position is
sure to have full weight. Further, in Lower
Canada, each locality is told that it may rest
satisfied it will not be overlooked, for each is
to be represented in the Legislative Council by
a gentleman residing or holding property in it;
and both origins and both creeds alike are thus
to have representation and full protection.
Another point upon which there has been a
like pleasant sort of ambiguity kept up, is as to
who are to make the future nominations to this
Legislative Council. Viewing this part of the
scheme as a matter of principle, one would
have thought that these future nominations
must be made on the Federal principle. It was
not expressly so stated; it is not (as we are at
last here told) it is not so meant; but till we
were so told, everybody who thought one way
said that the resolutions meant it to be that
way, and all who thought the other way
conveniently found the resolutions to justify
their way of thinking.
Well, turning then to matters which affect
this House, the same sort of thing is still
observable. Representation by population is
given to meet the grand demand of Upper
Canada; but the people of Lower Canada are
assured, in the same breath, that it will not
hurt them; that their institutions and
privileges are made perfectly safe; that they
will even have as many members in the Lower
House as before, and that they will, in a variety
of ways, be really better off than ever.
A delightful ambiguity is found, too, upon
the point as to who will make the future
apportionments of the constituencies. The
leader of the Government, in explaining the
scheme the other night, admitted that the
decennial revisions of our representation

William Shakespeare, Merchant of Venice, Act IV, Scene I.
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districts are really not to be left to the local
legislatures, but are to be dealt with altogether
by the Federal Legislature. Till then most
people, I believe, had held the contrary; but all
had admitted the text of the resolutions to be
equivocal, and each party had of course
interpreted them as it wished. The
postponement of the local constitutions is of
the same character.
Everyone is given to understand that the
thing will be made to work to the satisfaction
of all; each is promised that he shall have it as
he wants. Those who hold to the principle of
responsible government, as commonly
understood, in the local administrations are, of
course, told to expect a lieutenant-governor,
with a cabinet, and, presumably, two branches
of a local legislature. Those who would have
two legislative bodies, without a responsible
ministry, are told that very well it may be so.
Whoever prefers one legislative body, hears
that it is beyond a doubt there very well may
only be one; and those again who, even with
one House, do not wish to see responsible
government in the provinces, are assured that
the machinery is likely to be very simple; that
each province will probably have a lieutenantgovernor, with a few heads of needed
departments, nod one House, and that so, no
doubt, the affairs of each province can be
managed most economically and
•
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to the entire satisfaction of all.
The appointment of lieutenant-governors is
again a bait, and perhaps not a small one for
more than a few of our public men. The power
of disallowance of local bills, and also that of
reserving them for the sanction of the General
Government, are on the one hand represented
as realities—powers that will really be
exercised by the General Government to
restrain improper local legislation—to make
everything safe for those who want a
Legislative rather than a Federal union; but on
the other hand, to those who do not want a
legislative union, it is represented that they
mean nothing at all, and will never be

exercised.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Uniformity
of laws again is to be given to all the provinces,
if they desire it, except Lower Canada; but by
a peculiar provision of the Constitution,
although nothing can be done by the General
Parliament to render the laws uniform,
without the consent of the provinces
concerned, it is stipulated that it shall be
impossible for Lower Canada, even though
she should desire it, to have her laws uniform
with those of the other provinces. So, too, with
regard to education in Upper and Lower
Canada; the provision is to be made, no one
knows how, for everybody, and all are
guaranteed some sort of satisfaction.
It is true we are not told what the promised
measures on this head are to be; whether they
really will give increased facilities to the
minorities in the two sections for the education
of their youth in their own way or not; but we
are to take the promise as all right, and
everybody is required to be content. Turning
to the financial features of the scheme, we find
it roundly stated that all the debts and
liabilities of each province are to be assumed
by the General Government; but if we look
again into details we find that—no, they are
not.
There is a something here, too, beyond what
appears on the face of things. Upper and
Lower Canada are each to stay burthened with
some unstated parts of the debt of Canada,
and the other provinces are to have bonuses of
unstated and variant amounts, not easy to be
come at. The financial portion of the scheme,
equally with every other, is presented to
everybody in whatever light he would like to
view it in. It will surely bring about economy,
because the local governments will have so
little to expend unless they resort to direct
taxation; but yet, on the other hand, it is as
surely to carry us through all sorts of wild
expenditure—to give us new and exhaustless
credit in England—to make possible vast
defensive works throughout the country—to
construct the Intercolonial Railway—to
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enlarge our canals westward—to create no one
knows how vast a scheme of communication
with the far North-West.
Literally, it sounds at every turn as a
promise of everything for everybody; and yet,
when each comes to ask how much it
promises, and how, and where, and when, the
whole is to be found ambiguous,
unsubstantial and unreal.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I repeat,
there is everywhere throughout this scheme a
most amazing amount of that sort of
cleverness which may characterize the astute
politician, but which, I think, I shall be able to
show is yet far from being the wisdom and
foresight characteristic of the farseeing
statesman.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The game of
all things to all men is a game that cannot be
played with success in the long run. It can,
under any circumstances, be but temporary in
its success.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Seriously,
then, Mr. Speaker, I pass on to examine this
work in a constitutional point of view, clearing
away, as best one may, these ambiguities that
surround it, dealing with it as it is, and
comparing it primarily with the Constitution
of the United States, and secondarily with the
Constitution of Great Britain.
I wish I could compare it primarily with that
of Great Britain; but it is so much more like
that of the United States, that I cannot. In parts
only has it any resemblance to the British
Constitution; and for this reason the order of
comparison cannot be reversed. I must say,
before I go further, that I am by no means an
admirer of a great deal that I find in the
Constitution of the United States. I have
always preferred, decidedly preferred, and do
now prefer, our own British Constitution. But
this, at least, no one can deny, that the framers
of the American Constitution were great men,
wise men, far-seeing men; that their work was
a great work; and that to compare anybody
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else’s work—especially a work such as this, of
the few gentlemen, doubtless able gentlemen,
who framed this Constitution—with it, is to
submit that work to a very severe and trying
test.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The framers
of the Constitution of the United States were,
indeed, great men—living in, and the product
of a great age, who had passed through a great
ordeal and been brought up to the level of
their work by great events in which they had
been leading actors; and their work was a
great work, which cost much time and much
•
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discussion, and underwent long and
painstaking revision of all sorts, in all quarters,
before it was finally adopted.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yet we are
called upon to admit now, and to admit it
without examination, that this work of thirtythree gentlemen, done in seventeen days, is a
much better work than that; and not only so,
but that it is even better for our people and
situation,
than
the
time-honoured
Constitution of our Mother Land; that it
combines essentially the advantages of both,
with the disadvantages of neither. I do not
think so. The Constitution of the United States,
it must be borne in mind, at least lasted
seventy years without fracture.
It has stood a good deal of straining, from
events beyond the possible foresight or control
of those who framed it; and it may yet stand
many more years, notwithstanding this late
strain upon it. If, indeed, Louisiana had not
been purchased, if the cotton-gin had not been
invented—the two unforeseen events which
so encouraged the growth of cotton and
therefore of slavery—if it had not been for
these, what I may call extraneous events,
which could not be expected to enter into the
minds of the framers of that Constitution, it
probably would not have received the shock
that it has received; but we do not know yet
that that shock will have a fatal effect, or that
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it will break up the wonderful fabric which
they created.
Perhaps it may charge that fabric more or
less in some of its parts; and after it shall have
passed away, the fabric itself may not
improbably endure for a very long time to
come. But as to this proposed Constitution of
ours, should it become the organic law of the
land, how long will it last? How will it work,
if it does last? And to or towards what, while
working, will it tend? To these questions, I
have now to call the earnest attention of this
House.
I begin, Mr. Speaker, with the future House
of Commons—falsely so called. I shall not take
up the different resolutions one after another,
and criticize them in that manner; but I will
take up the different leading features of the
scheme consecutively, and endeavor not to
misrepresent them. If I should do so, or at all
misstate their character or probable effects, I
give honorable gentlemen opposite full leave,
if only they will do so without throwing jokes
across the floor of the House, to correct me,
and I will do my best to set myself right.
The House of Commons, then, incorrectly so
called, to distinguish it from the other House
that corresponds with, but is not named after
the House of Lords, the Legislative Council,
forms the leading feature of this project; and I
take it up first, comparing it with the House of
Representatives of the United States, and
speaking here not so much of its powers as of
its composition. I cannot, in this view,
compare it with the Imperial House of
Commons, because the principle of its
construction is so entirely different. In that
respect, it is simply copied from what I think
the wrong model; and the copied parts
correspond most faithfully and exactly with
what I venture to call the least desirable
features of the Constitution of the United
States House of Representatives.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The copy is
not, I repeat, of a thing absolutely good, but
only of a thing as good as the framers of the
Constitution
of
the
United
States,

circumstanced as they were, could make it; but
the peculiarity of their system that I object to,
was not at all necessary to ours. I think it was
absolutely unnecessary; I think it even very
much of an excrescence. It can hardly be
denied, Mr. Speaker, that there is a good deal
of practical objection to the plan of shifting
representation districts, which is what this
system adopts, and what the system of the
United States adopted.
Every ten years the representation from each
province in the House of Commons is to be
changed or readjusted by a rule which, for all
practical purposes, is essentially the same as
that of the United States. Of course we have
not the little addition of the allowance for the
three-fifths of the slave population which they
have; but decennially we are to take the
population of the several provinces, and by a
rule in all essentials common to the two
systems, we are to declare how many
representation districts are to be allowed to
each province.
Now, the result of that system must be that
we can have no lasting constituencies for the
future
House
of
Commons.
These
representation districts cannot be kept to
correspond with our municipal, business or
registration districts, or with our districts for
representation in our provincial legislatures.
We are to have a set of special, shifting districts
for the mere purpose of electing our Federal
House of Commons. I must say that this
principle is not, from a British point of view, a
sound one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—What we
ought to do is, to try to establish in this country
of ours a set of representation
•
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districts as permanent and as closely
coinciding with our territorial divisions
existing for other purposes, as circumstances
will allow us to have them; subdividing or
otherwise altering them, or erecting new ones,
only as occasion may be found to require.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
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Attorney-General East]—We will do that for
the local parliaments.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Perhaps so,
and perhaps not. That distinction, however, is
just what I complain of. We are to change our
districts for purposes of representation in the
local parliaments, if we like, but not unless we
like. These subdivisions of our provinces may
thus, in the main, be permanent. But for
representation in the Federal Parliament we
are, at each of these decennial periods, to have
a general readjustment of the whole country,
so as to divide each province anew into its due
number of aliquot parts. This is an innovation
on our usages, greatly for the worse. It goes to
destroy that character of reality, convenience
and stability which—if our system, as a whole,
is to have such character—had need be
maintained to the utmost extent practicable, in
respect of our constituencies and of our minor
territorial delimitations generally. This
changing every ten years brings together
electors who have not been in the habit of
acting with each other. In England they do
nothing of this sort; they do not change their
limits lightly. The several bodies of men who
send representatives to the Imperial House of
Commons have the habit of so coming
together, as bodies not likely to be broken up.
We ought to keep this as an element of our
Constitution, but it is carefully eliminated
from it.
William McDougall [Lanark North,
Provincial Secretary]—I am sure the
honorable gentleman does not wish to build
up an argument on a misconception of the
resolutions
for
the
purpose
of
misrepresentation. I am sure that he must have
observed this fact, that it may, and probably
will often happen, that there will be no change
as to the number of members or electoral
districts, and there certainly will be none if the
increase of population in Lower Canada keeps
pace with that in Upper Canada, and therefore
the evil he complains of will not occur unless
there be some different rule of increase from
that which has prevailed heretofore.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If any one
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imagines that the population of the different
provinces is going to increase upon any thing
like the same rule, then I differ from him. I
believe there will be a very much more rapid
rate of increase in some provinces than in
others; a divergence between them in this
respect, of the same kind, and perhaps, even to
the same degree as in the case of the United
States. There, in the old states, at every
decennial
revision,
the
number
of
representatives lessens, and in the new states
it increases, and that rapidly. It is only in the
comparatively few states which may be said to
be neither old nor new that it remains about
the same. The rule is one opt change, for the
country everywhere. Any escape from change
is the exception. And with us, those provinces
which shall be found to increase faster than
Lower Canada, as some certainly will be, will
re-divide their whole territory every ten years,
in order to increase their number of districts;
and those which increase slower will do the
same, in order to cut some of.
Even Lower Canada, to meet the varying
rates of increase of its several parts, will be
drawn into doing the same sort of thing. I shall
be told, no doubt, that this need not be—that
mere partial changes here and there may be
made to answer the end; but I know that in the
nature of things it will be, that such partial
changes will not be made the rule. The
sweeping rule is laid down, in the abstract, of
basing representation on mere population;
and that rule is sure to be followed out—not
only as between the several provinces, but also
as within each; and here again, not only as for
Federal, but also as for provincial legislation.
For all legislative purposes, we must look to
have all our territorial divisions open to
frequent,
one
might
say
perpetual,
reconstruction; and this subject perpetually to
the disturbing influences of the party warfare
of the hour. The exigencies opt that warfare,
we may be sure, will tell; and whatever the
party in the ascendant, whether in the country
at large or locally, will find means in this part
of our machinery for advancing its ends—
means not quite of the sort to commend
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themselves to one’s approval.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is
claimed, I know, as a merit of this scheme, that
it allows a five years’ term to our House of
Commons, in place of the two years’ term
fixed for the House of Representatives. Apart
from these decennial revisions, I would be
glad of this. But five is the half of ten, I think;
and though our Houses of Commons may
often not last their full term, there will yet
seldom or never, in all probability, be more
than either two or three general elections held
between any two decennial revisions.
A less
•
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satisfactory arrangement, if one is to think of
our House of Commons at all treading in the
footsteps of its great namesake, I confess I can
hardly imagine. There everything favors that
combined steadiness and variety of local
influences upon the representative machinery
which is at once characteristic of, and essential
to, the British system, and without which
neither public parties nor public men can act
or last as it requires they should. Here
everything is to be allowed to tend in precisely
the opposite direction. Nor is this all.
At home, while the constituencies are wisely
kept as lasting as they can be, the members
they return are all held members of the one
House of Commons, as little distinguished by
the English, Scotch, Irish or Welsh location of
their constituencies as they well can be. Here,
again, this United States system which we are
asked to copy, is the reverse, and the reverse
of sound judgment. The House of
Representatives is an aggregate of state
delegations, and our mock House of
Commons is to be an aggregate of provincial
delegations. Each man is to come to it ticketed
as an Upper or Lower Canadian, a New
Brunswick, a Nova Scotia, Newfoundlander, a
Prince Edward Islander, or what not. These
distinctions, which, if we are to be a united
people, we had better try to sink, we are to
keep up and exaggerate.

The system will do that, and but too well.
There is, however, one marked contrast as to
this, between the system of the United States
and that proposed here. In the United States,
for the House of Representatives, the system is
at least sure to work, whether for good or evil.
Theirs is a true Federation. Its founders took
care, when, with the foresight of statesmen,
they arranged the details of their constitution,
to frame it so as to work in all its important
parts, and with that end they left it mainly to
the several states to work out the arithmetical
rule laid down for these decennial revisions,
giving them such powers as to make sure that
the thing intended would be really and
punctually done.
I thought when I read these resolutions first,
that it was, of course, the intention of their
framers to adopt that system here; but we are
now authoritatively told that it is not so. The
General Parliament is alone to do the whole
work of these re-divisions of the constituencies
throughout the provinces. But, suppose that
for any cause, such as readily may suggest
itself—under pretext of alleged incorrectness
of a census, or without pretext—it should fail
to discharge this duty promptly, or should
discharge it in a questionable way, or not at
all—what then?
Is the Imperial Parliament to reserve a right
of interference in such case; or is the doctrine
broached the other night by the Attorney
General for Lower Canada [George-Étienne
Cartier], as to its power to revoke our
constitutional charters, to be acted on? I
should fancy not. But why, then, pretend to
ask the Imperial Parliament to do so weak a
thing as to lay down for us a bad rule for all
time to come, merely that we may follow it or
not, as in our wisdom or wisdom we may
please?
Well, then, Mr. Speaker, I turn next to our
Legislative Council—too little like the House
of Lords, to bear even a moment’s comparison
in that direction. It must be compared with the
Senate of the United States; but the differences
here are very wide. The framers of this
Constitution have here contrived a system
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quite different from that; and when we are told
(as it seems we are) that the Legislative
Council is to represent especially the Federal
element in our Constitution, I do not hesitate
to affirm that there is not a particle of the
Federal principle about it; that it is the merest
sham that can be imagined.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—To show the
contrast. The Senate of the United States
consists of just two senators, freely chosen by
the Legislature of each State of the Union.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—And sometimes by
the Governor.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—That does
not in the least touch what I am saying. I say
that the Senate consists of just two senators
from each state, who are freely selected by the
legislature of each state. It is true that in case
of any casual vacancy power is given to the
Governor of the state to fill up such vacancy
until the next meeting of the legislature of the
state. But it is the legislatures of the several
states who regularly elect these senators from
each, for a stated term of six years, and subject
to an arrangement for their retiring in such
rotation as never to leave any state
unrepresented.
Well, sir, the Senate of the United States,
thus constituted of two picked men from each
state, and presided over by the Vice-President
or by one of themselves, freely chosen by
themselves, have devolved upon them the
important judicial function of impeachment.
Even the President of the United States may be
impeached before them for treason or
•
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malversation in office. They have a large share
of executive power also; sitting in secret
session upon all treaties and upon most
appointments to office, that is to say, upon all
appointments of the more important kind.
There are appointments which the President
may make without their concurrence; but as a
rule, there are no important appointments
which he can so make. Every treaty and every

811

important appointment must go before them,
and may be disallowed by them. They further
exercise coordinate legislative functions, as to
expenditure and taxation, with the House of
Representatives. From all these circumstances
combined, the Senate of the United States is, I
believe, on the whole, the ablest deliberative
body the world has ever known. As to men of
third and fourth rate importance finding their
way there, it is hardly possible. The members
of the Senate, almost without exception, are
first or second-rate men. There are no small
men among them.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “Yes! Yes!”
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, Mr.
Speaker, there is certainly no proportion of
small men, comparatively speaking.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—It is a question at
this moment as to the relative averages of the
House of Representatives and of the Senate. I
heard it discussed when I was in Washington.
Luther
Holton
[Chateauguay]—Hear!
Hear!! Looking to Washington.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—What I say
is, I believe, fully borne out by constitutional
writers of the highest mark—by De
Tocqueville, Chevalier, and others. They say
that the peculiar constitution and attributes of
the Senate of the United States have made it a
deliberative body of the very highest mark.
And even were it doubtful whether or not in
this respect it is all I have called it, at least of
this there can be no doubt at all.
As intended for the Federal check in the
system of the United States, it is a machine
simply perfect. It is a very able, deliberative
body, of moderate numbers, carefully chosen
on the strictest principle of federation,
changing constantly, and having, on every
matter of importance, a voice and veto of the
most efficient kind. For stopping everything,
for bringing about a deadlock—all parts of
their machinery viewed together—it affords
no formidable facilities; whilst for preventing
anything from being done which it may be to
the public interest, or to that of any number of
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the states, to prevent, it is as perfect as can be.
Look now on the other hand, Mr. Speaker, at
the Legislative Council under the proposed
Confederation; what is it? There is a sort of
attempt to prevent its numbers from resting on
a population basis; and this is about the only
principle I can find in it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It would
seem to have been thought, that as the branch
of the legislature was to be shared between the
provinces in the ratio of their population, there
must be some other rule followed for the
Upper Chamber. So we are to have twentyfour for Upper Canada, twenty-four for Lower
Canada, twenty-four for the three Lower
Provinces, and four for Newfoundland;
simply, I suppose, because the populations of
these equalized sections are not equal, and
because four is not in proportion to the
population of Newfoundland.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And these
legislative councillors, thus limited in number,
are to hold their seats for life. They are not to
be even freely chosen, in the first instance, at
least, from the principal men in each section of
the country. They are to be selected, as far as
possible, from the small number of gentlemen
holding seats in the present Legislative
Council, either by the accident of their having
been nominated to them some time ago, or by
the chances of popular election since; and until
that panel is exhausted, no other person in any
province is to be taken; and hereafter, Mr.
Speaker, as vacancies occur, they are to be
filled as we are now told—and this is the
strangest thing of all—not by the provincial
legislatures, nor by any authority or under any
avowed influence of the local kind, but
possibly by the General Government. And
forsooth, this is called the Federal feature of
our system!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
vacancies, to be sure, in Lower Canada are to
be filled by selection of individuals having or
holding property in Lower Canada,—and

more than that, in particular territorial
divisions of Lower Canada! But are these
individuals to be ever so little chosen by the
people of such territorial divisions, or even of
Lower Canada, or with any necessary
reference to their wishes in that behalf? Bless
you, no! not at all. That would go towards
making a Federal body of this House!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It might
then be something of a Federal check upon the
General Government, and that would never
do. But suppose this should happen—and
honorable gentlemen opposite must admit
that it may,—that in the Federal Executive
Council some one province or other—Upper
Canada, Lower Canada, or any other, no
matter which—either is not represented, or is
represented
•
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otherwise than as it would wish to be. While
thus out in the cold, a vacancy arises in the
Legislative Council, requiring to be filled as
for such province. Where is the guarantee that
it will be filled on any sort of Federal
principle?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And yet,
what worse wrong or insult could be put upon
a province, than would be involved in the kind
of selection likely under such circumstances to
be made for it? Surely, Mr. Speaker, this
Legislative Council, constituted so differently
from the Senate of the United States, presided
over by a functionary to be nominated by the
General Government; having no such
functions of a judicial or executive character as
attached to that body, and cut off from that
minute oversight of the finances which
attaches to the Senate of the United States;
although it may be a first-rate deadlock;
although it may be able to interpose an
absolute veto, for no one can say how long, on
all legislation, would be no Federal check at
all. I believe it to be a very near approach to
the worst system which could be devised in
legislation. While the Senate of the United

(pp. 482-512 in the primary document)

February 27 1865, Legislative Assembly

States is nearly perfect in the one way, our
Legislative Council is to be as nearly perfect in
the other way.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The Hon.
Attorney General for Upper Canada [John A.
Macdonald], the other night, devised and
stated just the cleverest defence he could, of
this constitution of the Legislative Council 24.
But what did it amount to? Nothing. He
undertook to tell us, that from the ordinary
course of events, the deaths to be counted on
in a body numbering its certain proportion of
elderly men, and so forth, the personal
composition of this Council would not change
so slowly as many feared. He also urged that
those who thus found their way into it would
be but men after all—perhaps politicians a
little or more than a little given to
complaisance—but at any rate men, who
would know they had no great personal hold
on public confidence; and so, that they might
sometimes even yield to pressure too easily, in
place of resisting it too much. Well, sir, I have
heard it said that every government in the
world is in a certain sense a constitutional
government—a government, that is to say,
tempered by check of some kind. The
despotism of the Grand Turk has been said to
have its constitutional check in a salutary fear
of the bow-string; and there may prove to be
something of the same sort here.
But I confess I do not like the quasidespotism of this Legislative Council, even
though so tempered. Representing no public
opinion or real power of any kind, it may hurt
the less; but it can never tend to good, and it
can never last. It is satisfactory for one to find
that in this view I do not stand alone. This plan
is condemned, not simply by the Colonial
Secretary [Edward Cardwell]25, but by the
Imperial Government, as one which cannot be
carried out. The Imperial authorities cannot
but see that a body appointed for life and
limited in numbers, is just the worst body that
24
25
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could be contrived—ridiculously the worst.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Do they say it is the
worst?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I say it is the
worst. They say it is bad. It is condemned by
Her Majesty’s Government, in diplomatic
terms it may be, but in sufficiently emphatic
terms. I believe Her Majesty’s Government
regard it as I do—as pretty nonsensical. I know
it may be said that Her Majesty’s Government,
perhaps, may apply a remedy by leaving out
the provision about a limited number of
members.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—That is our security.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Security it is
none, but the very contrary. But, Mr. Speaker,
even though this should be done, or though
the Imperial Act should even not state the
restrictions by which it is proposed to limit the
Crown in its first choice of Legislative
Councillors, such remedy would be the merest
palliative imaginable. The restrictions on such
choice would be maintained in practice all the
same; and even the limitations as to number
would remain as an understood rule, to be set
aside for no cause, much less grave than might
suffice to sweep away even a clause of an act
of the Imperial Parliament. Before leaving this
subject, Mr. Speaker, let me ask the attention
of the House for a few moments to the past
history of Canada in respect of our Legislative
Council.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Did it not
happen, as matter of fact, that the first
Legislative Council of Canada, not being
limited in point of numbers, being like the
House of Lords in that respect—the Crown, I
say, having the full choice of its members, and
full control over their number—did it not
happen, I say, that its members were most of
them, for some time, named from one side in
politics? The gentlemen named by Lord

John A. Macdonald, Legislative Assembly (Feb. 6, 1865), pp. 34-38.
Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864).

(pp. 482-512 in the primary document)

814

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

Sydenham and his immediate successors,
were, undoubtedly, most respectable. There
was nothing out of common course that I see
about these appointments; they were party,
political appointments of the ordinary kind.
And under this proposed scheme the same
kind of thing would naturally happen again.
•
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But in 1848, with a change of government, it
became necessary to carry through Parliament
a measure or measures to which it was well
known that a large majority of this Upper
House were decidedly opposed26. There had to
be some talking about a swamping of the
House—a similar step to what was threatened
once in the constitutional history of Great
Britain. It was not really done. It did not need
to be done, or at least, it only needed to be
done in part; the peculiarity of the position of
honorable gentlemen, and the impossibility of
their standing out beyond a certain point,
made it unnecessary to carry out the threat to
extremity. But it was carried far enough to
destroy their self-respect, and the respect of
the public for them. It was felt that they had no
sufficient status in the country; they sank in
public opinion, and sank and sank until every
one quietly acquiesced in the change which
was afterwards made in the Constitution of
the Council.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I do not
overstate the truth when I say that the
Legislative Council so sank in public opinion,
because there was no machinery by which
public opinion could act upon it, except that of
a further creation of councillors by the Crown,
and there being no other way of averting a
deadlock, they had to be made to feel that in
26

27
28

case of extremity their power would not be
found equal to their will.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—That is because the
number was unlimited.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If the
Crown had not been able to increase the
number, those honorable gentlemen might
have stood out against the popular demand,
until a revolution had swept them away, or
they might have shrunk before the fear of it; as
it was, they gave way under a milder pressure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—There is a central
power in all things. There is a centrifugal force
and a centripetal force. Too much of either is
dangerous, and what is true in the physical
world, is true also in the political world.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Certainly.
But I do not see that that has much to do with
the remarks I am just now offering.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I say the
elective Legislative Council27 was rendered
necessary, in the opinion of the country, by
this unfortunate state of things, even though
the system then in existence was not so bad as
the system now offered for our acceptance.
There was then the power constitutionally
given to the Crown to augment the numbers
of the Legislative Council, so that the
gentlemen constituting that body could recede
before the determined expression of the public
will, as gracefully as did the House of Lords
on the memorable occasion I have already
alluded to.
Had that House not yielded in those days of
the Reform Bill28, even the Crown of Great

An Act to provide for the indemnification of parties in Lower-Canada whose property was destroyed during the Rebellion in the years
one thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven, and one thousand eight hundred and thirty-eight [Rebellion Losses Bill] (Province of
Canada, 1849).
An Act to change the Constitution of the Legislative Council by rendering the same Elective (Province of Canada, 1856).
Reform Act (U.K., 1832). The House of Lords successfully blocked the bill twice over the span of 1831-1832. The Bill sought
to incorporate into the Constitution the electoral enfranchisement of the working and middle classes. Led by Charles [Earl]
Grey, Whig reformers in the Commons believed this reform was necessary to preserve the existing social and political
order—and believed it may have even become necessary to prevent violent revolution, while Tory opposition in both the
Commons and Lords fervently argued for safer and more practical reform. The first Bill passed the Commons on Mar. 22,
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Britain might not have escaped the
consequences of a bloody revolution. That
House might have been constitutionally
omnipotent, but its physical was not equal to
its constitutional capacity. What is it that is
proposed to be given to us here? A body not at
all weighty in the influence of its members,
and which, it is said, will have to shrink from
the exercise of its prerogatives. I do not know
whether it will or not. But I had rather not give
to a body of men limited in number—though
even so little weighty in the community—an
absolute veto on all legislation, for so long as
the Almighty may be pleased to continue them
in life.
I think a much better system could be
devised—nay, I am sure of it. At all events,
here is this proposed body, which, we are told,
is to be Federal, but which is not to be so. We
are told it is to be a constitutional check, but it
is not to be that either. It is rather, I take it, a
cleverly devised piece of dead-lock
machinery, and the best excuse made for it is,
that it will not be strong enough to do near all
the harm it seems meant to do. Her Majesty’s
Government condemns it. It may not be
necessary that we should say with very
marked emphasis how we join in that
condemnation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I have then
shown, I think, Mr. Speaker, as regards our
House of Commons, that we have not reached
perfection; and that, as regards our House of
Lords, we have not come near it. I pass on to
the Executive. Here, too, there is to be a very
wide difference between our proposed system
and that of the United States. To begin, they
have an elective president, chosen for a short
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term; with all the evils, therefore, of frequent
presidential elections, aggravated by the
president’s allowed capacity for reelection. No
doubt, we avoid these; our Viceroy, or
Governor General, is not to be elective.
Nobody proposes that—I do not think
anybody ever did propose it. And the authors
of this project have, therefore, no great right to
take credit for this, any more than for their
unasked offer to continue Her Most Gracious
Majesty upon the throne, or in other words,
create her Queen of British North America, by
the grace of the Quebec Conference!
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—This,
however, Mr. Speaker, by the way. What is
more important
•
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to notice in this connexion, is the marked
distinction on which I have already touched,
between the United States system, which
devolves in part upon the Senate—and our
system, which devolves not at all upon the
Legislative Council, but wholly on the
Executive Council, the duty of advising and
aiding the head of the Government in the
discharge of his executive functions. As I have
said, in the United States the Senate has large
executive functions.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—Without
responsibility for their advice. We have
responsibility, and in that respect our system
is better.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—My
honorable
friend
says
“without
responsibility.” I rather think not. Take the
case of a senator from Massachusetts or New
York. I rather think he will feel himself very

1831, by a single vote of 302-301, but a dissolution of the House followed when adverse amendments were carried in
committee. A large majority of Whig Reformers returned, and a second Reform Bill was carried in the Commons in Jul.
1831 but thrown out by the House of Lords in Sep. 1831. Violent riots ensued the month after across England. A third
Reform Bill passed the Commons in Dec. 1831 by a majority of 162, but adverse amendments successfully passed by the
House of Lords in May 1832. While talk of creating new peers was threatened by this time, the measure was actually acted
upon by Earl Grey and refused by King William IV in May 1832. Earl Grey’s resignation in May led to what is known as
the crisis of the “Days of May”. The failure of Lord Wellington to form a Tory government, along with significant extraparliamentary conflict and public dissatisfaction, led to the abstention of Tory Lords from the vote and the enactment of
the third Reform Bill in July 1832.
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distinctly responsible to the state he
represents. He is not responsible to the whole
people of the United States, nor is the Senate,
as a whole, collectively responsible. But each
senator is particularly and personally
responsible to his own state, and acts under a
sense of that responsibility.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Take the
case which occurred a number of years ago,
when President Jackson named, as Minister to
the British Court, Martin Van Buren,
afterwards his successor in the presidential
chair. A majority of the Senate disallowed that
nomination. Did not the senators who voted
for or against that nomination, do so under a
weighty, practical responsibility? Every man
of them did. They voted in the view and under
the sanction of that responsibility; and some of
them had to pay for the exercise of it. And so
they do, all along.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—This,
however, is a digression into which I have
been led by the remark of my honorable
friend. I return to the line of argument I was
pursuing. What I am just now shewing is, that
in respect of the constitution of the executive
power, this scheme urged upon our
acceptance differs toto coelo29 from the system
in operation in the United States. I shall
consider presently the question of its
advantages or disadvantages. In the United
States, as is admitted, the Senate does a certain
part of what we undertake here to do by
means of a Cabinet. The Federal check so
exercised by the Senate renders unnecessary,
for any Federal purpose, the existence of a
Cabinet. Indeed they do not want a Cabinet for
any purpose at all. It is not of their system.
But here, with our chief magistrate not
elected, we must have one. And yet, how are
we to make it work, engrafted on a system
which, in its essentials, is after all more
American than British? This is what I have
29
30

now come to. I have to ask honorable
gentlemen opposite how they are going to
organize their Cabinet, for these provinces,
according to this so-called Federal scheme?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I think I
may defy them to show that the Cabinet can be
formed on any other principle than that of a
representation of the several provinces in that
Cabinet. It is admitted that the provinces are
not really represented to any Federal intent in
the Legislative Council. The Cabinet here must
discharge all that kind of function, which in
the United States is performed, in the Federal
sense, by the Senate. And precisely as in the
United States, wherever a Federal check is
needed, the Senate has to do Federal duty as
an integral part of the Executive Government.
So here, when that check cannot be so got,
we must seek such substitute for it as we may,
in a Federal composition of the Executive
Council; that is to say, by making it distinctly
representative of the provinces. Well, I must
say that this sort of thing is utterly variant
from, and inconsistent with British practice
and British principle; with the constitutional
system which makes the whole Cabinet
responsible for every act of government. The
British Cabinet is no Cabinet of sections, but a
unit.
In illustration of the view which I am
anxious to impress upon the judgment of the
House, let me revert for a moment to our
Canadian history. I can only look forward to
the future by the lights given me by the past.
The union of the Canadas, consummated in
184130, was a legislative union. There was
nothing in it savouring ever so faintly of
Federalism, unless it were the clause which
declared, and quite unnecessarily declared,
that there should be an equal representation in
the Legislative Assembly of Upper and Lower
Canada respectively.
If the Union Act had merely distributed the
constituencies in such a way as to give equality

i.e. “utterly.” Lit: “by the whole extent of the heavens.”
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K). Dunkin refers to it as the ‘union of 1841’, which refers to the year it was proclaimed, 1841.
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of representation to Upper and Cower
Canada, it would have done for practical
purposes all it did. But besides doing this, it
quite uselessly added in terms that the
numbers were to be equal—subject always,
however, by a strange anomaly, to our
declared power thereafter by legislation of our
own to disturb that equality, if we pleased.
Well, sir, when an Executive Government had
to be first organized for Canada, Lord
Sydenham was obliged to call into his Cabinet
certain officials whom he found in Upper and
•
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Lower Canada respectively, and he did so
without observing any rule of equality as to
their numbers.
Indeed, until 184831, equality in the
representation of the two sections of the
province in the Cabinet was never seriously
aimed at. In 1848, from considerations of a
peculiar character—perhaps more personal
than political—the usage was commenced,
and it has since been persevered in, of having
a Premier and a sub-Premier, and a Cabinet
organized under them, respectively, in two
sections—of course equal in numbers, or as
nearly so as possible. And on this usage and in
connection with it have developed themselves
all those double majority32 and double
ministry notions and practices which again of
late have so constantly been leading us into all
manner of constitutional difficulties.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It has been
found again and again impossible to constitute
a satisfactory ministry of two sections; because
one or other of the two sections, if they came
together on any basis of real political
agreement, was so very likely not to be able to
command a majority of its sectional
representation in this House. It was,
31
32

33
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practically, a division of the House, as well as
of the Government, into two sections—
practically, all but a government by two
ministries and with two Houses. We did not
quite admit, to be sure, that there were two
ministries; although, by the way, at one time—
I refer to the time of the first proposed vote of
want of confidence in the Macdonald-Dorion
ministry33—a motion was on the point of being
made—notice of it was given—which
positively did speak of a Lower Canadian
ministry as contradistinguished from an
Upper Canadian ministry.
I go into this to show that already, in
Canada, the force of circumstances has been
one too many for us, and has inflicted upon us
a system more complex—less workable—than
obtains in England. With us, as at home, the
Constitution makes the whole Ministry,
collectively, responsible for all the acts it
performs; but it is well known that here, for all
practical purposes, we have for years had our
Ministry acting by two sections—each section
with a chief of its own, to a large extent a
policy of its own, and the responsibility of
leading and governing a section of this House
of its own.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We have
been federalising our Constitution after a very
new and anomalous fashion ever since 1848,
and by that, more than by anything else, have
been getting ourselves into that sort of
difficulty in which we have latterly found
ourselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And now,
Mr. Speaker, I just want to know how this
proposed scheme is going to work in this
respect? As we have seen, it starts with a
principle, as to the election of the House of
Commons, which must involve the arraying

Responsible Government was introduced in 1848.
The "double majority" principle advocated that the Ministry should be supported by two sectional majorities, one for upper
and another for lower Canada, in the legislature. J.S. Macdonald believed this principle was not only necessary but already
inherent in the sectional nature of the united Canadas. The Macdonald-Sicotte ministry in 1862 in fact practiced the
principle. See Bruce W. Hodgins, John Sandfield Macdonald, 1812-1872 (University of Toronto Press, 1971).
Led by John Sandfield Macdonald and Antoine-Aimé Dorion (1863-1864).
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on the floor of that House, not of a set of
members of Parliament coming there to judge
and to act each for the whole of British North
America, but of a certain fixed number of
Upper Canadians, a certain fixed number of
Lower Canadians, a certain fixed number of
Nova Scotia’s, of New Brunswickers, of Prince
Edward Islanders, of Newfoundlanders, of
Red River men, of men from Vancouver’s
Island, of British Columbia men, of
Saskatchewan men—each to act therefor his
own province.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If we ever
get all these territories laid out into provinces,
we are to have just so many sections,
numerically most unequal, upon the floor of
this House, and the only abiding distinctions
between members will be those represented
by the territorial lines between their provinces.
The Legislative Council, we have seen, will not
be the check which these sections will require.
The Executive Council has got to be that check,
and in the Executive Council these sections
will have to reproduce themselves.
Apart from the provinces or vast territory to
the west of us, we shall thus have our six such
sections on the floor of the Commons House,
with their six corresponding sections in the
Executive Council, and six parliamentary
majorities to be worked together, if possible,
while hitherto we have found our two sections
and two majorities one too many. Our
constitutional difficulties, I repeat, are
referable to that very practice, and so it is
proposed that we should try a system three
times—and more than three times—more
complex still.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—That
cleverest of politicians who, for two or three
years running, under such a system, shall have
managed to carry on his Cabinet, leading six
or more sections in our Commons House, six
or more sections in the Legislative Council,
and, forsooth, six or more local parliaments
and lieutenant-governors, and all the rest of it
besides—that gaited man who shall have done

this for two or three years running, had better
be sent home to teach Lords Palmerston and
Derby their political alphabet. The task will be
infinitely more difficult than the task these
English statesmen find it none too easy to
undertake.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—There will be no
difficulty.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The hon.
gentleman never sees a difficulty in anything
he is going to do.
•
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George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—And I have been
generally pretty correct in that. I have been
pretty successful.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Pretty
successful in some things—not so very
successful in some others. The hon. gentleman
has been a good deal favored by accident. But
I am not quite certain that I believe in the
absolute omniscience of anybody.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But now, if
this Executive Council is to have in it, as I am
sure it must have, in order to work at all, a
representation of the different provinces, all or
nearly all of them, let us look for a moment at
what will have tad be its number. There are
two ways of calculating this—two sets of data
on which to go. Either we must go upon what
I may call the wants of the component parts,
or we may start from the wants of the country
as a whole. Suppose, then, we start from the
wants of the different provinces. I take it that
no section of the Confederation can well have
less than one representative in the Cabinet.
Prince Edward Island will want one;
Newfoundland, one.
A difficulty presents itself with regard to
Lower Canada. On just the same principle
upon which Lower Canada wants, for Federal
ends, to have a proper representation in the
Executive Council, on that same principle the

(pp. 482-512 in the primary document)

February 27 1865, Legislative Assembly

minority populations in Lower Canada will
each want, and reasonably want, the same
thing. We have three populations in Lower
Canada—the French-Canadians, the Irish
Catholics, and the British Protestants In other
words, there are the Catholics, and the nonCatholics, and the English-speaking and the
non English-speaking, and these two cross
lines of division cut our people into the three
divisions I have just indicated. Well, if in a
government of this Federal kind the different
populations of Lower Canada are to feel that
justice is done them, none of them are to be
there ignored.
The consequences of ignoring them might
not be very comfortable. Heretofore,
according to general usage, the normal
amount of representation for Lower Canada in
the Executive Council has been six seats out of
twelve. Of those, four may be said legitimately
to belong to the French-Canadians, one to the
Irish Catholics, and one to the British
Protestant class. Everyone is satisfied that that
is about the fairest thing that can be done.
There have been times when these proportions
have varied. There have been exceptional
times when the British Protestant population
has had to put up with a Solicitor-General out
of the Cabinet, and has done so with no very
loud complaint. There has never been a time, I
think, when there was not an Irish Catholic in
the Cabinet. There have been times when the
number of French-Canadians has been less
than four, and there was then much complaint.
Six members—four, one and one—are just
about what you must give to please each
section of Lower Canada.
Well, sir, if there are to be six for Lower
Canada, there must be six or seven for Upper
Canada, and you cannot very well leave less
than three each for Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick, and, as I have said, one each for
Newfoundland and Prince Edward island;
and thus you have an Executive Council of
twenty or twenty-one members, besides all we
might have to add for other provinces; and
this, I rather think, is a little too many. The
thing could not be done; for so large a Cabinet

819

could never work.
Suppose then, on the other hand, that we
start with the idea of limiting the number of
our Executive Council to meet what I may call
the exigencies of the country as a whole.
Eleven, twelve or thirteen—the latter, as an
hon. member observes, is an unlucky
number—will be as many as we can possibly
allow. Of this number one, as before, will be
wanted for Newfoundland and one for Prince
Edward Island. If one is wanted for each of the
little provinces, New Brunswick and Nova
Scotia will be sorely discontented unless they
get, at least, two apiece; and neither Lower
Canada nor Upper Canada will be contented
with the three left for each of them.
And for Lower Canada, in particular, how
will anyone divide this intractable figure
between her French, Irish and British? Shall
we give them one apiece, and ask the FrenchCanadian element to be content with one voice
in a cabinet of a dozen?—or, give that element
two, without satisfying it—so leaving out
either the Irish or the British, to its intense
disgust?—or, give the preponderating element
the whole, to the intense disgust of both the
others? It will be none too easy a task, sir, I
think, to form an Executive Council with its
three members for Lower Canada, and satisfy
the somewhat pressing exigencies of her
creeds and races.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Hear! Hear!
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The Hon.
Attorney General East [George-Étienne
Cartier] probably thinks he will be able to do
it.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I have no doubt I
can.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
•
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Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, I will
say this, that if the hon. gentleman can please
all parties in Lower Canada with only
threemembers in the Executive Council, he
will prove himself the cleverest statesman in
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Canada.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—Upon
whose
authority does the hon. gentleman say there
will be only three?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The hon.
gentleman has evidently not been listening to
my line of argument, and I do not think that,
to enlighten him, I am called upon to punish
the House by going over it all again.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—What I say
is, that if the number of the Executive Council
is fixed according to the wants of the country
as a whole, and not to what I may call the local
wants of the several provinces, there will be in
all some eleven, twelve or thirteen members;
and you will have a number so small in
proportion to the various interests to be
satisfied, that it will be extremely difficult to
avoid serious trouble in the matter of its local
distribution. On the other hand, if you give all
the localities the number they had need have,
on local grounds, the Council will be too large
to work. It will be practically impossible to
meet the needs of all the provinces; and yet,
none can be left out in the cold, on pain of
consequences.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—When the matter is
brought to a test, the hon. gentleman will see
that he has aggravated the difficulty.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Sidney
Smith once said of a leading Cabinet minister
at home, that he would be willing at the
shortest notice, either to undertake the duties
of the Archbishop of Canterbury or to assume
command of the Channel fleet.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We have
some public men in this country who, in their
own judgment, have ample capacity for
assuming the responsibility and discharging
the functions of those two high posts, and
perhaps of a field marshal or commander-in34

chief besides.
Some Hon. Members—Renewed laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I would say, that
although I do not feel equal to the task of
commanding the Channel fleet or filling the
office of Archbishop of Canterbury, I do feel
equal to the work of forming an Executive
Council that will be satisfactory to Upper and
Lower Canada, as well as to the Lower
Provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, it will
require, in my opinion, something more than
bold assertion, and capacity for a hearty laugh,
to overcome the difficulty that will some day
or other be presented.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And now,
sir, I come to speak of the relations to subsist
between this Federal power and the different
provinces, as compared with those between
the United States and the different states.
Again, the comparison has to be made much
more with the United States system than with
that of Great Britain; although, unfortunately,
perhaps, there is in this part of the scheme
some confusion of inconsistent features of the
two systems. Great Britain has not yet, in any
true sense of the term, federated herself with
any of her colonies. She just retains a nominal
supremacy over them.
John Scoble [Elgin West]—It is a real
supremacy.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—No; it is
only nominal as regards its exercise. It is not
real in the sense of amounting to a substantial,
practical exercise of power over the colonies.
For these nearly five and twenty years past, I
call to mind no legislative act of ours
disallowed by the Home Government.
An Hon. Member—Yes, there was one—Mr.
Hincks’ Currency Act 34.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, I
believe that was. But in that case we got our

An Act to Amend the Currency Act of this Province (Province of Canada, 1850).
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own way in effect directly afterwards. I am
referring more particularly, of course, to what
may be called the conduct of our own
domestic affairs. There is no mistake but we
have had given to us by Great Britain a control
practically unlimited over our own affairs; she
lets us do what we like, while professing to
retain a perfect nominal supremacy over us.
She appoints our Governor General, but when
he comes here, he does what we want, not
what she may want. She can, if she likes,
disallow all our statutes; but for all practical
purposes she never does. She may, if she
chooses, alter or repeal the Charter of our
liberties which she granted to us, but she never
thinks of doing such a thing, and we know she
will not.
Well, here in this proposed Constitution—
looking to the relations which are to subsist
between the Federation and the provinces—in
lieu of a real Federation, such as subsists
between the United States and the different
states, we find an attempt to adopt to a
considerable extent the British system of a
stated supremacy, not meant to be in fact the
half of what it passes for in theory. But,
however such a system may work as between
Great
•
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Britain and her colonies, it by no means
follows that it admits of extension to this ease.
If the vaguely stated powers of our so-called
Federation are to be merely nominal, they will
be insufficient; if not nominal, they will be
excessive. Either way, the United States idea of
an attempted precise statement of the powers
meant to be given and used, is the true one.
What, then, is the system adopted in the
United States, as regards these relations
between the Federal power and the several
states? There are two leading principles, and
very sound principles, that pervade it.
In the first place the United States, by its
Constitution, guarantees to every state in the
union a republican form of government; by
which is meant a Constitution, in the main,
analogous to that of the United States—an
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elective executive, an elective second branch,
an elective popular branch—the whole
without what we here call responsible
government. This is what everybody
understands as the republican system.
Accordingly, just the same sort of thing in
principle and in all its great outlines as the
Constitution of the United States, is the
Constitution of each separate state of the
union.
And in the second place, along with this
uniformity in principle and outlines between
the Constitution of the United States and those
of the different states, there is established a
very exact system of what I may call limited
state autonomy. The state, within its certain
range of subjects, does what it likes, and is as
free to act as the United States; it has its own
functions, and within the limits of those
functions nobody controls it. The United
States have their special functions also, and
within the range of those functions can, in
turn, control everything.
The respective judiciary systems of the state
and of the United States, are further so
contrived as to be the most perfect check that
can well be imagined to secure the smooth and
steady working of this Federal national
machinery. It is a complex piece of machinery,
if you will; there are many delicate parts in it,
one depending nicely upon another; but, upon
the whole, it has worked pretty well for many
years, and may go on working pretty well for
many more.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—But the judges are
elected.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Does the
hon. gentleman mean to tell this House that
the principle of elective judges forms a part of
the constitutional system of the United States?
Why, sir, an elective judiciary is a mere
excrescence of quite late growth, and has not
fastened itself on the system of the United
States at all. It is not even as yet adopted by
nearly all the individual states, but only by
some of them. It is an excrescence which the
founders of the United States system never, I
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fancy, thought of, or in all human probability
they would have expressly provided against
it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But now,
sir, what is the system we are going to adopt
according to these resolutions? What are the
relations to be established between our
general and local governments? We are told to
take for granted that no clashing of interest or
reeling need be feared; that the Federal union
offered us in name will be a legislative union
in reality. Yet, whoever dislikes the notion of a
legislative union is assured it will be nothing
of the sort. Now, sir, I do not believe that you
can have all the advantages of these two
systems combined in one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—A
Legislative union is one thing; a Federal union
is another. The same system cannot be both at
once. You cannot devise a system that shall
have all the advantages of the one and of the
other; but it is quite possible that you may
devise one that will combine the chief
disadvantages of both, and the it is, I fear,
pretty much what this system does.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Let me first
take one feature of the scheme, or, I might say,
one absence of a feature from the scheme—the
non-provision of anything like provincial
constitutions. We are not told about them; they
are kept back completely in the dark; it is part
of the scheme that we are not to know what it
means them to be.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is part of
the scheme, too, from all appearance, that they
may not be at all alike. For anything I can see,
Nova Scotia will have a right under this
scheme to devise a system of responsible
government, with a cabinet and two branches
of the legislature. New Brunswick, if it pleases,
may have only one legislative body, with or
without responsible government. So may the
35

Prince Edward Island people have anything
they like; and the people of Newfoundland
may do what they like, and so may we in
Canada. Lower Canada may even have a
constitution of one kind, and Upper Canada
one of a totally different kind. There may be no
two of our six or more local constitutions
framed on the same model.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It seems to
be meant that these constitutions shall be as
varied as the people of the different provinces
may see fit to make them;
•

(p. 502)

nay, there are even left to the people of the
different provinces the same large powers for
amending them afterwards. To be sure there is
the grand power of disallowance by the
Federal Government, which we are told, in
one and the same breath, is to be possessed by
it, but never exercised.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The presumption is,
it will be exercised in case of unjust or unwise
legislation.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The hon.
gentleman’s presumption reminds me of one,
perhaps as conclusive, but which Dickens tells
us failed to satisfy his Mr. Bumble. That
henpecked beadle is said to have said, on
hearing of the legal presumption that a man’s
wife acts under his control:—”If the law
presumes anything of the sort, the law’s a
fool—a natural fool!”35
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If this
permission of disallowance rests on a
presumption that the legislation of our
provinces is going to be unjust or unwise, it
may be neared; but under that idea, one might
have done better either not to allow, or else to
restrict within narrower limits, such
legislation. If the promised non-exercise of the
power to disallow rests on a presumption that
all will be done justly and wisely in the

Charles Dickens, Oliver Twist, Chapter 51. Quote is not verbatim.
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provincial legislatures, the legislative power is
well given; but the there is no need, on the
other hand, for the permission to disallow.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I repeat, this
system, or no-system, aims at nothing like
uniformity between the general and local
constitutions,
or
between
the
local
constitutions themselves; and in this respect, it
is essentially at variance witch the much wiser
system adopted in the United States. It further
allows of no real autonomy; in fact, the only
trace of uniformity it can be said to have about
it, consists in its disallowance of all autonomy
to the provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Now, let me
take up those few features that undoubtedly
are given to us, as characterizing our
provincial system. Wide as we have seen the
latitude is which the provinces may take in
framing their constitutions, there are a few
matters as to which the system lays down an
iron rule. There is the appointment of a
lieutenant-governor which is to be vest end in
the General Government.
It is not said in so many words that he is to
be a colonist, but I think it may be taken for
granted that he will be. It is not very likely that
we shall get any right honorable gentleman or
eminent statesman, from home, to come out
here for an appointment of that kind; and I
take for granted, therefore, that the General
Government will always nominate Mr.
Somebody or other, of local distinction, to this
office of lieutenant governor. An hon.
gentleman opposite, (I beg his pardon for
noticing his gesture,) seems never to have had
the thought cross his mind, that perhaps if he
were named to it, there might be a doubt in
some quarters as to his entire fitness for it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—But
seriously these lieutenant-governors thus
selected, are all to hold office by a very
36
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peculiar tenure. They are not to be removable
except by the Federal power; nor by it within
the term of five years, except for cause, which
cause must be stated in writing, and laid
before both branches of the Federal
Parliament. For five years, therefore, they may
be said to hold office during good behaviour.
They are to be paid, too, by the Federal
power. They are to exercise the reprieving and
pardoning power, subject to such instructions
as they may receive from the General
Government from time to time. And they are
to have the initiation, by message, of all money
bills, and the power to reserve bills for
approval of the Federal Government. They are
to have these leading functions of the
nominated lieutenant governors under our
system, but with one most marked
difference—the attribute of non-removability.
Beyond these few points, the resolutions
leave us all at sea. Save as to these, they leave
room, as we have seen, for the widest
divergences of constitution. To be sure, I
gather one hint mere, not from the resolutions
themselves, but from the dispatch sent along
with them to the Colonial Secretary [Edward
Cardwell], by the Governor General [Viscount
Monck], and this is, that according to the view
of our Canadian Government, the provincial
legislatures had better be framed on the one
chamber principle. I presume this will hardly
be gainsayer by the honorable gentlemen who
have laid the dispatch before us, and which
supplies this feature that we cannot find in the
resolutions themselves. Says the dispatch:—
For the purpose of local administration, it is proposed to
have in each province an executive officer, to be appointed
by the Governor, and removable by him for cause to be
assigned, assisted by a legislative body, the constitution of
which it is proposed to leave to the decision of the present
local legislatures, subject to the approbation of the
Imperial Government and Parliament. 36

But, sir, whether our local legislatures are to
be of one house or two, or however otherwise

Despatch from Viscount Monck to Right Hon. Edward Cardwell, Government House, Quebec (Nov. 7, 1864). Supra
footnote 12.
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any of our provinces may experiment, in the
way of variation, in framing their
constitutions, at least there must everywhere
be some attempted approach, in principle, to
one or other of the two great divergent
systems—the British on the one hand, with its
responsible Cabinet—the American, on the
other, without. That you cannot work the
problem on the former of these two plans, I
will show presently. For the latter, Mr.
Speaker, in the States, it is always carried on
with two elective houses, never with one, and
with an elective governor; and all are chosen
for terms that are not long.
It could not be made to work otherwise. An
appointed governor, holding independently,
for a term not short, and above all, with only
one House, is an experiment as new and
unpromising as need be. For a moment, before
going further, I revert to the principle on
which the Federal Executive is to be
constituted. We are promised there a cabinet,
responsible after the British model, and
strangely and anomalously as we have seen
that it will have to be organized, in sections to
represent our provinces, we must understand
that the British principle of its joint
responsibility is to be and will be carried out.
But it is of the essence of responsible
government, that with its responsibility such
government should have power. No ministry
can be answerable for the entire government
of a country, unless it has the power to control
in some way or other, and to the requisite
extent, the course of affairs. If we are going to
build up or suffer in the country any power
too strong for it to deal with, it will cease to be
responsible.
It must be able to overcome opposition, and
that in a constitutional manner. Yet, according
to this scheme, independently of and besides
all the difficulties our sectionally-organized
Federal Cabinet will find in dealing with its
sectionally-organized Federal Legislature, it is
to have these provincial governments also, to
embarrass it. Let these last be what you will,

responsible or republican, or some of than the
one and some the other, so soon as they begin
to act for themselves, so soon you have got
powers in action that cannot long move
together without clashing, and yet neither of
which can overcome the other, unless by
practically destroying it, or in other words, by
revolution.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Whether we
adopt one system or another, we must create
the proper machinery for carrying out
whatever system we adopt. And the plain
truth is, that the Federal system is simply
inconsistent with the first principles that must
prevail in a properly organized British
responsible central government.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Indeed,
aside even from Federalism, the British system
and the republican are antagonist in principle;
neither of them will work mixed up with the
other. You must be content with one or other,
and must not commit the folly of attempting
any new, untried, mongrel system, or
compound of the two—such as nobody can
show to be capable of being worked at all. And
now, Mr. Speaker, let us just follow out the
course of our distinguished fellow-colonist
who is trying to govern some one of our
provinces under this proposed amalgamation
of the two systems. We will suppose him a
most admirably fitted person for the post, the
functions of which heist called upon to
exercise; but he must necessarily have one or
two causes of incapacitation, so to speak, for it.
When Her Majesty appoints a governor to
come out to Canada, or any other colony, she
is presumed by every one hers to have named
somebody holding a good position at home,
and somebody against whom no one in the
colony can have any ground of dislike. He
comes with a social rank and status
presumably higher than that of the people
whom he is here to meet with and govern.
Every one is disposed to recognise in him the
representative of Her Majesty; and he has
every chance of maintaining himself in that
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pleasant attitude—that of administering his
government to the satisfaction, so far as such a
thing is possible, of all parties. In adopting the
views of his constitutional advisers, he is not
called upon to give up any views which he
may himself be thought to entertain.
He can express to the people’s
representatives the views of his Cabinet,
whether they be conservative or reform, or
even though they be conservative this session
and reform the next, without any sacrifice of
position, no matter what his own political
views may have been in the Mother Country.
But suppose any of our politicians, whether of
this province or of any other in the
Confederacy, say Canada, Newfoundland or
Nova Scotia, to be assuming this rôle of
lieutenant-governor in any of our provinces.
He has this disadvantage to begin with; he has
to that moment been passing through that
ordeal of abuse under which every prominent
public man in this country must have suffered
before attaining any distinction whatever.
•
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—When a
politician, Mr. Speaker, in the United States,
who is obnoxious to the ill-will of any large
body of the people, is there elected to be
Governor of his state, the halo of his election
surrounds him with a something of political
glory that throws into shade any stains on his
political reputation. But if the governors of the
several states of the American Union were
appointed from Washington, do you think the
people would put up with the results of such
appointment, as they now do with those of
their own choice; when they might feel that the
man was even a despised, dishonest man, and
his appointment as well an insult as a wrong?
Who does not know that our chief public men
of all parties have been so assailed, as to be
held at this moment at a painfully low value
by the large section of our people who have
differed from their views?
I do not say that they have deserved this fate,
but the fact is undeniable that they have met
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it. Let any one of our dozen or twenty most
prominent Canadian politicians be named
Lieutenant-Governor of Upper or of Lower
Canada, would not a large and powerful class
of the community in either case to be
governed, be very likely to resent the
nomination as an insult? Do not tell me that we
are entering upon a new era, that all such
things are passed away, that we are to have a
political millennium, by virtue of this
Confederation? Come what may, we are going
to have pretty sharp contests for place and
power in the future as in the past.
No matter over what colony appointed, or
from what colony coming, a lieutenantgovernor will have hard cards to play, and will
have very much to put up with from the
people over whom he is set, on this mere score
of his past political exploits. And he will not
find it easy, either, to get along without
exciting a good deal of ill feeling, as he goes.
He has been known as a politician, and will be
held to be favorable or unfavorable to this or
that party in the province he governs. He will
have stepped into position as a statesman of
the Confederation.
No man so placed will be able to blot the
record of his past, or deny his participation in
this, that and the other proceeding, which his
opponent may choose to brand as perhaps
next to criminal; how then will has be able to
hold that position of equilibrium between
political parties, which, if he is not to fail
utterly in his rôle of governor, he must
maintain? He will be suspected, watched,
attacked, vilified; must stick by friends and
punish enemies; cannot win respect, esteem
and sympathy, as a stranger might. Nor will
he be free from another source of
embarrassment. I incline to think there will be
a sort of distinction between the two classes of
politicians to grow up under our proposed
Confederation.
There will be those who will aim at and get
seats in the Federal Legislature, and who may
be denominated the senior or higher class of
our politicians. It will be from this class that
men will get into the Federal Executive
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Council,
into
high-caste
judgeships,
lieutenant-governorships, and other high
places of the new system—”the chief seats in
the synagogue.”37 The lower seats, with their
less tempting prizes, will be left to the junior
or lower class of our politicians. But if
anything ever so little like responsible
government is to be carried out in the
provinces, while the lieutenant-governors
must be taken from the former of these two
classes, the members of any cabinets or quasicabinets that they may have (not to say their
provincial Premiers even, very likely), must be
taken from the latter class. Do you mean to tell
me that a governor chosen from among our
politicians, of what I may call high caste, will
put up with much of control from a lot of
politicians of low caste, sitting at his sham
council board or forming his sham legislature?
I fancy he will want to have—and will be
held by his people to be wanting to have—a
vast deal more of power than they will like, or
than tiny system ever so little free can allow of.
And meantime, what of the power behind, and
nominally
above
him—the
Federal
Executive—with its Premier, sections, and
what not? Once named, he is likely to feel
every inch a governor; might perhaps run
round to the Premier and Ministry that had
named him, and tell them in effect, though
probably not in so many words: “I am here
and you are there. I shall be careful not to give
you sufficient cause for so bold a step as my
dismissal, but there is a good deal I can do. I
am here for five years; and your tenure of
office is less certain.”
How may be drawn into this attitude by
differences growing up between himself and
them. Or, the Federal Cabinet may so change
its composition or policy as to force such
attitude upon him. Why, Mr. Speaker, you
may have a Lieutenant-Governor—say of
Lower Canada—in open quarrel with the
Premier who named him, or with a successor
of such Premier; the two, may be, not speaking
37
38

in the streets! He has
•
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his seat for five years, and the unfortunate
Federal Premier, his supposed master, whose
views do not agree with his, may—
A Member—Whistle!
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yes, may
whistle—may find his Lieutenant-Governor
counter-working him in Parliament, in the
Provincial Legislature, everywhere; and
perhaps, in the encounter, may catch a very
ugly fall.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Mr.
Speaker, let me once again make reference to
Canadian history. Just before the union of the
Canadas, and after it, the late Lord Sydenham,
who was certainly not a fool, thought he
would try a political experiment. I believe he
made no secret of its being, to his own mind,
an experiment, nor yet of the fact that he did
not suppose it would so far succeed as to last
long. He was very anxious to introduce into
Canada a municipal system. Well, he tried first
to get such a system embodied in the Union
Act38; but he failed in that. He afterwards got
his enactment passed as he wished, for Lower
Canada, by the Special Council, and for Upper
Canada by the Canadian Parliament at its first
session.
That system had in it certain features of this
scheme now proposed for our Confederation.
Each municipal district was to have its warden
appointed by the Governor General, and to
have its elected district council, or little
legislature of one chamber. The powers of that
little legislature, or large municipal body,
were well stated. There was no mistake as to
just how far it could go. The power of
disallowing by-laws passed by it, and also that
of nominating the warden, were carefully
reserved to Government. And, mind you, my
Lord Sydenham did not make the blunder of

Matthew 23:6.
The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
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letting his wardens hold otherwise than
during pleasure. He kept in his own hands all
needed control over them; and, by the way, he
kept, too, what was most material, the power
of dissolving any refractory council, in the
hands of Government.
The whole thing was nicely arranged, and
was meant to work, and Lord Sydenham
probably thought it would work for some few
years, and that then the districts would
outgrow the system, and elect their own
wardens and pass their by-laws freely. But,
Mr. Speaker, the plan never did work at all,
neither in Lower nor in Upper Canada; and the
first thing done by the next Parliament was to
sweep it all away—nominated wardens and
power of disallowing by-laws together.
Everybody saw and felt that it was a real
power and not a sham, that was so reserved to
Government. And so it will be in this case.
Your Lieutenant-Governor will be felt to have
a real power, not a sham one. What your petty
districts would not put up with five and
twenty years ago, your provinces will not put
up with now.
Is a larger illustration wanted? One comes
readily to hand. The Imperial Government
used once to try the experiment of sending out
governors to colonies having representative
institutions, without instructing them to pay
due deference to those institutions, and it led
to a most lamentable failure.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Are we
going to try to work, in all these provinces, a
worse system than that which, when, worked
from the Colonial Office at home, resulted in
what Lord Durham well called “constituted
anarchy?”39 If we are, how long may we count
on putting off the conflict of authority that
shall end in a complete crash of the entire
fabric?
39

40
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But, Mr.
Speaker, I have not come to the crowning
difficulties of this case, even yet. Not at all.
Between the states of the United States, as I
have already stated, while there is an essential
identity of constitution, there is at the same
time a carefully distinct aspiration of powers
and functions. I do not say that the dividing
line is drawn exactly where it should be, but
that there is a distinct dividing line, no one can
gainsay.
But how do we stand here, Mr. Speaker, as
to the attributes of our own provincial
legislatures and government, on the one hand,
and those of the Federal power on the other?
Do we follow American example, and give so
much to the union and the rest to the
provinces; or so much to them, and the rest to
it? Either rule would be plain; but this plan
follows neither. It simply gives us a sort of
special list for each; making much common to
both, and as to much more, not showing what
belongs to either. I cannot go now—it is
impossible for me at this hour of the night to
go—into detail on this head. I can give no
more than some few specimens; and I take first
the three subjects of the fisheries, agriculture,
and immigration.
These three subjects are equally assigned to
the General Legislature on the one hand, and
the Provincial Legislature on the other. It is
provided by the 45th resolution40, that in all
such cases, wherever any statutes of the
general and local parliaments clash, those of
the General Parliament shall override those of
the local. So that in these matters of the
fisheries, agriculture and immigration, either
the local legislatures must not legislate at all,
or if they do
•
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Despatch from the Earl of Durham to Lord Glenelg (Sep. 28, 1838) in UK, Colonial Office, British North America: Copies or
Extracts relative to the Affairs of British North America (1839), p. 187.
Quebec Resolution 45, which reads in full, “45. In regard to all subjects over which jurisdiction belongs to both the General and
Local Legislatures, the laws of the General Parliament shall control and supersede those made by the Local Legislature, and the latter
shall be void so far as they are repugnant to, or inconsistent with, the former.” Resolutions were presented to the Legislative
Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.

(pp. 482-512 in the primary document)

828

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

the General Legislature may at any time undo
anything they may have done. One can easily
foresee any amount of clashing of authority in
such cases. Fishery regulations of all sorts—
bounties perhaps; the thousand questions
affecting agriculture.
Or to take just one that suggests itself as to
immigration; one province wishes, perhaps, to
encourage immigration of a certain kind, say,
for instance, from the continent of Europe. It is
a legitimate wish; but the Federal Legislature
may, perhaps, in the varying shifts of public
opinion, adopt a different policy, and reverse
all that the province may have done. To what
end give powers to the local parliaments
which may thus be taken away at any moment
by the Federal Legislature?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But, Mr.
Speaker, there are a hundred other cases as to
which I could satisfy the House, had I time for
doing so, that more or less of this confusion
arises. Take the subject of marriage and
divorce for one—a subject on which there is a
great deal of local prejudice and feeling, and
into which even religious convictions largely
enter. That matter is given to the General
Legislature. But on the other hand the larger
matter, civil rights—of which this of marriage
and divorce, from one point of view, forms a
mere part—is given to the local legislatures. I
turn to another matter, haphazard—the
subjects of railway legislation, of railway
incorporation, and of railway amalgamation.
What Legislature has power in these matters
under this scheme? I am not sure that there are
not here as nice a lot of pretty little questions
as one would desire to see in a summer’s day.
And I am not alone in the matter of this
criticism. Her Majesty’s Colonial Secretary
[Edward Cardwell] expresses an opinion,
rather diplomatically, it is true, but still an
opinion on this point; and what does the
Colonial Secretary [Edward Cardwell] say?—

41
42

The point of principal importance to the practical wellworking of the scheme, is the accurate determination of
the limits between the authority of the central and that of
the local legislatures in their relation to each other. It has
not been possible to exclude from the resolutions some
provisions which appear to be less consistent than might,
perhaps, have been desired with the simplicity of the
system.
But, upon the whole, it appears to Her Majesty’s
Government that precautions have been taken which are
obviously intended—[“intended;” he does not say
“calculated”]—which are obviously intended to secure to
the Central Government the means of effective action
throughout the several provinces, and to guard against
those evils which must inevitably arise if any doubt were
permitted to exist as to the respective limits of central and
local authority.41

It is perfectly plain from this that Her
Majesty’s Government could see that
whatever may have been the intention, there
has been a good deal of short-coming between
it and the execution.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—A thing is
not done by being merely intended. I will take
now a criticism on the same point from the
London Times. In an article most eulogistic of
these resolutions on the whole, the writer in
the London Times says—”But the most
important clause in the whole resolutions, and
unfortunately by no means the easiest to
understand, is the one which defines the
powers of the Central Federal Legislature.” 42
He then quotes the words of the resolutions,
and goes on to say:—
It is exceedingly difficult to construe these provisions.
First, general powers of legislation are given in the widest
terms to the General Parliament; then a power is given
especially to make laws on thirty-seven subjects, one of
those being all matters of a general character not
exclusively reserved to the local legislatures. Nothing is
exclusively reserved to the local legislatures, and it would
seem, therefore, that the effect of this clause is to cut the
power of central legislation down to matters of a general
character—a most vague and unsatisfactory definition,
and one sure, if it be retained, to produce conflict and
confusion. In the same way, what are matters of a private
and local nature not assigned to the General Parliament?

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864).
The Times [of London]. Unconfirmed reference.
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We have failed to discover any matters of a private and
local nature which are so assigned, and therefore the
power will be limited by the words “private” and “local,”
so that the effect of these clauses will be that, beyond the
subjects attributed to each, the? Central Legislature will
have jurisdiction over general matters, whatever they are,
and the Local Legislature over local matters, whatever
they are; while it is in the highest degree doubtful what
the courts would consider general and what local, and
whether the Central Legislature has any consonant
jurisdiction over private and local matters or no.43

The writer in the Times goes on to say—and
I have great respect for the opinions of these
writers when they criticise what they
understand, though I have none whatever for
them whey they take it upon themselves to tell
us what we know a good deal better than
they:—
These inaccuracies are probably the result of a succession
of compromises, and we can do no better service to the
federative movement than by thus early pointing them
out. The resolutions ask for the co-operation of the Local
and imperial Parliaments for the purpose of giving them
effect, and we have no doubt that before they assume the
form of law they will have under
•

(p. 507)

gone consideration and scrutiny fully commensurate to
their importance. 44

I rather think this writer had little idea of
what we were to be asked to do! He little
thought that there was not a word of alteration
to be allowed; that these resolutions were to be
laid before Parliament, and that Parliament
would be required to swallow them at once,
defects and all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, Mr.
Speaker, I have stated what, in diplomatic
phrase, are the views of Her Majesty’s
Government, and I have a’s read those of the
leading journal; and now I desire to quote a
few expressions from the last number of
the Edinburgh Review. The Edinburgh Review is
43
44
45
46
47
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about as good an authority as can be cited on
a question of this kind, for its articles are never
lightly written.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—It
is the organ of the Liberal-Whig party in Great
Britain.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Certainly, it
is a most important and influential
publication; and there are a few words that I
desire to quote from an article it contains on
this subject. The article is in the last or January
number of the Review, and purports to be in
commendation of this scheme. After giving
the words of the resolutions themselves on the
subject, and especially their residuary legacy,
if I may so call it, to the General Legislature, of
all matters of a general character not specially
and exclusively reserved for the local
parliaments,
this
probably
not
undistinguished writer remarks—”Obviously
very loosely expressed; for what are matters of
a general character, and who is to decide
whether a matter is of a general character or
not? … We should prefer to the foregoing
enumeration of the powers of the Federal
Parliament, a simple declaration that all
powers are given to it except those expressly
reserved to the several members of the
Confederation.”45
And in another part of the same article,
reverting to the same subject, we have these
words—”And although the distinction
attempted to be drawn between general and
local matters is in some respects scarcely
traceable in the draft minutes of the
Conference” 46—Yes, sir, so this writer calls
them, their looseness of expression evidently
leading him to take them for something far
short of the solemnly drawn treaty they are
now set up for,—though this distinction, says
he, is hardly traceable in these draft minutes,
“the object they had in view is sufficiently clear
and intelligible.”47 Perhaps so; or perhaps that

The Times [of London]. Unconfirmed reference.
ibid.
“The British American Federation,” The Edinburgh Review, January – April, 1865, Vol. CXXI (1865), p. 187.
ibid., p. 191.
ibid.
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object was little more than to give people to
understand that somehow or other the
General Government and Parliament were to
have great power, and the provincial
governments and parliaments none too much.
Any way, the idea is very like that of the
Colonial Secretary’s [Edward Cardwell]
despatch48, and the two run rather to the tune
of the left-handed compliment paid Slender, “I
think my cousin meant well.”49
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Quote the concluding part of the article.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I shall do so
before I sit down, if my strength allows me to
complete my argument. I pass now to another
matter, as to which further capacities for
conflict are very well laid out for us. In the
framing of the United States Constitution they
did not forget to provide for a district of
Columbia, for a territory within which the
power of Congress and the General
Government was to be perfectly and
unmistakably supreme for all purposes. And
they did not forget to declare that the powers,
legislative and otherwise, of the Federal
authority, were to be complete over all the vast
territories belonging to the nation, and over all
its smaller properties, such as forts, arsenals,
dockyards and the like.
We have nothing of the kind here; and, at
least as regards the seat of Government, this is
not a mere forget. We find it stated that “The
seat of Government of the Federated Provinces
shall be Ottawa, subject to the royal
prerogative.”50 It is distinctly laid down as a
part of our system that the royal prerogative,
the right to change the seat of the Federal
Government at will, is to be maintained. But I
venture to say that the maintaining of that
right is simply inconsistent with the practical
working out of a Federal system. And this is a
matter involving a good deal of anomaly, as
honorable gentlemen will see when they begin
to think of it. The Governor General or

48
49
50

Viceroy, the all but king of this Confederacy,
with his all but Imperial Government, and all
but Imperial Legislature, constituted no
matter how, resident within the territorial
jurisdiction of a subordinate province!
The police of the Federal capital, not Federal
but provincial! That thing won’t do. The
framers of the Constitution of the United
States knew it would not do, and therefore
they were particular to give power to their
General Government to acquire and hold and
control and legislate for, in all respects, as they
liked, a territory within which they could
reign and rule and have no subordinate
authority over them. We have not got to
Ottawa yet, but suppose the seat of
Government were in Ottawa—perhaps we
may yet get it there—it might so
•
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happen that some Honorable Premier of the
Federal Administration may not be on
speaking terms with the Lieutenant-Governor
of Upper Canada; or at least, there may be
between them the most decided, thorough,
unmistakably proclaimed antagonism of
views and feeling. It is easy to imagine that a
Premier in that position, and a Lieutenant
Governor in that position, could between them
make a Viceroy very uncomfortable; and that
the result might be the bringing up of a great
many ticklish questions for adjudication by
the various authorities. It is clear there is a
defect here, which might lead to plenty of
trouble. But it is said—”Oh ! there won’t be
any trouble; men are in the main sensible, and
won’t try to make trouble.” Well, sir, if this is
so, if there is this general disposition to be
sensible, and make things work well, I just
want to know how we come to have had four
crises in two years?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—There is
another matter, intimately connected with
this, to which also I must pass on. I said a little

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864).
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while ago, that the United States system was
one of exceeding skill as regards the
constitution of the judiciary. De Tocqueville,
and every other writer who has treated of the
United States, has awarded it this praise; and
they are right. Each state has its own judiciary;
and the United States have theirs; and the
functions of the two are most carefully laid
down, so that no serious trouble has ever
arisen from their clashing. The judiciary of the
United States is undoubtedly the most
conservative and strongest bulwark of their
whole system.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—What then
are we going to do on this head? Just as we
have forgotten all about difficulties where the
seat of government is concerned, so here. We
are not quite sure whether we are going to
have any distinctively federal judiciary or not.
There is a power given to have one—there
may be one; but we are expressly told that
perhaps there will not be. But what are we told
on the other hand? Oh, there is no doubt
whatever, according to the resolutions laid
before us—no doubt whatever—that whether
we have a Federal judiciary or not, the
provincial judiciaries are to be a sort of joint
institutions. And a very curious kind of copartnership the Federal Government and the
provincial
governments—the
Federal
Legislature and the provincial legislatures—
are thus to have in the judicial institutions of
the country, generally. All the courts, judges,
and other judicial officers of the provinces are
to be, for all manner of federal purposes,
servants of the Federal Government. There is
an old saying, “No man can serve two
masters.”
But all these unfortunate courts, and ash
their officers, and specially all their judges,
must serve two masters, whether they can or
not. All the Superior Court judges—and, in
Upper Canada, the judges of the County
Courts—are to be named and paid by the
Federal authority, and are only to be
removable by the Federal authority, on a joint
address of the two Houses of the Federal
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Parliament. But, on the other hand, the
provinces are to constitute the courts—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—are to say
what their functions shall be—what the
number of the judges—how they are to
perform their functions—are to give them
more work or less—to make their work
pleasant or disagreeable, high work or dirty
work, as they like.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—In this way
they can wrong a judge just as much as they
please; the only check on them being the
power of the Federal Government to disallow
their legislation. The Federal Government,
forsooth, names the judges, and pays them,
and alone can remove them. Does that take
away the power from the local parliaments
and governments, the power to change the
constitution of the court, to change it in the
way most distasteful to those judges, to
legislate away the court altogether, to legislate
down its functions in such a manner as may
drive the judge to resign? And we are told
there will be no clashing!
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I have no
doubt the Hon. Attorney General East
[George-Étienne Cartier] thinks he could
manage courts on this system; could have one
authority constituting the courts and another
naming and removing the judges, and have
the system work harmoniously. He may think
so. I do not. I am satisfied if ever the scheme is
tried, it will be found that it will not work.
Human nature is human nature; and here is a
first-rate lot of matters to quarrel over, and to
quarrel over seriously.
Why, there is even a special refinement of
confusion as to criminal matters. Criminal
procedure is to be federal; civil procedure,
provincial; criminal legislation, proper, is to be
federal; but with a most uncertain quantity of
what one may call legislation about penalties,
provincial; civil rights, in the main, provincial;
but with no one can tell how much of federal
interference and over-ruling, and all with
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courts provincial in constitution, but whose
judges hold by federal tenure and under
federal pay.
I pity the poor man who is at once a criminal
judge and a civil judge. Between the clashing
of his masters and the clashing
•
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of his book authorities, he had better mind
what he is about, with the painful doubt rising
at every turn whether provincial legislation
may not be overridden by federal legislation.
His province may well have legislated on
what it holds a local matter, while the Federal
Parliament may have legislated on it, thinking
it a federal matter. Anywhere there may well
be some bit of federal legislation contradicting
something in a local statute. And do our
resolutions say that the federal statute shall
always override the local statute? No, only in
cases where there is concurrent jurisdiction.
And yet our judge who is to decide these nice
questions is paid by one power and removable
by that power, and may have his functions
taken away and be persecuted to the death by
the other. He will have a bad time of it.
Well, Mr. Speaker, I have so far been dealing
with matters, nearly all of which may be said
to be general to every part of this great
Confederacy; but now I must ask the attention
of the House for a few moments, to some
sources of misunderstanding which may more
particularly make trouble, unless human
nature ceases to be human nature within this
Canada of ours. There are in Canada, and
especially in Lower Canada, the two
differences of language and faith; and there is
no doubt that the real reasons which have
rendered, or are supposed to have rendered
necessary this plan of a sort of Federal
Government, are referable to this fact. This
machinery is devised, on purpose to meet a
possible or probable clashing of races and
creeds in Canada, and particularly in Lower
Canada.
Now, in the United States, when their
constitutional system was adopted, the
framers of it must have foreseen, of course,

that controversy would arise on the subjects of
state rights and slavery. There was a jealousy
between the small states and the large, and the
commencement of a dissent between the
Northern and the Southern States of the
republic. There was undoubtedly a
foreshadowing of trouble on the subject of
slavery, though, by the way, slavery was to all
appearance dying out rapidly in the Northern
States, not so rapidly in the Southern.
How, then, did the framers of that
Constitution undertake to deal with these
foreseen troubles, these questions of state
rights and slavery? Sir, they did all they
possibly could to keep both out of sight—to
bury them—that they might not rise up in the
future to give trouble. It is true that in so doing
they but buried the dragon’s teeth, and that
these, all buried as they were, have yet since
sprung up, armed men; but so far as they
could, they kept them down, kept them from
growing, prevented recognition of them at
that time and for long after.
Well, how are we going to carry out this
scheme of ours? Are we burying, or are we of
set choice sowing our dragon’s teeth? Are we
trying to keep our difficulties out of the way,
to bury them out of sight, that we may smooth
our way for the future lessening of them? I
think not. On the contrary, we are setting
ourselves as deliberately as we well can to
keep up the distinctions and the differences
which exist among us, to hold them constantly
in everybody’s sight—in the hope, I suppose,
that while everybody is looking at them
intently, somehow or other no one may see
them at all.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—In the
United States, be it remembered, they started
with their states sovereign and independent.
From that they went into their system of
confederation,
which
was
a
great
improvement; and from that they went on into
their present federal-national constitution. At
each step they were moving to limit state
rights, and also, indirectly, the extent and
influence of slavery. It is true they did not
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altogether succeed in this policy, but their
want of success has been mainly owing to
circumstances over which they could exercise
no control. We in Canada, for the last twentyfive years, have been legislatively united, and
we have worked that union in a federal spirit.
We complain that, as a result of this, the
distinctions which exist among us have
become so prominent—the truth being, that it
is rather this proposed change which is
suddenly bringing them into startling
prominence—we have worked that union,
however, I say, in a federal spirit, and it is said
to have produced or aggravated a certain state
of feud amongst us; and now, for the purpose
of perpetuating this state of feud, we are going
to effect a professedly Federal union which is
even expressly recommended to us, or to
many of us, as meant and calculated to be so
worked as to amount, for all practical
purposes, to disunion, Under it Lower Canada
has all sorts of special exceptions made, as the
phrase runs, in her favor.
The Legislative Council is to be named in a
peculiar manner, so far as its members from
Lower Canada are concerned. The other
provinces may have their laws made uniform,
but an exception in this respect is made for
Lower Canada, and as if to make it apparent
that Lower Canada is never to be like the rest
of the Confederation, it is carefully provided
that the General Parliament may make
•
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uniform the laws of the other provinces only—
that is to say, provided those provinces
consent to it, but by inference it cannot extend
this uniformity to Lower Canada, not even if
she should wish it. Supposing, even, that the
other provinces were to desire to adopt our
Lower Canadian system, according to the
letter of this Constitution, one would say they
cannot do it. They may become uniform
among themselves, but Lower Canada, even
though her people wore to wish it, must not be
uniform with them.
Again, as to education, exceptions of some
sort are to be made in Lower Canada, and
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indeed in Upper Canada too, though no one
can tell to what extent these exceptions are or
are not to be carried. Thus, in one way and
another. Lower Canada is to be placed on a
separate and distinct footing from the other
provinces, so that her interests and institutions
may not be meddled with. I say this system, as
a whole, and these peculiarities and
exceptions in regard to Lower Canada, are
adopted with a special view to remedy our
Canadian difficulties of race and creed.
But, sir, this is no way at all of avoiding or
lessening trouble from this cause. It is idle to
pretend that by this system collision is going
to be prevented. Under the legislative union of
the Canadas, even worked as it has been, the
tendency of the minorities in Upper and
Lower Canada, respectively, has been towards
the maintenance of the union—towards the
avoidance of all intemperate language and
prejudiced feelings—towards the pulling
down of the feuds that before divided them
and the respective majorities. And the result
has been, that while just before the union the
feud between the races in Lower Canada was
at its highest and bitterest point, it has since
then all but disappeared. The complaint of
Upper Canadian politicians has been that they
could not set the British and French races in
Lower Canada by the ears, that they could not
get the former, either as British or as
Protestants, to join with them in a crusade
against the Lower Canadian majority.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—Who
made that complaint?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I do not say
that it has been said in words, but it has been
in spirit.
Alexander Mackenzie [Lambton]—No, no.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yes; the
complaint has been made, perhaps not in that
particular form, but certainly in that spirit. The
British of Lower Canada have been again and
again told they were worse than their French
neighbors, for not casting in their lot with the
people of Upper Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.

(pp. 482-512 in the primary document)

834

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, Mr.
Speaker, undoubtedly, before the union,
Lower Canada, as I have said, was the place
where the war of races was at its height; and
that war of races did not nearly cease for a
number of years after. But the strife did very
gradually lessen, and a better and more
friendly feeling has for some time prevailed, in
both camps. Indeed, there has been a more
tolerant state of keeling in both camps, than in
any other community so divided as to race and
creed, that I know of.
But the moment you tell Lower Canada that
the large-sounding powers of your General
Government are going to be handed over to a
British-American majority, decidedly not of
the race and faith of her majority, that moment
you wake up the old jealousies and hostility in
their strongest form.
By the very provisions you talk of for the
protection of the non-French and non-Catholic
interests, you unfortunately countenance the
idea that the French are going to be more
unfair than I believe they wish to be. For that
matter, what else can they well be? They will
find themselves a minority in the General
Legislature, and their power in the General
Government will depend upon their power
within their own province and over their
provincial delegations in the Federal
Parliament. They will thus be compelled to be
practically aggressive, to secure and retain
that power.
They may not, perhaps, wish to be; they may
not, perhaps, be aggressive in the worst sense
of the term.—I do not say that they certainly
will be; but whether they are or not, there will
certainly be in this system the very strongest
tendencies to make them practically
aggressive upon the rights of the minority in
language and faith, and at the same time to
make the minority most suspicious and
resentful of aggression. The same sort of
alienation, as between the two faiths, will be
going on in Upper Canada. Note of warning is
already given by this scheme, to both parties,
that they prepare for fight; and the indications,
I regret to say, are that such note of warning is

not to be given in vain.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
prejudices of the two camps are once more
stirred to their depths; and if this scheme goes
into operation, they will separate more
•
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and more widely, and finally break out into
open war, unless, indeed, it shall work very
differently from what any one can now
imagine. If provincial independence is to be
crushed down by a General Government
careless of local majorities, then you will have
this war.
Or, if on the other hand, the policy of the
Federal Executive should be to give effect to
the aggregate will of the several local
majorities, at whatever sacrifice of principle,
still then you will have this war. The local
minorities—threatened with elimination, in
their alarm and jealousy, will be simply
desperate, ready for any outbreak of
discontent at any moment.
Take a practical case. Suppose the rule
adopted, of not having an Executive Council
inconveniently large, Lower Canada, as we
have seen, can then only have three members
of it; and if all these three are FrenchCanadians—as they almost must be, because
the French cannot put up with less than three
out of twelve—how will not the Irish Catholics
and the British Protestants feel themselves
aggrieved? You cannot help it. They must in
that case feel deeply aggrieved, and so feeling,
they will cause troubles. The Irish Catholics
will be told, I suppose, “Oh, you will have an
Irish Catholic member of the Government to
look to from Newfoundland;” and if so, they
will have to guide themselves by some sort of
Irish-Catholic Newfoundland rule of policy,
and not by any rule ever so little savouring of
a regard for larger or higher principle.
The British Protectants, in their turn, will be
told: “You have a majority of your own tongue
and faith from Upper Canada and the Lower
Provinces; you must be content with that, and
look to their members of the Government lord
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such care us you may need in the matter of
your affairs.” “Oh, we must, must we?” will be
the answer; “then we will square our conduct,
not by any rule for British America or even
Lower Canada, but by the shifting exigencies
of prejudice or passion, whatever they may be,
in Upper Canada and your Lower Provinces.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—These
discontented elements in Lower Canada,
depend upon it, will create no small confusion;
and among those thus driven into making
trouble, there will be not a few whose
preferences will even be American, and who
will appeal to outside influences for
protection. Such will be the legitimate effect, of
this system; and if any one tells me that it will
be conducive to the peace and good
government of this country, I say he
prophecies in a way that I cannot understand.
Thank God, Mr. Speaker, I do not need, as I
stand here, to defend myself from any charge
of bigotry as against any sect or party. There
was a time in Canada when it was most
difficult for any person who spoke my tongue
to stand up and say that the French-Canadians
ought not to be politically exterminated from
the face of the earth. I stood out steadfastly
against that doctrine then. I remember well the
painful events of that sad time.
I foresee but too distinctly the fearful
probability there is of that time coming again,
through the adoption of these resolutions.
And I do not shrink from the danger of being
misunderstood or misrepresented, when I
now stand up here and warn the country of
this danger. If trouble of this sort ever arises, it
is one that will extend very rapidly over the
whole Confederacy. In all parts of it, in every
province, there are minorities that will be
acted upon by that kind of thing.
In the Lower Provinces, and in
Newfoundland, things are but too ripe for the
outburst of hostilities of this description. Talk,
indeed, in such a state of things, of your
founding here by this means “a new
51
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nationality”51—of your creating such a thing—
of your whole people here rallying round its
new Government at Ottawa. Mr. Speaker, is
such a thing possible?
We have a large class whose national
feelings turn towards London, whose very
heart is there; another large class whose
sympathies centre here at Quebec, or in a
sentimental way may have some reference to
Paris; another large class whose memories are
of the Emerald Isle; and yet another whose
comparisons are rather with Washington; but
have we any class of people who are attached,
or whose feelings are going to be directed with
any earnestness, to the city of Ottawa, the
centre of the new nationality that is to be
created?
In the times to come, when men shall begin
to feel strongly our those questions that appeal
to national preferences, prejudices and
passions, all talk of your new nationality will
sound but strangely. Some other older
nationality will then be found to hold the first
place in most people’s hearts.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Mr.
Speaker, it is only right that I should state to
the House that I have not reached within a
long distance of the point which I had hoped
to reach before sitting down; but
•
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I feel compelled to ask the indulgence of the
House, from my strength being insufficient to
bear me through.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
The
debate
was
then
adjourned, Mr.
Dunkin having the floor again for tomorrow.

Lord Monck, Legislative Council, Speech from the Throne (Jan. 19, 1865), p. A:1.
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Island in one Government, with provisions based on
certain Resolutions which were adopted at a Conference
of Delegates from the said Colonies, held at the City of
Quebec, on the 10th October, 1864.1

C

hristopher Dunkin [Brome], continuing
his speech from yesterday2, said—Mr.
Speaker, when the kindness of the House
permitted me to resume my seat last evening,
I was comparing the constitutional system of
the proposed Confederacy with the
Constitution of the United States primarily,
and with that of Great Britain secondarily. I
had gone over several leading points of
comparison; and it will be in the recollection of
the House, no doubt,
•

Debates of
The

Legislative
ASSEMBLY
TUESday,
february 28, 1865

The Order of the Day being read, for resuming the
adjourned Debate upon the Question which was,
on Friday the 3rd instant proposed,
That an humble Address be presented to Her Majesty,
praying that She may be graciously pleased to cause a
measure to be submitted to the Imperial Parliament for the
purpose of uniting the Colonies of Canada, Nova Scotia,
New Brunswick, Newfoundland, and Prince Edward
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that I had compared the composition of our
proposed House of Commons with that of the
House of Representatives of the United States;
and I endeavored to show, and I think I had
shown, that we were departing altogether
from the principles upon which the British
House of Commons is constituted, and taking
up mal à propos3, and unfortunately, the least
inviting features of the composition of the
American House of Representatives.
It is proposed to adopt here a plan which has
a direct tendency to place on the floor of our
House of Commons a number of provincial
delegations, and not a number of independent
members of parliament. The tendency is
therefore towards a system antagonistic to,
and inconsistent with, those principles on
which the British Constitution reposes. With
provincial delegations, rather than members
of parliament, on the floor of the Federal
Legislature, we are not likely to have that
political longevity, whether of men or parties,
without which the British system of
government can hardly exist.
Turning then to the Legislative Council, and
comparing its constitution with that of the
Senate of the United States, the principles

Journals of the Legislative Assembly of the Province of Canada (1865), p. 160. Inserted for completeness. The Hunter & Rose
version begins with Dunkin’s speech.
Dunkin’s speech in the Legislative Assembly began on Feb. 27, 1865, p. 482.
i.e. “inappropriate”
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governing the former are diametrically
opposite to those on which the latter is
founded. The Senate of the United States
forms an excellent federal check upon the
House of Representatives, partly owing to the
way in which it is constituted, and partly on
account of the powers given to it, and which
are not proposed to be given to our Legislative
Council.
All that can be said of it is, that it is proposed
to be constituted upon almost the worst
principles that could have been adopted. It
seems as if it were so constituted for the mere
purpose of leading to a dead-lock. The
members of it are not to represent our
provinces at all, but are to be named by the
Federal power itself, for life, and in numbers
to constitute a pretty numerous body, but
without any of the peculiar functions wisely
assigned to the Senate of the United States. In
fact, the federal battle that must be fought will
have to be fought in the House of Commons
and in the Executive Council, very much more
than in the Legislative Council.
Turning then to the Executive Council, I had
shown that it is a necessary consequence of the
proposed system, that we are to have not
merely a House of Commons cut up into
sections, but also an Executive Council cut up
in the same unfortunate way. You can get
nothing else in the nature of a real federal
check. Your federal problem will have to be
worked out around the table of the Executive
Council. But this principle, which must enter
into the formation of the Executive Council, is
clearly inconsistent with the principle of the
British Constitution, which holds the whole
Cabinet jointly responsible for every act of the
Government.
In our present union of the Canadas 4, we
have latterly gone upon the plan of having
almost two ministries. The plan urged upon
our acceptance purposes the experiment of six
or more sections in the Executive Council,
instead of the two that we have found one too
many. Among the difficulties that will grow
4

out of that plan is this, the absolute necessity
of either having an Executive Council that will
be ridiculously too numerous, or else one that
will represent the different provinces in
sections entirely too small.
From this comparison of these three leading
features, I had passed on to consider the
relations of the Federal Government with the
several provinces, comparing them with the
relations subsisting between the United States
Government and the governments of the
several states of the American Union. The
several states of the neighboring republic
commenced their existence as states with all
their constitutions constructed on the same
general plan as that of the United States, and
in fact the same republican principles underlie
all their governmental institutions, municipal,
state and federal. But it is here proposed, that
while we are to start with a system of general
government, part British, part republican,
partly neither, it is to be an open question, left
to the decision of each separate province, what
kind of local constitution is to be constructed
for itself.
Each province must, of course, have an
elective chamber, but as to a second chamber,
that is to be as each local legislature may see
fit. Some, probably, will have it elective, while
others may dispense with it entirely. Then,
looking to the appointment of the Lieutenant
Governors, and the tenure by which they are
to hold office, it becomes about as clear as day
that you cannot carry on responsible
government in the provinces, but must have in
them all a system that is neither British nor
republican, and that, I believe, will be found to
be totally unworkable.
Turning to the assignment of powers to the
Federal Government on the one hand, and the
local or provincial governments on the other,
we meet again with the unhappy contrast
between
•
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the wisdom displayed on that point in the
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Constitution of the United States, and the lack
of wisdom in the arrangement proposed for
adoption here. There is, in the United States’
system, a clear and distinct line drawn
between the functions of the general and state
governments. Some may not like the idea of
state sovereignty, and many may wish that
more power had been given to the General
Government. But this much is plain, that it is
not proposed to allow anything approaching
to state sovereignty here. We have not even an
intelligible statement as to what powers are to
be exercised by the general, and what by the
local legislatures and governments.
Several subjects are specifically given to
both; many others are confusedly left in doubt
between them; and there is the strange and
anomalous provision that not only can the
General Government disallow the acts of the
provincial legislatures, and control and
hamper and fetter provincial action in more
ways than one, but that wherever any federal
legislation contravenes or in any way clashes
with provincial legislation, as to any matter at
all common between them, such federal
legislation shall override it, and take its place.
It is not too much to say that a continuance of
such a system for any length of time without
serious clashing is absolutely impossible. This
is in effect so declared in the despatch of Her
Majesty’s Colonial Secretary [Edward
Cardwell]5, and it is clearly pointed out in the
London Times and in the Edinburgh Review6. It
seems as if our statesmen had sought to
multiply points of collision at every turn.
Then as to the non provision of a permanent
seat of government, and the arrangements
contemplated for the judiciary, we find still
more of the same sort of thing; and as to the
extraordinary pains that seem to have been
taken to throw up a great wall or hedge round
those institutions of Lower Canada which of
late have been giving us no trouble to speak

5

6
7
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of—as to the extraordinary pains, I say, that
seem to have been taken to put a wall around
those institutions, and to give every possible
guarantee about them on this side and on that;
why, this very machinery, provided for the
mere purpose of inducing people to agree to
the scheme, who would not otherwise
countenance it, is calculated, at no very distant
day, to cause the cry to resound throughout
the land—”To your tents, O, Israel!”7
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I had
reached this point of my argument, when I
was compelled to throw myself on the
indulgence of the House. There is just one
consideration connected with these matters to
which I have been alluding, that I wish to
revert to in few words, because I believe it
escaped me, in part at least, last night. A
marked difference between the history of the
United States just before they framed their
constitution, and our late history, is this: the
adoption of the Constitution of the United
States followed immediately upon their
successful war of independence.
The men who adopted it had just gone
shoulder to shoulder through the severest trial
that could have been given to their patience
and other higher qualities. Their entire
communities had been, you may say, united as
one man, in the great struggle through which
they had passed, and were then equally united
in their hopes as to the grand results which
their new system was to bring forth. They had
tried the system of mere confederation, and
were agreed that it was inadequate to meet the
wants of their situation. They were all trying
to remove the evils that they felt and
apprehended from it, and to build up a great
nationality that should endure in the future.
That was the position they occupied.
Ours is something very different indeed. We
have not gone through an ordeal such as that

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864). Correspondence presented to the
Legislative Council on Jan. 27, 1865, p. A:4.
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through which they had so proudly passed.
On the contrary, we have ended, temporarily
ended at any rate, a series of struggles it is true,
but struggles of a very different kind;
struggles that have just pitted our public men
one against another, and to some extent, I am
sorry to say, even our faiths and races against
each other.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—For one, I
do believe that these struggles—of the latter
class I mean—were dying out, but for these
contemplated changes, which are threatening
to revive them. But, however that may be,
struggles there have been amongst us, of
which we have no cause to be proud; things
have occurred since the union of which we
ought to be ashamed, if we are not.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Of this kind
are the only struggles that we have had; and
when, from such a past and present, we are
told to start with the idea, so to speak, of at
once creating and developing the character of
a new and united nation, under institutions
giving us a something short of independence,
and at the same time any quantity of matters
about which to dispute and come to trouble,
we may as well not shut our eyes to the fact,
that we start with but poor omens
•
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of success.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But I have
to turn now, Mr. Speaker, to another branch of
my comparison—the financial; and here, I
may at once give the House an assurance,
which I am sure it will be glad to have, that I
will not trouble it with more figures than are
absolutely necessary to my explanation of the
views I have to present, and that I will not give
a single figure as to which there can be the
possibility of a controversy. The contrast
between the financial system as a whole, with
which the framers of the United States
Constitution started, and the financial system
with which it is proposed we shall start, is as

salient as it is possible for the human intellect
to conceive; and further the contrast between
this proposed financial system, and the
financial system of England, is just as salient
too.
The framers of the United States
Constitution started with the principle, that
between the United States and the several
states there should be no financial dealings at
all. They were to have separate financial
systems, separate treasuries, separate debts—
all absolutely distinct. And ever since the time
when the unhappy attempt on the part of
Great Britain to tax the colonies was given up,
almost as absolute a line of demarcation
between the Imperial finances and treasury
and the colonial finances and treasuries, has
been maintained.
We have had our own separate finances and
our own separate treasury, with which the
Imperial Government has had nothing to do.
The Imperial Government may have gone, and
may still go, to some expense on provincial
behalf; but the British principle is, that
imperial finance is as distinct from the
provincial, as in the United States Federal
finance is from that of any state.
Now, the system proposed here for our
adoption is not this of entire and simple
separation of the federal from the provincial
treasuries, but a system of the most entire and
complex confusion between them. One has to
think a good deal upon the subject, and to
study it pretty closely to see precisely how the
confusion is going to operate; but there it is,
unmistakably, at every turn.
I do not mean to say that under all the
circumstances of the case something of this
sort was not unavoidable. In the course of
debate the other day, I remember a remark
was thrown across the floor of the House upon
this point and the Hon Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] in effect said: “Yes, indeed,
and it would have been a very pleasant thing
for gentlemen opposed to the scheme, if it had
thrown upon the provinces a necessity of
resorting to direct taxation.”
Of course, in the mere view of making the
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scheme palatable, it was clever to make the
Federal treasury pay for provincial
expenditure; but the system that had need be
established should bear testimony, not to
cleverness, but to wisdom. Is the system
proposed for our acceptance as good, then, as
statesmen ought to and would have made it? I
think not; and the extraordinary thing is, that
it is brought out with a flourish of trumpets,
on thy ground that in some indescribable way
it is to work most economically!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, to test
it, I will take it up in three points of view—
first, as to assets; next, as to debts and
liabilities; and, lastly, as to revenues. As to the
asset part of the question, the tale is soon told.
The assets of these provinces, speaking
generally, are of very little commercial value.
They are much like the assets of an insolvent
trader, with lets of bad debts upon his books;
it is of small consequence to whom or how
they are assigned. The general principle upon
which the scheme proceeds, is to give the
Federal Government the bulk of these assets.
The only exceptions of any consequence—I am
not going into the details of the scheme, but
still I must present to the House so much of
detail as to show that I am making no rash
statement, not borne out by facts—the only
important exceptions, I say, to this rule are
those I am about to notice.
Certain properties such as penitentiaries,
prisons, lunatic asylums, and other public
charitable institutions, and other buildings
and properties of the kind, which, together
with those I have just mentioned, may be
characterized as exceptional properties, are to
be assigned by the general to the provincial
governments. Also, with the exception of
Newfoundland, the several provinces are to
take the public lands, mines, minerals and
royalties in each, and all assets connected with
them—in common parlance, their territorial
revenues. The General Government is,
however, to have the mines, minerals and
public lands of Newfoundland, paying for
them of course.
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Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Then,
Upper and Lower Canada are severally to
have those assets which are connected with
the debts, reserved for payment by them
respectively; but these will not be worth much,
and I shall not take the trouble of saying much
about them. It is enough to know that the
proportion of the debt, to be assumed by the
two has not yet, for some reason, been stated,
and that the assets connected with them,
amount to very
•
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little. Further, I am not quite sure that I am
right, but I understood the Hon. Attorney
General for Lower Canada [George-Étienne
Cartier], the other night, to intimate that the
seigniory of Sorel is to be somehow a
provincial asset of Lower Canada. If that is not
to be the case I will pass on; but if it is, perhaps
the honorable gentleman will say so.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I will speak on that
subject at another time.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Then, I am
to take it for granted, I suppose, that it is not to
be a provincial asset?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I will not interrupt
the hon. gentleman now.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, Mr.
Speaker, I did suppose that I should have had
an immediate answer as to whether this
seigniory is to be a provincial asset or not; but
the hon. gentleman does not seem inclined to
give any information upon the point. By these
resolutions it is provided, that all ordnance
properties are to be taken by the General
Government; and I never heard but that the
seigniory of Sorel is an ordnance property. But
from the statement made here the other day, it
would seem that although this printed
document purports to be the scheme, it does
not give us true information on this point.
The wording of the 55th resolution is, that
the “property transferred by the Imperial
Government and known as ordnance
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property”8 is to belong to the General
Government; if any part of it is really a
provincial asset, it must become so by one of
those explanations or glosses which we are not
allowed to insert in the instrument now, but
are to take our chance of for some future time.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Passing
over the mystery that seems to hang over the
subject, I refer then to a matter about which
there can be no mistake. There certainly cannot
be a doubt that the lands, mines, and minerals
of Newfoundland are to be a Federal asset;
and there is not any doubt either that the
Federal Government will have to pay $150,000
a year for them. It is perfectly certain that these
lands will cost that money; and it is perfectly
certain, I think, that the administration of them
will also cost a certain amount of trouble and
dispute, as to the manner in which it is to be
carried on. But if human nature remains
human nature, we may reasonably and
probably surmise that they will not yield so
great a revenue to the General Government as
is by some thought.
We shall have Newfoundland delegations in
the Commons House, and in the other House;
and in order to keep them in anything like
good humor, and to enable the LieutenantGovernor of Newfoundland to carry on his
government with anything like ease and
comfort, their lands, mines and minerals will
have to be administered, not with a view to
Federal revenue—even though to that end
they are costing the direct payment of $150,000
a year—but with a view to Newfoundland
popularity.
In fact, I think it will be found that the
management of these properties will be
carried on more with a view to the
development and profit of Newfoundland,
than for any profit of the people of Nova
8
9

10

Scotia, New Brunswick, and Upper and Lower
Canada. Every man, woman and child—from
the
Lieutenant-Governor
downwards—
connected with Newfoundland, will regard it
as a fit article of political faith, that they must
be worked with a special view to the great
future of that great country. And the
consequence will be many little passages
between the province and the Federal
Government, not advantageous to the latter,
but illustrative of the way in which
governments too often have to deal with
things for which they have had to pay. Well,
sir, I pass to the matter of the debts; and these,
it must be acknowledged, are rather more
important than the assets.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—There is no
mistake about that; though there might seem
to be a mistake about the resolutions on this
subject, were you to take their letter only. The
sixtieth resolution says that the General
Government shall assume all the debts and
liabilities of each province9; while the sixtyfirst has it, that part of our Canadian debt is to
be borne by Upper and Lower Canada
respectively10. In a sense, I will presently
explain. I think the sixtieth resolution about
tells the truth, or rather, I ought to say, falls
short of it. But it requires one to work the
oracle out. To follow the calculation through,
in order to see that it does so, that these debts
will indeed all—and more than all—fall,
directly or indirectly, on the Federal
Government.
Meantime, on our way to that part of my
argument, I set it down that under the sixtyfirst resolution there is an amount of reserved
debt which, in a certain manner, is to fall on
Upper and Lower Canada respectively. Pretty
much as it was just now in the ordnance
property, so here,

Quebec Resolution 55. Resolutions were presented to the Legislative Assembly on Feb. 3, 1865, p. 18.
Resolution 60, which reads in full, “The General Government shall assume all the Debts and Liabilities of each Province.” Supra
footnote 8.
Resolution 61, which reads in full, “The Debt of Canada, not specially assumed by Upper and Lower Canada respectively, shall not
exceed, at the time of the Union, $62,500,000; Nova Scotia shall enter the Union with a debt not exceeding $8,000,000; and New
Brunswick with a debt not exceeding $7,000,000.” Supra footnote 8.

(pp. 512-544 in the primary document)

February 28 1865, Legislative Assembly

•

(p. 517)

we cannot get an intelligible answer as to what
these reserved debts are, as against either
province, or what the assets are that each is to
take as an offset to them. But, for the purpose
of constituting the stated debt of the future
Confederation, Upper and Lower Canada, we
are told, are to throw into it an amount of
$62,500,000, the surplus of their debt being
nominally left to be borne by themselves, after
they shall have become confederated; Nova
Scotia, on the other hand, is to be allowed to
increase her debt to $8,000,000; and
Newfoundland and Prince Edward Island are
to throw in theirs at the nominal figure they
stand at now.
But, by an ingenious contrivance, the
aggregate real debt of the country is to be, in
effect, a good deal more than the aggregation
of these figures would give. Upper and Lower
Canada, to begin with, as we have seen, are,
besides, separately to pretend to bear the
weight of their considerable excess of debt
over the $62,500,000, or $25 a head, allowed
under this arrangement. Nova Scotia and New
Brunswick, should they not increase their
debts to be assumed up to this figure of $25 a
head, are to be paid interest at five per cent, on
any amount of shortcoming in that behalf they
may be guilty of. And Newfoundland and
Prince Edward Island are to be paid interest at
the same rate, on the amount to which their
smaller debts fall short of this same normal $25
allowance.
For practical purposes, therefore, the debts
of the four Lower Provinces are thus brought
up to this standard level. The Federal
Government is to pay interest on them to that
tune; if not to creditors of those provinces,
then to the provinces themselves. And we are
to start with a clear, practical debt of $25 a
head for every man, woman, and child in the
Confederacy. Incurred or not, we start with it
as due, and pay accordingly. And there are,
besides, those amounts of debt left nominally
11
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to the charge of Upper Canada, as to which I
shall have a word more to say shortly.
Meantime, I proceed to our third head—of
revenues. And here, the first and most striking
fact is, that the Federal Government is to make
yearly grants, payable, by the way, semiannually and in advance, to each province, in
proportion to its population as shown by the
census of 1861, and at the rate of 80 cents a
head. And the way in which this 80 cents a
head apportionment is come at, is in itself,
somewhat edifying. According to the
statements made here by Ministers, the
Finance Ministers of the several provinces
were invited at the Conference to come
forward with a statement of their respective
wants11. Of course their statements were to be
framed with a due regard to economy. Such
things are always to be done economically.
This is a diplomatic phrase, of which we
understand here the full meaning; and I was
not at all surprised to hear, that however
economically the statements were made out,
they had to be cut down. Whether they are
said to have been cut down once or twice, or
oftener, I do not distinctly recollect. But at last,
after having been duly cut down, they were
found to require this grant or subvention, at
the rate of 80 cents a head all round—subject
always to deduction as against the Canadas,
and to additions in favor of the four Lower
Provinces, as we shall presently see. With less,
the provinces could not get on at the rate
thought necessary, unless by levying
undesired taxes.
Well, besides these subventions, the
provinces (all but Newfoundland) are to have
the proceeds of their lands, mines and
minerals; and Newfoundland is to have,
instead, the further grant from the Federal
treasury, of $150,000 a year, forever. They may
all, further, derive some more indirect revenue
from licenses of various sorts; and Nova Scotia
may add to these an exceptional, and
exceptionable, export duty on coal and other
minerals; and New Brunswick, the like on

Unconfirmed reference.
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lumber. Besides which, on the mere ground
that she cannot do without it.
New Brunswick is to have a further federal
grant of $63,000 a year for ten years; unless,
indeed, in the event of her not augmenting her
debt to the full amount, in which case, any
payment made to her of interest on that scare
is to be deducted from the $63,000—a shrewd
hint, by the way, that she had not best be too
economical—and, lastly, all are to have the
precious right of direct taxation, and the
higher privilege of borrowing without limit.
The Federal power is to have, of course, the
right to tax in all sorts of ways, the special
export duties made over to New Brunswick
and Nova Scotia, alone excepted.
Now, Mr. Speaker, taking this whole
arrangement together, I must repeat that I see
in it no principle but one. The provinces are to
be able to carry on their operations according
to their supposed probable future exigencies,
without danger of direct, that is to say,
oppressive or new taxation. Well, sir,
engineers say that the measure
•

(p. 518)

of strength of a fortified place is the strength of
its weakest part. And this principle is here
applied to our provinces in a financial point of
view. The need of the neediest is made the
measure of the aid given to all. The most
embarrassed is to have enough for its
purposes, and the rest are to receive, if not
exactly in the same ratio, at least so nearly up
to the mark as that they shall all be satisfied;
while, on the other hand, the debts of all the
provinces are to be, for all practical ends,
raised to the full level of the most indebted.
To show this, sir, another word or two as to
the amount of the promised subventions to
Upper and Lower Canada. This is to be, as we
have seen, only the 80 cents a head, less some
deduction, I care not what, for the purpose of
my present argument; but there is no doubt, I
say, that they are to receive less than the 80
cents, because the excess of their debt over
$62,500,000, though thrown on them, will have
to be guaranteed, and the interest on it will

have to be paid by the Federal Government,
and that interest will be deducted by the
Federal Government from the subventions
payable to them respectively.
The Lower Provinces, on the other hand, as
we have also seen, are really to get more. Well
now, suppose for the moment the
arrangement had been, for the Confederation
to assume at once the whole debt of Canada,
and accordingly to pay proportionately larger
amounts of interest to the other provinces. The
two Canadas would then have needed,
exactly, so much the less of nominal
subvention, and the other provinces too. The
cost to the Federal treasury, in the whole,
would still have been exactly what it is.
Indirectly, therefore, I say that for all
practical purposes there is thrown upon the
General Government the whole amount of the
past debts of these provinces, and more; and
the whole burden, too, of the carrying on of the
machinery of government, both Federal and
Provincial; unless, indeed, any of the
provinces should see fit hereafter to undertake
what I may call extraordinary expenditure,
and to defray it themselves. I do not think they
will. It would involve direct taxation. And I
think they can do better. But for all this part of
the plan, sir, it is like the rest, framed on the
mere idea of making things pleasant—the
politician idea of anyhow winning over
interests or parties for to-day—not on any
statesmanlike thought as to its future working
and effects.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Now, Mr.
Speaker, with this outline of the system, I
should be glad to know where the prospect of
economy of administration is to be found. The
Honorable Finance Minister [Alexander Galt]
of the future Federal Government will have to
do—what? To come with a budget, not merely
to cover the outlay of the Federal Government,
that is of course, but with a budget to cover
also all that I may call the normal outlay, the
intended outlay, the foreseen outlay of all the
provinces.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
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Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
Minister of Finance [Alexander Galt]—(if any
there is)—of the province, unless he chooses to
outrun the constable; unless, with his
lieutenant-governor and local government
and legislature, he chooses to spend more than
he can get out of the Federal Government, by
this system, or by that nice modification of it
which is pretty sure to be soon thought of, and
to which I shall by and by advert, need have
no budget at all. He knows he is to have about
so much from his lands, mines and minerals,
so much from licenses and so forth, so much
from the Federal Government, so many
thousand or hundred thousand dollars in all;
and he will of course make the best he can of
that. And by the way, it is a remarkable fact in
this connection, that we find that with one
accord those who are undertaking to speak to
the different provinces in support of
Confederation are agreed in each telling the
people of his own province what a first-rate
bargain has been made for it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—My hon.
friend from Hochelaga [Antoine-Aimé
Dorion] read us an extract the other night from
a speech of Hon. Mr. Tilley, of New
Brunswick, in which that hon. gentleman
spoke out, perfectly to his satisfaction, and to
that of many who heard him, that New
Brunswick is guaranteed an excess over her
real needs, of $34,000 a year 12.
If I am not mistaken, the Hon. Solicitor
General for Lower Canada [Hector-Louis
Langevin] undertook since, in this House, to
shew us that some $200,000 or more a year
beyond hers, is in the same way secured to
Lower Canada; even though she does not
receive the full 80 cents a head. I think I
remember that the Hon. President of the
Council [George Brown], though I have not yet
got the report of his speech to refresh my
memory—made it a point that really Upper
Canada, as well as Lower Canada, is
12
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comfortably off in this respect. One hears too,
I think, of the same song in Nova Scotia; and
in Prince Edward Island certainly, we have the
advocates of Confederation telling the people
there—”You, too, have got a capital bargain,
you have so much more to spend, according
•
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to this arrangement, than you ever had
before.” A strange comment on that earnest
desire for economy, which is claimed to have
dictated the whole of these arrangements.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If that was
the intention, the performance has fallen far
short of it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—And before
I go further, there occurs to me this
consideration, arising out of this state of
things, out of this abundance, not to say
plethora, that is meant to characterize the
provincial exchequers, whatever may be the
case with the Federal exchequer under the
system, one consideration, I say, connected
with this, which should not be lost sight of
when we are talking about the application of
anything in the least like responsible
government to our provinces. I never yet
heard of an elected legislative body that had
much control over a government, unless it had
hold of the strings of a purse from which the
government wanted to get something.
In the old days, before responsible
government was thought of, in the days when
casual and territorial revenues gave provincial
governments all they wanted, or a little more,
provincial legislatures had mighty little to do
with government, and, if they complained of a
grievance, were little likely to be listened to. It
was even the same long before at home. When
the English Crown had its abundance of
resources, English kings cared little for their
parliaments.
But when their resources were exhausted,

Samuel Tilley, Speech at the Institute, St. John, N.B. (Dec. 20, 1864). British North-American Association, Confederation of
the British North-American Provinces Being Extracts from Speeches…(1865), p. 102.
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and they could not borrow easily, and had to
ask for taxes, then the House of Commons
began to acquire power, and, in course of time,
became the body it is now. I shall be surprised
if we do not find, in the event of this
Confederation taking place, that for some time
our provincial legislatures, whether they
consist of one chamber or of two, will be less
powerful for good than many would wish to
have them, that the machine of state will not
be altogether driven by their moans.
But there is another result, about which
there can be no question. With one accord, not
in Newfoundland merely; I was hinting a little
while ago at what would be the case of
Newfoundland, as to its lands, mines and
minerals, not there only, but in all the
provinces, the provincial governments will, in
a quiet way, want money, and the provincial
legislators and people will want it yet more;
grants for roads and bridges, for schools, for
charities, for salaries, for contingencies of the
legislative body, for all manner of ends they
will be wanting money, and where is it to
come from?
Whether the constitution of the Provincial
Executive savors at all of responsible
government or not, be sure it will not be
anxious to bring itself more under the control
of the legislature, or to make itself more odious
than it can help, and the easiest way for it to
get money will be from the General
Government. I am not sure, either, but that
most members of the provincial legislatures
will like it that way the best.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It will not
be at all unpopular, the getting of money so.
Quite the contrary. Gentlemen will go to their
constituents with an easy conscience, telling
them: “True, we had not much to do in the
Provincial Legislature, and you need not ask
very closely what else we did; but I tell you
what, we got the Federal Government to
increase the subvention to our province by five
cents a head, and see what this gives you—
$500 to that road—$1000 to that charity—so
much here, so much there. That we have done;

and have we not done well?”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I am afraid
in many constituencies the answer would be;
“Yes, you have done well; go and do it again.”
I am afraid the provincial constituencies,
legislatures and executives will all show a
most calf-like appetite for the milking of this
one most magnificent government cow.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
There will be more municipal loan funds.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yes, that is
one of the analogies, and there is another even
nearer. Years ago, we in Canada said we
would forever give a certain fixed sum per
annum for an education fund. It was to be
divided, in a certain ratio, between Upper and
Lower Canada. But from time to time, as the
census showed changes of their relative
population, the division was to be altered. In a
little while this alteration of ratio gave Lower
Canada less money and Upper Canada more.
”Oh! but,” said the Administration, ”we
cannot do that with Lower Canada. After
having had distributed to her so many
thousands a year, she could not stand having
ever so much less. No, no; we cannot do that.
What shall we do, then? In our estimates we
will put in a vote for Lower Canada, just to
keep her figure up to the mark of what she has
been receiving. And what then? Why, of
course, we must add a vote for Upper Canada
in the same proportion, just to take her so
much further beyond her former figure.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—To be sure, I
do find, with reference to this subvention, a
pleasant little expression, which one wishes
may be carried out. It is to be “in full.” “Such
aid shall be in full settlement
•
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of all future demands upon the General
Government for local purposes, and shall be
paid half-yearly, in advance, to each
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province.”13 Yes, sir, so the text runs. But
suppose ourselves in the time of our first, or
second, or third Federal Cabinet, consisting of
its six or more sections, of course; and, for the
sake of my argument, I will suppose a great
deal, that every one of these sections controls
comfortably the delegations from its own
province in the two Houses of Parliament, that
the machine is working beautifully, that there
is no lieutenant-governor crusty, no provincial
administration kicking over the traces, and no
provincial legislature giving any other trouble
than by its anxiety to be well paid.
I will suppose even that this halcyon state of
things has gone on for some time. But one or
two or more of the provinces begin to feel that
they cannot do without having more money.
And the pressure will be such upon the
Provincial Legislature and upon the
Lieutenant-Governor,
and
upon
the
delegations to the General Legislature, and
upon the section of the Federal Executive
representing each such province, that it never
can be long resisted; there will be trouble if it
is, and things must be kept pleasant.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—One mode,
the most obvious, though the least scientific,
will be just to increase the subvention from
eighty to eighty-five, or even to eighty-two or
eighty-one cents a head. An additional cent a
head from the Federal Exchequer would be an
object, a few cents a head would be a boon. Or
suppose the demand took this form: suppose
the people, say of Upper or Lower Canada,
should say, “Those Newfoundlanders are
13
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getting $150,000 a year for their lands, mines,
and minerals; and the Federal Government is
positively administering those lands, mines,
and minerals, not for Federal profit, but more
for the advantage of that province than we
find we can administer our own; the General
Government, therefore, must take our lands,
mines, and minerals, and give us also an
equivalent.”14 That is one way of doing the
thing; and, when the time comes for making
that sort of demand, depend upon it that it will
sound singularly reasonable in the ears of the
provinces whose representatives shall make it;
and if two or three provinces shall join in the
demand, my word for it, the thing will soon be
done.
The same sort of thing may be looked for in
reference to the New Brunswick timber export
duty and the Nova Scotia mineral export duty.
Here is one form of the cry that may be raised;
“You give these exceptional privileges to New
Brunswick and Nova Scotia; give them, or
some equivalent, to us also.”15 With common
ingenuity lots of such cries may be nicely got
up. But for everything so given, much or little,
to whatever province, you will have to do the
like for all the rest, and the figure will be
alarming before you get to the end. And even
this is not all. Not only will you have these
comparatively direct demands, more or less
ingeniously, but always irresistibly made, but
you will have demands made in a more
indirect form which it will be yet easier to
carry, from their consequences not being so
clearly seen, and which will therefore be still
worse in their effects.

Quebec Resolution 64, which reads in full, “In consideration of the transfer to the General Parliament of the powers of Taxation,
an annual grant in aid of each Province shall be made, equal to eighty cents per head of the population, as established by the census of
1861; the population of Newfoundland being estimated at 130,000. Such aid shall be in full settlement of all future demands upon the
General Government for local purposes, and shall be paid half-yearly in advance to each Province.” Supra footnote 8.
Dunkin is referring to Resolution 66, which reads in full, “In consideration of the surrender to the General Government by
Newfoundland of all its rights in Mines and Minerals, and of all the ungranted and unoccupied Lands of the Crown, it is agreed that
the sum of $150,000 shall each year be paid to that Province, by semi-annual payments; provided that that Colony shall retain the right
of opening, constructing and controlling Roads and Bridges through any of the said Lands subject to any Laws which the General
Parliament may pass in respect of the same.” Supra footnote 8.
Here he is referring to Resolution 29 (3), which reads in full, “The General Parliament shall have power to make Laws for the
peace, welfare and good government of the Federated Provinces (saving the sovereignty of England), and especially laws respecting the
following subjects…The imposition or regulation of Duties of Customs on Imports and Exports,—except in Exports of Timber, Logs,
Masts, Spars, Deals and Sawn Lumber from New Brunswick, and of Coal and other minerals from Nova Scotia.” Supra footnote 8.
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I speak of that tremendous catalogue of
outlays which may be gone into without the
appearance of a grant to any particular
province—the costly favors which may be
done in respect of inter-provincial ferries,
steamship lines between or from the
provinces, railways between or through the
provinces, telegraph lines, agriculture,
immigration, quarantine, fisheries, and so
forth. There will be claims of every description
under all these heads; and besides them there
will be the long roll of internal improvements
of all kinds, whether for the benefit of one or
of more than one of the provinces.
For any local work in which it can be at all
pretended that it is of general interest,
pressure may be brought to bear upon the
General Government and Legislature, and
whenever one province succeeds in getting
any such grant, every other province must be
dealt with in the same way. Compensation
must be made all round, and no human
intellect can estimate the degree of
extravagance that before long must become
simply inevitable.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Sir, with
our Upper and Lower Canada we have had
pretty good proof of this. We know that
whenever anything has had to be done for one
section of this province, it has constantly been
found necessary to do something of the same
or of some other kind for the other. If either
needed anything very badly, then the
ingenuity of the Minister of Finance
[Alexander Galt] had to be exercised to
discover something else of like value to give
the other. In one word, unless I am more
mistaken than I think I can be, these local
governments will be pretty good daughters of
the horse-leech, and their cry will be found to
be pretty often and pretty successfully. ”Give,
give, give!”
But, sir, there is very little need for our
dealing with considerations of this kind as to a
future about which one may be thought to be
in danger of drawing more or less upon
imagination.

•
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We have in these resolutions something that is
to come upon us, one may say, at once; I allude
to the expenditure for our defences—the
Intercolonial Railway—the opening of
communication with the North-West—and
the enlargement of our canals. There is no
doubt that all these new sources of outlay are
immediately contemplated. Their cost is not
given us; it could not be given with any safety
to the scheme. I do not pretend to say, sir, but
that some of these expenditures are necessary;
and this I am even prepared to say as to one of
them—the outlay for defences—that every
province of the empire is bound to do its full
share towards its own defence.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I never gave
a vote or expressed an opinion in any otter
sense. I was always ready with my vote for
that purpose.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]— But looking
at the great outlay, I may say the enormous
outlay here understood to be contemplated, I
confess I cannot approach the subject in this
connection without a feeling of misgiving. I
can quite understand our going to the full limit
of our means for all the expense that is
necessary for the thorough maintenance of our
militia on an efficient footing as to instruction
and otherwise; but when we hear of Imperial
engineers, with Imperial ideas as to cost,
laying out grand permanent works of defence,
then I confess I am much inclined to think that
we had need try to practice what economy we
can in that direction.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Then, as
regards the Intercolonial Railway, we have in
these resolutions a very blind tale indeed.
“The General Government shall secure,
without delay, the completion of the
Intercolonial Railway from Rivière du Loup,
through New Brunswick, to Truro in Nova

(pp. 512-544 in the primary document)

February 28 1865, Legislative Assembly

Scotia”16—and this quite irrespectively of the
expense. The vague pledge is, that the General
Government shall at any cost secure the
immediate completion of this work. As to its
commercial or military advantages, I have not
a great idea of them. I believe there has been
much exaggeration as to both. Unless with a
strong force to defend it, in a military point of
view, it would be of just no use at all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—For my own
part, as I have often said, I heartily wish to see
the road built; but unless we can get it done
upon terms within our means, we had better
do without it a little longer, and develop what
other means of communication are at our
command. While I want to see the thing done,
I am not prepared for the declaration I find in
these resolutions, that, coûte que coûte17, we will
at once have it. I doubt the policy of that way
of dealing.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Viewed in
its political aspects, the work is as much an
Imperial as a provincial work; one for which
we have a right to look for aid from the
Empire. I know it is said the Empire is going
to aid us. Well, for a long time we held this
language: if the Imperial Government and the
Lower Provinces between them will combine
to do the rest, we are ready with lands and
subsidies, in a certain proportion and to a
certain limited amount. It is unfortunate, in
my opinion, that that proposal led to no result.
I should have been glad to have obtained it on
such terms, and even would have bid up the
limit to the utmost extent of our means.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
That offer is extant yet.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I know it is,
but those since made have left it out of sight.
16
17
18

19
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In 1862 the start was made to a larger and not
limited outlay—five-twelfths of an unstated
whole18—Great Britain to reduce the cost by
endorsing for us to a stated figure. I regretted
that scheme; but still it was better for us than
what is now being forced upon us. By this last
scheme, Canada will have to bear some ninetwelfths—it has been said ten-twelfths—but
some nine-twelfths, at any rate. In fact, the
bulk of the burden is to fall on us; and it is
significant, though I dare say that the
honorable gentlemen who drew up this
resolution did not mean it, that it seems to let
the Imperial Government off from its
guarantee.
This is no mere criticism of mine; my
attention was drawn to the point by the article
in the Edinburgh Review from which I was
quoting last night 19. That writer—who is not a
nobody, you may depend upon it—remarks,
in effect, that from the wording of this
resolution, the honorable gentlemen of the
Conference do not seem to be holding to the
Imperial guarantee. Should it not be given, the
cost to us will be frightfully increased. And
this it had not need be.
For the honorable gentlemen who are
running us into it might do well to remember
the past. We had the Grand Trunk railway
offered us for what was called next to nothing.
The guarantee we were to give was not for
much; and it was well secured; and we were
assured it was not meant to be made use of,
was more a form than a reality. Yet the
guarantee was used and extended, and made
a gift of; every estimate failed; the cry ever
since has been for more, more; and the whole
concern is now in such a state as to be
threatening us day by day
•
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Quebec Resolution 68. Supra footnote 8.
i.e. “at all costs.”
Intercolonial Conference (Quebec), Agreement between Canada, Nova Scotia, and New Brunswick, Clause III (Sep. 12,
1862). Despatch from Viscount Monck to the Duke of Newcastle (Sep. 12, 1862) in UK, House of Commons, “Copy of
Correspondence between any of the North American Provinces and the Imperial Government, relating to their Application
for Assistance in raising a Loan for an International Railway” (Jul. 26, 1864).
“The British American Federation,” The Edinburgh Review, January – April, 1865, Vol. CXXI.
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with yet larger demands on the public purse
than ever, to keep it going.
Well, sir, I pass on from these heavy outlays
for permanent defences, and the Intercolonial
Railway; and I read in these resolutions that
“the communications with the Northwestern
territory, and the improvements required for
the development of the trade of the Great West
with the seaboard, are regarded by this
Conference as subjects of the highest
importance to the Federated Provinces, and
shall be prosecuted at the earliest possible
period that the state of the finances will
permit.”20 Well, sir, we are told that this last
phrase is synonymous with those unqualified
words, “without delay,” that are used as to the
Intercolonial. I am reminded of a saying
current in the days of Lord Sydenham, who
was a good deal in the habit of wanting work
done faster than the workers liked, and of
whom it used to be said that all he ordered had
to be done “immediately, if not sooner.”
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I take it, the
Intercolonial Railway is to be done
“immediately, if not sooner,” and these other
improvements are to wait till “immediately, if
not later.” They are to be prosecuted as soon
as the state of the finances will permit. I know
some hon. gentlemen think that will be very
soon, but if so, there must be most
extraordinary means taken to borrow or
otherwise raise money.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Nothing
can be vaguer than the intimation given as to
what these works are to be. The
communications with the Great Northwestern
territory, where are they to begin; what are
they to be; and where are they to end? And the
other improvements to be carried out the
communications with the seaboard—the
enlargement of the canals—how much
enlargement, sir, and of how many and what
20
21

canals? An honorable friend near me says
canal enlargement is or should be productive.
No doubt, but at what rate?
I remember reading in a Lower Province
paper the other day of a late speech of Hon.
Mr. Tilley’s21, in which he said that at the
Quebec Conference they went into a
calculation of the productive value of the
entire outlay of these provinces upon
productive public works, and found them to
be yielding an average of one and an eighth of
one percent, or something like that, of yearly
return upon their cost. I admit there may be in
the widening of these canals a something of
productiveness; but to say that it will be
anything like proportionate to the outlay, is
absurd.
But what I am coming back to is this—we are
to go at once into the outlay of the
Intercolonial Railway, and we are to go into
this other, too; but yet, almost beyond the
shadow of a doubt, these canals and other
communications with the west—which
western politicians think they are to get as
their equivalent—are to be held back a bit. I
forgot to bring here an extract from a late
speech of Hon. Mr. Tilley’s, in which he
plainly said that can immediate carrying on of
these western works did not enter into the
calculations of the Conference, that the
Intercolonial was unmistakably to be put
through at once; but that the Lower Province
delegates gave no promise of the like
prosecution of these other works as the price
of that.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
An Hon. Member—Where do you find that?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is quoted
in a late number of the Toronto Leader; and if
anyone will bring me the file of that paper
from below, I will read the words with
pleasure. Now, Mr. Speaker, I am raising no
question of any one’s sincerity upon this
question. The politicians of the eastern
provinces, I have no doubt, are thoroughly in

Quebec Resolution 69. Supra footnote 8.
Samuel Tilley, Speech, unknown New Brunswick newspaper, reprinted in the Toronto Leader (n.d.) Unconfirmed refence.
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earnest in their demand for the construction of
the Intercolonial road, and are quite willing to
have the western improvements begun about
as soon as they can be; and I am quite sure that
the friends of this scheme in the west want
their western works instantly gone on with.
I even believe they both think they will get
what they want; but I am surprised at their
credulity, for I do not see how they can. I
believe they are deceiving themselves and
their friends with the bright pictures their
fancy has been painting, and that my western
friends, at any rate, are doomed to some
disappointment.
Whenever
a
Federal
Parliament shall meet, I fancy it will become a
question of grave interest whether or not the
state of the finances will admit of the
construction of all these works; and if not, then
what is to be done first—and how—and
when? And as I have shewn, unless the six
majorities are pretty much agreed, there will
be no great deal done in any hurry.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
That is worse than the double majority22.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yes, three
times as bad, to say the least. Well, suppose the
financiers of the Lower Provinces, having
before their eyes the fear of direct taxation by
the Federal Parliament, should come to the
•
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conclusion that it will not signify for a few
years, whether these western works are begun
at once or not; and should propose to sit down
first a little, and count the cost.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—
Insist on having a survey made, for instance,
first?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well yes,
that would probably be insisted upon before
they would consent to commit themselves
further to the undertaking. Suppose, then,
Lower Canada to go with the Lower Provinces
for staving off this commencement of these
22
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works, how will it fare with Upper Canada’s
demand for them? And what will not be the
indignation of the people of Upper Canada at
being tied to, and controlled by the nonprogressive people of the east? Or, suppose
that Upper and Lower Canada should agree,
and the Lower Provinces be seriously angry, at
any over-caution eastward, or over-rashness
westward; would not they too, so left out in
the cold, be making things quite unpleasant?
Or again, suppose the more eastern and the
western interests should continue to push on
both plans, careless of cost, and that Lower
Canada, for fear of direct taxation, should hold
back in earnest, would that make no trouble?
Is not any one of these suppositions more
probable than the cool assumption, over
which western gentlemen are so happy, that
when the time comes all interests will instantly
work together, and by magic do everything,
east and west, at once? But, be this as it may,
sir, on all three accounts—defences,
Intercolonial road and western works—we are
sure of cost, as well as of disputes, in plenty.
And there is, besides, a fourth. I shall have
occasion to show presently that we are going
to be called upon to spend money for yet
another kindred purpose, and a large amount
too, and this, as a part of this scheme.
Our star of empire is to wing its way
westward; and we are to confederate
everything in its track, from Newfoundland to
Vancouver Island, this last included. But,
between us and it, there lies the Hudson Bay
territory. So, of course, we must acquire that
for confederation purposes; and the plan is,
that before we get it we shall have to pay for
the elephant—though, after we get him, we
may find him costly and hard to keep. It will
not be difficult to prove that this is
contemplated by the promoters of this scheme.
Between railways and canals, and western
extension, before we get the scheme carried

The "double majority" principle advocated that the Ministry should be supported by two sectional majorities, one for upper
and another for lower Canada, in the legislature. J.S. Macdonald believed this principle was not only necessary but already
inherent in the sectional nature of the united Canadas. The Macdonald-Sicotte ministry in 1862 in fact practiced the
principle. See Bruce W. Hodgins, John Sandfield Macdonald, 1812-1872 (University of Toronto Press, 1971).
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out in all its contemplated amplitude, we shall
have bled pretty well, and seen some sights
that we have hardly yet learnt to anticipate.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, with
this certain prospect before us of a gigantic
outlay, what is the prospect for a gigantic
income?
A Member—Oh, never mind that.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I quite
understand that many hon. gentlemen take
little thought of where money is to come from,
if only it is to be spent as they wish. But, Mr.
Speaker, before I go further, I am handed the
file of the Toronto Leader, and, with the leave
of the House, I will read from it the extracts
from Hon. Mr. Tilley’s speech to which I was
referring some minutes ago. This journal
refers to it as follows:—
Mr. Tilley, we are sorry to say, does not give us much hope
of the speedy enlargement of our canals. He laughs at the
idea of his opponent quoting Mr. Brown as authority that
this work is to be undertaken at once. “The Conference,”
says Mr. Tilley, “agreed to build the railroad without
delay, the canals as soon as the state of the finances will
permit.” But he ridicules the idea that the finances will be
held at once to admit of this being done. “Canada,” says
Mr. Tilley, “could not have been brought into the union
on a promise to build her canals, for the railroad will cost
$12,000,000, which added to the $22,000,000 for canals,
would be an amount far above what they could have
gained them for without Confederation.”23

Such is Hon. Mr. Tilley’s style of remark, and
I do not think it is at all encouraging to the
very sanguine view of the scheme taken by
some western politicians. It is presumable that
he will take Newfoundland, Prince Edward
Island and Nova Scotia with him, and along
with them he will get much of Lower Canada.
If I should have the honor of a seat in the
House, they may depend upon it, I shall do
what I can to get them fair play. But I repeat, I
do not expect to see them satisfied with the
result. Well, sir, however this may be, there is
going to be, at any rate, an immense amount of
money required, come from whence it may.
23
24

Where is it to come from? We cannot shut our
eyes to the fact, that the customs tariff must
come down.
Some Hon. Members—Hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—There are
no two ways about that. Our tariff is much
higher than those of the Lower Provinces; and
the advocates of Confederation there have to
assure people that their tariffs will not be
materially raised, in order to get any sort of
hearing for the scheme. To tell them that the
tariff of Canada is to be that of the
Confederation, would be to ruin the chances of
getting a favorable reception for it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
•

(p. 524)

Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We are
marching fast and steadily towards free trade.
We must meet the views of the people of the
Lower Provinces, who are hostile to high
tariffs, and the demand of the Imperial
authorities that we should not tax their
manufactures so heavily as—in their phrase—
almost to deprive them of our market. It was
distinctly and officially stated the other day, in
Newfoundland, that assurance had been given
to the Government of Newfoundland that the
views of the Canadian Government are
unmistakably in this direction. And I do not
think there is any mistake about that, either.
To show how people at home, too, expect
our tariff to come down, I may refer to the
speech of Mr. Hambury Tracy, in seconding
the Address in answer to the Speech from the
Throne, in the House of Commons the other
day24. He could not stop, after saying generally
that he was pleased with this Confederation
movement, without adding that he trusted it
would result in a very considerable decrease
in the absurdly high and hostile tariff at
present prevailing in Canada. I have not here
the exact words, but that was their purport.
Well, if the customs tariff is to come down
largely, we must look for a decrease of

Supra footnote 21. Unconfirmed.
UK, House of Commons, “Address to Her Majesty on the Lords Commissioners’ Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177 cc40-83.
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revenue.
I am free to admit that a reduction of the
tariff on certain articles, or even some measure
of reduction all round, might be no material
loss, or might even be a gain, to the revenue—
in ordinary or prosperous times, that is to say.
But when the object of reducing the tariff is to
meet other exigencies than those of revenue,
one can hardly hope to get such a tariff as shall
give us the largest revenue attainable. And
besides, no one can deny that we are about
entering upon a time, commercially speaking,
that may be termed hard. We have had, for
some time past, pretty heavy importations,
and our best informed and shrewdest
commercial men tell us that we are going to
have, for some time to come, pretty light
importations. We are not to have a plethoric
purse, even under ordinary drafts upon it, for
some years.
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—The hard
time is come now.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yes, it is
come, or is close on us, and it rather threatens
to last. And if, with this state of things before
us, to oblige the Imperial authorities and the
Lower Provinces, under pressure of an
inevitable state necessity, we are to reduce our
customs rates, or any number of them, below
what I may call their figure of largest
productiveness, then surely it is little to say
that we cannot look forward to an increase in
the revenue, or even to a continuance of our
present income, and it is rather strange that we
should be called upon, withal, at the same time
so to change our whole system as to involve
ourselves in the enormous extravagances here
contemplated. No taxing scheme can ever
meet the case. Nothing can be looked to, but a
device of borrowing without limit—the
incurring of an amount of debt that, in interest
and sinking fund, must prove to be simply
unendurable hereafter.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But, in fact,
we cannot even borrow to any large amount
unless under false pretences. We cannot
borrow without telling tales of our condition,
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resources and expectations, that will in the end
be found out to be lies. We must awaken hopes
in the minds of money lenders abroad, that
cannot but prove delusive—the memory of
which must work us hereafter an aggravation
of punishment that we shall then scarcely
need. And when that time of reckoning shall
have come, then staggering under the load,
without credit at home or abroad, the country
will have to choose whether it will have heavy
direct taxation—for heavy such taxation then
must be—or have recourse to more or less of
repudiation; or even run some risk of both. Sir,
if ever that time shall come, the public men of
that day and the people on whom the burthen
will then press, will not bless the memory of
those who held out the false hopes and
inducements under which it is now sought to
decoy us into wild expenditure and crushing
debt.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, Mr.
Speaker, I now pass to another branch of my
subject altogether. There is a further salient
contrast between the American system and the
system proposed for our adoption. The people
of the United States, when they adopted their
Constitution, were one of the nations of the
earth. They formed their whole system with a
view to national existence. They had fought
for their independence, and had triumphed;
and still in the flush of their triumph, they
were laying the foundations of a system
absolutely
national.
Their
Federal
Government was to have its relations with
other nations, and was sure to have plenty to
do upon entering the great family of nations.
But we—what are we doing? Creating a new
nationality, according to the advocates of this
scheme. I hardly know whether we are to take
the phrase for ironical, or not. Is it a reminder
•
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that in fact we have no sort of nationality about
us, but are unpleasantly cut up into a lot of
struggling nationalities, as between ourselves?
Unlike the people of the United States, we
are to have no foreign relations to look after,
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or national affairs of any kind; and therefore
our new nationality, if we could create it,
could be nothing but a name. I must say that
according to my view of the change we ought
to aim at, any idea of Federation that we may
entertain had need take an Imperial direction.
Whenever changing our institutions, we had
need develop and strengthen—not merely
maintain, but maintain, develop and
strengthen—the tie, not yet Federal as it ought
to be, between us and the parent state.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is the
entire Empire that should be federalized, and
cemented together as one, and not any mere
limited number of its dependencies here or
there. A general, or so called federal
government, such as we are here proposing to
create, will most certainly be in a false
position. As I said just now, the Federal
Government of the United States was to take
its place in the great family of the nations of
the earth; but what place in that family are we
to occupy? Simply none. The Imperial
Government will be the head of the Empire as
much as ever, and will alone have to attend to
all foreign relations and national matters;
while we shall be nothing more than we are
now. Half-a-dozen colonies federated are but
a federated colony after all.
Instead of being so many separate provinces
with workable institutions, we are to be one
province most cumbrously organised—
nothing more. How many grades of
government are we going to have under this
system? The Imperial Government, the one
great head of the Empire; then this Federal
Government; then our lot of provincial
governments; below them again, our county
municipalities, and, still below these, our
township and other local municipalities.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We have
thus five different sets of governmental
machinery, and of these five there is just one
too many in my judgment. You might as well
make six while you are about it, and
interpolate between our provincial and county

governments
a
district
governmental
machinery. If we did that we should be doing
a thing not a whit more absurd than we
propose to do now, in erecting a new piece of
such machinery between the Imperial and
provincial governments.
We do not want a third municipal
government, because there is nothing for it to
do; and when we propose to create a Federal
Government between the Imperial and
Provincial, we are equally proposing to create
a something which, having nothing of its own
to do, must find work by encroaching on the
functions of the Imperial and provincial
governments in turn, with no place among
nations, no relations with other countries, no
foreign policy; it will stand in just the same
position towards the Imperial Government as
Canada now stands in, or as Upper or Lower
Canada before the union used to occupy.
That intermediate work of government
which is now done by the Province of Canada,
the Province of New Brunswick, the Province
of Nova Scotia, the Province of Prince Edward
Island and the Province of Newfoundland, is
to be done, part by the Federal Government
and part by the provinces. The work is simply
divided that is now done by the provincial
legislatures and governments, and in my
opinion there is no use in this subdivision of
work at all. You are putting this fifth wheel to
the coach, merely to find out that a misfitting
odd wheel will not serve any useful purpose,
nor so much as work smoothly with the other
four.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Your
Federal Government will occupy about as
anomalous a position between the Imperial
and provincial governments as I showed, last
night, will be occupied by your lieutenant
governors between the Federal authority and
the provinces. Both will be out of place, and to
find themselves in work they must give
trouble. I do not see how they can do good, but
I do see how they can do any quantity of harm.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The real
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difficulty in our position is one that is not met
by the machinery here proposed. What is that
difficulty? In the larger provinces of the
empire we have the system of responsible
government thoroughly accorded by the
Imperial Government, and thoroughly
worked out; and the difficulty of the system
that is now pressing, or ought to be, upon the
attention of our statesmen is just this—that the
tie connecting us with the Empire, and which
ought to be a federal tie of the strongest kind,
is too slight, is not, properly speaking, so much
as a federal tie at all. These provinces, with
local responsible government, are too nearly
in the position of independent communities;
there is not enough of connection between
them and the parent state to make the relations
between the two work well, or give promise of
lasting long. There is in the machinery too
much of what may be called the centrifugal
tendency.
•

(p. 526)

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—All the
great provinces are flying off too much,
attending too exclusively to mere local
considerations, too little to those of the general
or Imperial kind. And at home, as we seem to
be flying off, they, too, are thinking of us and
of the interests they and we have in common
less and less.
What is wanting, if one is to look to the
interest of the Empire, which is really that of
all its parts—what is wanting, as I have said, is
an effective federalization of the Empire as a
whole, not a subordinate federation here or
there, made up out of parts of it. I have neither
time nor strength to-night to go fairly into the
question of how this thing should be done; but
a few words more as to that, I must be
pardoned for.
Until latterly in Canada we have not had,
and some colonies have not now, I believe, a
Minister of Militia. Even we have not as yet, in
25
26
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our Cabinet, a minister to attend to what may
be called Imperial affairs. It is not the business
of any minister, nor is it even distinctly
recognized as that of the Ministry as a whole,
in any of these provinces, to attend to what is
really at the present juncture the most
important part of our whole public business—
the regulation of affairs between them and the
Mother Country. I know it may be said this is
in the hands of the Governor. So are other
things. But for them, we see the need of his
having advisers. And as to this, if a Cabinet
leaves it wholly to him, that practically
amounts to its neglecting these affairs
altogether.
Let me go back to a point or two in the
history of affairs in Canada within the
recollection of all honorable gentlemen. In
1862, when the then Militia Bill25 was before
the House, it was asked over and over again
by gentlemen of the Opposition, what
communications, if any, had been received
from the Imperial Government in respect of
the defence of this province; and the answer
invariably was, that there had been none, none
known to the Administration, as an
administration.
Now, if there had then been an officer—the
Provincial Secretary [William McDougall], the
Minister of Militia, or any other member of the
Government—whose duty it had been and
was to attend to that important branch of the
public service; if the relations between the
Mother Country and this province had been
known to be in his charge, such an answer as
that could never have been given, nor the
second reading of that bill lost in consequence.
The other night, when the Raid Prevention
and Alien Bill26 was before the House, we did
receive the intimation that the Mother
Country desired legislation of that kind at our
hands; and it passed accordingly. But that
intimation was then given us exceptionally.
There is a large class of questions springing up

Bill: An Act Respecting the Militia (Province of Canada, 1862).
An Act for the prevention and repression of outrages in violation of the Peace on the frontier of this Province, and for other purposes
(Province of Canada, 1865).
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continually which affect Imperial interests and
Imperial views as well as our own, and we
ought to have—and if our connection with the
Empire is to last, we must have—this
department of our public affairs attended to
by a regularly appointed Minister of the
Crown here, who, whenever occasion
requires, may explain them and who shall be
responsible to this House.
Of course, nobody denies that the Governor
General is the channel of communication
between us and the Imperial Government. He
is the Queen’s representative and servant, and
his communications with the Home
Government must be of the most confidential
character, except in so far as he may see fit to
make them known. But fully admitting this,
still besides those communications of this
character which he may, have and indeed at all
times must have unrestrictedly with the
Imperial Government, there should be—and,
if our Imperial relations are to be maintained,
there must be—a further class of
communications
between
the
two
governments, as to which the Governor
should be advised by a minister whose
particular duty it should be to manage affairs
between the Mother Country and ourselves,
and to be in effect a local adviser, as to such
matters, of the Imperial advisers of the Crown
in England.
In one word, we have got to develop the
Imperial phase, so to speak, of our provincial
system; to find the means of keeping our
policy and that of the Mother Country in
harmony; and if we do not, we cannot long
keep up our connection with the Empire. If
this were done—if we had in our several
provincial administrations some member
charged with this department of the public
service, as latterly we have come to have one
charged with the cognate subject of the militia
and defence of the country—if these ministers

27
28

of Imperial relations made periodical visits
home, so as there to meet one another and
such members of the Imperial Government or
others as the Crown might charge to meet and
confer with them—if there were thus
organized, some sort of advisory colonial
council upon the precedent (so far, of course,
as the analogy might hold) of the Council for
East Indian Affairs27 lately created—if, I say,
something in this way were done, then indeed
we should be developing our Imperial
relations in the proper direction, taking at least
a step—the first and hardest—towards the
framing of that Imperial federation
•
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of which we so stand in need.
But there is no provision of that kind in the
system here proposed; there is no apparent
contemplation of a step of that kind in
connection with this step. On the contrary, this
step is all in the wrong direction. We are here
proposing to create in this part of the Queen’s
dominions a mere sub-federation, so to speak,
tending, so far as it tends to anything, towards
the exclusion of this kind of provision. This
other machinery to which I have been
alluding, Mr. Speaker, if we had had it a few
years ago, would have been of extreme
usefulness.
Suppose we had had something of that kind
when the Rebellion Losses Bill28 was passed,
when so much excitement was thereby created
in the country. Suppose that then when the
indignation of a large class was concentrating
itself against Lord Elgin for his supposed
purpose of assenting to that bill, he could have
said—”It is idle for you, as you must see, to
require me to listen to you against the advice
of my constitutional advisers; but you know
there is a tribunal at home, to which you may
appeal from that advice, where you will be
heard and they, and from which you may be
sure of justice if you have been aggrieved or

The Council of India was a 15-member body created in 1858, which advised the Secretary of State for India.
An Act to provide for the indemnification of parties in Lower-Canada whose property was destroyed during the Rebellion in the years
one thousand eight hundred and thirty-seven, and one thousand eight hundred and thirty-eight [Rebellion Losses Bill] (Province of
Canada, 1849).
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injured here.” Sir, if it had been possible for the
Governor General to have given such an
answer at that time to the angry
remonstrances of those who opposed that
measure, the Parliament House would not
have been burnt, nor would we have had to
deplore the long train of consequent
disturbances and troubles which then and
ever since have brought so much discredit and
mischief to the country.
Take another case. If such machinery had
existed when the fishery treaty with France
was entered into by the Imperial Government,
conditioned
upon
the
consent
of
Newfoundland,
no
such
anomalous
proceeding could have taken place. For the
representatives of Newfoundland and of the
rest of these provinces would at once have
shown the Imperial Government that it would
not meet approval in that colony, nor indeed
for that matter, anywhere else in British
America. Great Britain would have been saved
from entering into a treaty that—as matters
went—had to be disallowed, with some
discredit to the Empire, and some risk of a
rupture of its friendly relations with a foreign
power.
John Scoble [Elgin West]—Does not the
House of Commons afford that machinery?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The House
of Commons knows very little, and cares
much less, about our local affairs.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I say, if
there had then been a Colonial Council at
home, where representatives of the different
provincial administrations might have met
and advised with any of Her Majesty’s
ministers, there would have been no difficulty.
It would have disposed of any number of
other questions more satisfactorily than they
have been disposed of. The north-eastern
boundary question with the States, for
instance, would never have been settled in a
way so little accordant with our views and
29
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interests; and the question of the western
boundary would have been settled sooner and
better, also.
Take another illustration. When the
difficulty arose between this country and
England about our tariff, when the Sheffield
manufacturers sought to create a feeling at
home against us, because we, mainly to raise
revenue, placed duties higher than they liked
on importations of manufactured goods, if any
such machinery had been in operation, no
such
wide-spread
and
mischievous
misapprehension as to our acts and purposes
could have arisen, as ever since has been
prevalent in England, and even on the floor of
the House of Commons.
In fact, I repeat that without some such
system, I do not see how our relations with the
Empire can be maintained on a satisfactory
footing. It is just the want of it that is leading
so many at home now to think us in a
transition state towards separation and
independence, when, in truth, we have such
need to prove to them that we are in a
transition state towards a something very
different indeed—the precise antipodes of
separation.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Sir, I was
saying that in this scheme there is no such
conservative tendency as this—nothing
indicative of a set purpose to develop,
strengthen and perpetuate our connection
with the Empire. That end we might indeed
better gain without than with this extra
machinery of local federation; for disguise it
how you may, the idea that underlies this plan
is this, and nothing else—that we are to create
here a something—kingdom, vice-royalty, or
principality—something that will soon stand
in the same position towards the British
Crown that Scotland and Ireland stood in
before they were legislatively united with
England29; a something having no other tie to
the Empire than the one tie of fealty to the

Union with Scotland Act 1706 (England) & Union with England Act, 1707 (Scotland) and Union with Ireland Act 1800 (U.K.) &
Act of Union (Ireland) 1800 (Ireland).
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British Crown—a tie which in the cases, first,
of Scotland, and then of Ireland, was found,
when the pinch came, to be no tie at all; which
did not restrain either Scotland or Ireland from
courses so inconsistent with that of England as
to have made it necessary that their relations
should be radically changed, and a legislative
•
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union formed in place of a merely nominal
union.
Suppose you do create here a kingdom or a
principality, bound to the Empire by this
shadow of a tie, the day of trial cannot be far
distant, when this common fealty will be
found of as little use in our case as it was in
theirs; when, in consequence, the question will
force itself on the Empire and on us between
entire separation on the one hand, and a
legislative union on the other. But a legislative
union of British America with the United
Kingdom must be, in the opinion of, one may
say, everybody at home and here, a sheer utter
impossibility; and when the question shall
come to be whether we are so to be merged in
the United Kingdom or are to separate entirely
from it, the answer can only be;—”At
whatever cost, we separate.” Sir, I believe in
my conscience that this step now proposed is
one directly and inevitably tending to that
other step; and for that reason—even if I
believed, as I do not, that it bid fair to answer
ever so well in the other respects—because I
am an Englishman and hold to the connection
with England, I must be against this scheme.
Suppose now, on the other hand, this
scheme were not to go into operation, there
would be no earthly difficulty in working out,
with this Canada of ours, the other plan I have
been suggesting for the placing of our
relations with the Empire on a better footing.
Nor would there probably be any material
difficulty either in bringing about a legislative
union of the Lower Provinces, or in
developing a very near approach to free trade,
or indeed absolute free trade between us and
30

them. I know there are those who say that this
mock Federal union is necessary in order to
our getting that free trade with those
provinces. Well, sir, as to that, all I care to say
is this, that for a number of years past we have
had a near approach to free trade with the
United States—a foreign country; and I
imagine we can have it with the Lower
Provinces as well, without any very great
difficulty.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I say again,
we had far better hold firmly to the policy of
thus maintaining and strengthening our union
with the parent state, than let ourselves, under
whatever pretext, be drawn into this other
course, which must inevitably lead to our
separation from the Empire.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But, Mr.
Speaker, there is still another point of view in
which this scheme requires to be considered.
The people of the United States, when they
framed their institutions, were not only
starting as a nation—they were so starting
with no dangerous neighbor-nation near
them. If we are to take the step now urged
upon us, not only are we to be something less
than a nation, but we are to be this with a very
dangerous neighbor-nation indeed. In this
connection I may be allowed to read a few
words. The thirtieth resolution says:—
The General Government and Parliament shall have all
powers necessary or proper for performing the
obligations of the Federated Provinces, as part of the
British Empire, to foreign countries, arising under treaties
between Great Britain and such countries.30

It is quite right that the General Government
should have such powers; but the very fact of
our having to make a reservation of this kind,
is an unpleasant recognition of the fact, in itself
the reverse of encouraging, of the all
darkening neighborhood of the United States.
It is a most singular thing that we are required
on the one hand to go into this union on this

Quebec Resolution 30. Supra footnote 8.

(pp. 512-544 in the primary document)

February 28 1865, Legislative Assembly

very account—for downright dread of the
United States—and yet that on the other, we
are as confidently assured of our own
immense resources, are told that we are so
wonderfully great and wonderfully rich, that
we are something like—I don’t know whether
we are not—the third or fourth power, or
maritime power, one or other, in the world.
Really, I would not undertake to say how great
we are, or are not, according to honorable
gentlemen. They startle one. I had no idea how
great we were!
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But yet,
with air this wonderful magnificence and
greatness, we are told we positively must not,
for very fear of the United States—for fear of
their power—for fear of their hostility, we
must not any longer stay disunited, but must
instantly enter into this so-called union. Just as
if either their power or their hostility towards
us—taking that to be their feeling—would be
lessened by our doing so. Just as if they would
not be only the more jealous of us and hostile
to us, for our setting ourselves up
ostentatiously as their rivals.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—In this
connection, it does seem to me that we have
more than one question to answer. Many
honorable gentlemen appear to think they
have done all that need be done, when they
have answered to their own satisfaction the
one question, what is the amount of our
resources? Starting with the vastness of our
territory, they go into all kinds of statements
as to our trade and so forth, multiplying
tonnage impossibly, adding together exports
and imports—those of the Intercolonial trade
and all. I only wonder they do not, on the same
principle, calculate our inter-county and
•
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our inter-township tradings, or our dealings
between cities and country, adding exports
and imports of course all round, and so
proving that we have done more trade than all
the rest of the world put together; unless,
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indeed, they were to count up the trade of the
rest of the world by the same rule; and then to
be sure they would find out that, after all, the
rest of the world do more business, are more
populous, richer, and stronger, than we. The
question is not simply, what are our own
resources? We must supplement it with a
second; What are they comparatively? And
especially, what are they as compared with
those of the United States?
And while we are asking this question, we
may as well not take it for granted as a fact,
that the larger our country the stronger we
must be. Suppose we are to be four millions of
people in a country as large as Europe or
larger. I wish to Heaven we were four millions
of people—with all the adjacent unexposed
territory you will—but in a country smaller
than England. Why, sir, New England alone
has more population and resources, all told,
than the Lower Provinces and Lower Canada
together; and with her compactness and
advantage of position, she could alone,
presumably, beat both.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General
East]—New
England
stronger than the Lower Provinces and the
two Canadas?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I did not say
that, I said stronger than Lower Canada and
the Lower Provinces.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—It is about the same
in population, two and a half millions, while
we have more shipping than they.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I fear that if
we were to come into collision, a good deal of
shipping might change hands. At any rate, at
the best, we should have a pretty tight time of
it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
An Hon. Member—Better put a bold face on
it.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yes, yes.
“Brag is a good dog, but Holdfast is a better.”
Then, there is the State of New York, which
would certainly be more than a match for
Upper Canada—and New York is but one of
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several states conterminous with Upper
Canada. Who in his tenses, sir, thinks of these
provinces as able, of themselves, to hold their
own against New England, New York and the
rest of the tier of states along our frontier? And
yet we are talked to as if Confederation were
about to make us the third or fourth power, or
maritime power in the world! But what I was
saying more particularly was, that too much of
territory, and above all too much of exposed
frontier, does not increase our strength, but
lessens it. Ours is the ‘long thin line of red,”
which is not so well able to receive a charge as
the solid square.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough] was
understood to signify dissent to some of the
propositions here advanced.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If the hon.
member
for
Peterborough
[Frederick
Haultain] thinks that in a military point of
view, the length and narrowness of our
territory adds to our strength, if he thinks we
are the stronger for our length of frontier, I
would respectfully recommend him to attend
one of our military schools.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—But
seriously, sir, if we are to compare our
resources with those of the United States, we
shall find, as I have said, that theirs are
unmistakably, and beyond count, greater.
Frederick Haultain [Peterborough]—Than
the British Empire?
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—That is not
the comparison. We are continually hearing of
what Confederation is to do for ourselves,
how it is going to make us a great power in the
world. It is going to do nothing of the kind. But
again, and here is a third question that in this
connection we have got to answer—how is the
temper of the United States going to be
affected, on the one hand, by the policy here
urged on us, of what I may call hostile
independent effort—effort made on our part,
with the avowed object of setting ourselves up
as a formidable power against them; or on the
other hand, by a policy such as I have been
urging, of unobtrusive development of our

institutions in connection with the British
Empire?
In which of the two cases are they likely to
be the more amiable, or, (which is perhaps
more to the point), the loss aggressive or
practically unamiable, as our neighbors?
Besides, there comes up still another question.
What is to be the attitude of Great Britain
under either of these two suppositions? As I
have said, the question is, first, as to our own
resources; next, as to the comparative
resources of the United States; then, as to their
attitude and temper towards us, upon one or
other of these two suppositions; then, as to the
attitude and temper of Great Britain, in
reference to each of these suppositions; and
lastly, as to the reaction (so to speak) upon
ourselves, of these respective attitudes of the
two countries in either case.
•
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If, sir, we are thinking to give other people
the idea, that by uniting ourselves together in
any such way as this, we are going to make
ourselves able to take care of ourselves, we are
merely humbugging ourselves, and trying to
humbug others. The people of the United
States are stronger than we are, and are known
so to be; and if we are to hold our own against
or beside them, it can only be by remaining
strongly, avowedly, lastingly, attached to
Great Britain. This is the firm conclusion I have
come to; and I believe it is the conclusion to
which any one who will give his thoughtful
attention to the subject must come also.
And I must and do protest against the notion
which seems to prevail among the advocates
of this scheme, that somehow or other it is
going so to increase our power, as to make us
a formidable neighbor of the United States.
The danger is, of its making that people more
jealous of us and more hostile towards us than
before. And if, besides that, it is going to give
them and the people of England, or either of
them, the idea that as a result of it we are to
care less for the connection with the Empire
than before—that under it we are before long
to go alone, it is going to commit us to about
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the saddest fatal mistake that a people ever
made.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Mr.
Speaker, I must apologize for the length to
which I have wearied the House.
Some Hon. Members— Cries of “Go on!”
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I have gone
through, as well as I could, the leading points
of my arguments, so far; and have indicated a
number of points of contrast between this
system and that of the United States. I trust I
have not been too long in my attempts to show
that the Constitution now offered for our
acceptance presents machinery entirely unlike
that of the United States, and entirely unlike
that of the British Empire—that it is
inconsistent with either—that so far from its
proffering to us all the advantages of both and
the disadvantages of neither, it rather presents
to us the disadvantages of both and the
advantages of neither; that so far from its
tending to improve our relations either with
the Mother Country or with the United States,
it holds out to us very little prospect indeed for
the future, in either of these respects.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I shall not
attempt to review my argument on these
heads, for I do not think that to anyone at all
willing to reflect, what I have advanced can
require to be proved more fully. If I am not
entirely wrong, the only way in which this
proposed machinery can be got to work at all,
will be by an aggregation, so to speak, in the
first Federal Cabinet, of the leading men of the
different existing provincial administrations.
The attempt must be made to combine the six
majorities, so as to carry on an administration
in harmony with the understood wishes of the
six several provinces, irrespectively of every
consideration of principle, or of sound
farseeing policy, I do not see how, although
this thing may be done at starting, it can be
carried on—I was going to say, for any length
of time—I might say, for any time, long or
short, unless by a system of the most
enormous jobbery and corruption.
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Whenever any sore spot shall show itself—
and we may rely on it, there will be more than
one such show itself very soon—then feuds
and divisions of the worst sort will follow, and
the machinery will no longer work.
Unfortunately, there are in it none of those
facilities for harmonious workings, none of
those nice adaptations by which the stronger
power is so tempered as not to fall too harshly
on the weaker. Just so long as the majorities in
all the different provinces work cordially
together, well and good. But they cannot
possibly work harmoniously together long;
and so would as they come into collision, there
comes trouble, and with the trouble, the fabric
is at an end.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—For myself,
I am decidedly of opinion that our true interest
is to hold this machinery over, to consider it
carefully, to see if something better cannot be
devised.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I am sure
there can. But instead of that, we are called
upon emphatically and earnestly at once to
throw aside all considerations to the contrary,
and to adopt the measure; and we are at the
same time told, in unmistakable language, that
we positively cannot—must not, shall not—
change a single word of it. Various
considerations are urged upon us for this
unseemly haste; considerations connected
with the attitude of the United States, with
Great Britain, with the Lower Provinces, and
with our own domestic affairs.
With the permission of the House, I will
touch as briefly as I can on these four classes
of considerations, and then cease longer to
weary the House. I begin, then, with the
considerations connected with the attitude of
the United States, which are urged upon us as
reasons why we should rush into this measure
of Confederation. To some extent I have
already incidentally
•
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touched on these in another connection; but
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they call for some further notice, and in giving
it them, I will try not to repeat myself. Judging
from much of the language which we have
heard on the floor of this House, one would
suppose we must be on the verge of a war with
the United States. For my part, I believe
nothing of the kind. But if we were, would it
be at all the right thing for us to abstain from
the more pressing questions of our defences
and the organization of the militia, and to be
instead discussing here these plans of a
Federal Union, Provincial Constitutions, and I
know not what? These we are called upon, I
admit, to discuss in a tremendous hurry, to
settle off-hand, in workable or unworkable
shape, nobody seeming to know or to care
which, everybody professing to hope that all
will come right in the end, whether he thinks
it will or not.
But, sir, I say again, if war were imminent
with the United States, the one question for us
would be the state of our defences, the
organization of our militia, how much
England can do for us, how much we can do
for ourselves, how much England and we,
each of us, are to undertake to do together.
That is not the question at the present time at
all, and I therefore take it that the outcry raised
in connection with this scheme, about our
defences and the militia, is just so much
buncombe.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If honorable
gentlemen opposite believed in it, I am certain
that the pressing question would be taken up
first. Further, if such danger were not even
pretty far off, I for one would be disposed to
think that the taking up now of this other class
of questions comes a little late in the day. With
any near, real danger of war with the United
States, it would be quite too late for us to be
sitting here, gravely discussing a political
union, to be consummated months hence, at
soonest, and then only to lead to the
construction of railways which will take years,
and defences which cannot be put in order for
months or years, and to future developments
of all kinds, which it will take years on years

to carry out. If war, I say, is imminent, these
ulterior undertakings, though begun now,
would be begun all too late.
Whenever there is such danger, our defence
will not be found in the making of federal or
other constitutions, or in paper display of any
kind, but must be found in the strong arms
and determined courage of our people,
responding earnestly to the call of the Mother
Country, and backed with all the power she
can bring to bear upon the conflict. Supposing
that time come, we have plenty of governing
machinery for that defence. We do not need, in
order to it, a viceroy and court, and lieutenantgovernors, and all the complicated political
apparatus of this scheme. We could get along
just as well under our present system, and I
think better.
Certainly, if modified as I have indicated it
might be, if improved by the better
development of our relations to the Empire—
the system which would thence result would
be as good as that here offered for our
acceptance—indeed, would be much better.
But, sir, the real danger is not of war with the
United States. It is from what I may call their
pacific hostility—from trouble to be wrought
by them within this country—trouble to arise
out of refusal of reciprocity—repeal of the
bonding
system—custom-house
annoyances—passport annoyances; from their
fomenting difficulties here, and taking
advantage of our local jealousies; from the
multiplied worries they may cause us by a
judicious alternation of bullying and coaxing,
the thousand incidents which may easily be
made to happen if things are not going on
quite well in this country, and the people and
government of the States are minded to make
us feel the consequences of our not getting on
quite so well as we might. Whether the union
of the States is restored or not, this kind of
thing can go on.
The danger is, that either the whole United
States, or those portions of the United States
which are near us, and which are really
stronger than we are, and enterprising enough
and ambitious enough, and not very fond of
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us, and not at all fond of the Mother Country,
not at all unwilling to strike a blow at her and
to make us subservient to their own interest
and ambition—the danger is, I say, that the
United States, or those portions of the United
States near us, may avail themselves of every
opportunity to perplex us, to embroil us in
trouble, to make us come within the disturbing
influences of their strong local attraction.—
Now, to pretend to tell me that the United
States or the Northern States, whichever you
please, are going to be frightened, from a
policy of that kind, by our taking upon
ourselves great airs, and forming ourselves
into a grand Confederation, is to tell me that
their people are, like the Chinese, a people to
be frightened by loud noises and ugly
grimaces.
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I do not
believe they are. They
•
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are not to be frightened by any union we can
make here. They have among them politicians,
to say the least, quite as bold, shrewd and
astute as any we have here. The danger will
just be that of our having agitation of our own
going on here, and internal troubles, while
these annoyances on the part of our neighbors
across the border are being multiplied upon
us; and that England may at the same time be
feeling that the tie between her and us is more
or less relaxed, and that wrong and
humiliation put upon us do not concern her so
much as they would have done when our
connection with her was practically more
intimate.
In and before 184031, after the troubles which
had been distracting Canada 32 were put down,
it was declared, and perfectly well
understood, that the Imperial Government
31
32
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was simply determined to hold on to the
connection with this country. And the
knowledge of that expressed determination
guaranteed us a pretty long term of
comparative freedom from annoyances and
trouble of the kind to which I have been
referring. If, now, a different idea is to
prevail—if the notion is to go abroad that we
are, by creating ourselves into a new
nationality, to be somewhat less connected
with the Empire than these provinces
heretofore have been, then I do apprehend
that a very different future is before us, and
that in all sorts of ways, by vexations of all
kinds, by the fomenting of every trouble
within our own borders, whether originating
from abroad, or only reacted on from abroad,
we shall be exposed to dangers of the most
serious kind.
And, therefore, so far from seeing in our
relations towards the United States, any
reason why we should assume a position of
semi-independence, an attitude of seeming
defiance towards them, I find in them the
strongest reason why, even while regarding,
or affecting to regard them as little as possible,
we should endeavor to make all the world see
that we are trying to strengthen our union
with the Mother Country—that we care far
less about a mere union with neighboring
provinces, which will frighten no one in the
least, but that we are determined to maintain
at all hazards and draw closer, that connection
with the Mother Country which alone, so long
as it lasts, can and will protect us from all
serious aggression.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But we are
told that, on account of a variety of
considerations connected with the state of
opinion at home, and out of deference to that
opinion, we must positively carry out this

The Union Act, 1840 (U.K).
Violent insurrections broke out in 1837-1838 in both Lower Canada and Upper Canada that later led to Lord Durham’s
proposed substantive constitutional reforms in 1839 and the development of the constitutional convention full responsible
government in 1848. The conflicts in Lower Canada killed more than 300 people, and in Upper Canada, over 500 armed
rebels claimed parts of Toronto. While their goals weren’t fully aligned, they both were symptomatic expressions of deeper
failures of the constitution.
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scheme. Well, there are two or three questions
to be answered here, What is that opinion at
home? What is it worth? And what sort of
lesson does it teach us? There are some
distinctions which, in my judgment, must be
drawn with reference to this. There are
different phases of opinion prevailing at
home, which must be taken into account. I
have great respect for some home opinions.
Many things they know in England much
better than we do. Some things they do not
know so well. They do not know so much
about ourselves as we do; and they do not
occupy their minds so much with that class of
questions which relate merely to our interests,
as we at any rate ought to do; and on these
matters I am not sure that we shall act wisely
if we yield at once to the first expressions of
opinion at home.
But now, sir, what is the opinion at home, or
rather, what are the opinions entertained at
home, with reference to this measure? Of
course, I do not intend to weary the House
with a long detailed statement on this subject.
But I must say this—and I do not think that
anyone who knows anything at all about it
will contradict what I state—there is at home a
considerably numerous, and much more loudspeaking than numerous, class of politicians
who do not hesitate to say that it is not for the
interest of England to keep her colonies at all.
John Scoble [Elgin West]—Not numerous.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, I think
they are rather numerous and pretty
influential, and they make a good deal of stir;
and some of them being in pretty high places,
there is danger that their views may exercise a
good deal of influence upon public opinion at
home. There are many influences at work at
home, tending to the prevalence of the idea
that the sooner the colonies leave the Mother
Country, the better—and especially that the
sooner these colonies leave the Mother
Country, the better. There is a very
exaggerated notion at home of danger to the
peace of the Empire from the maintenance of
British supremacy in this part of the world.
That is the fact; and there is no use in our

shutting our eyes to it. We may just as well
take it, uncomfortable and hard fact as it may
be. If we choose to tell ourselves it is not the
fact, we are only humbugging ourselves.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—That is one
point, as regards public opinion in England.
Another is, as to the appreciation, at home, of
this particular scheme. I take it, that what we
are told on this head by those who urge this
scheme upon us, about opinion at home,
amounts to this—that at home this scheme is
regarded
•
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with very great favor, that we are expected to
adopt it, and that if we do not adopt it, it will
be the better for us with reference to home
public opinion. Well, the questions for us are:
What is the opinion at home about this
scheme? What is the opinion entertained in
high quarters as to its goodness or badness;
and if there is an opinion in favor of the
scheme
being
adopted,
from
what
considerations does that opinion, to a great
extent, prevail? I am not going into these
questions minutely, but I must be allowed to
make a remark or two as to the opinion
expressed by Her Majesty’s Government with
regard to this scheme. I have already, to some
extent, alluded to the dispatch of the Colonial
Secretary [Edward Cardwell]; but in this
connection, I must allude to it a little further.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is clear
from that dispatch that the Colonial Secretary
[Edward Cardwell] wrote under these
impressions: first of all, he was under the idea
that this scheme had been drawn up by the
representatives of every province, chosen by
the respective governors, without distinction
of party. That was not quite the case. There
were representatives from the two leading
parties in each of the other provinces, but it
was not so as regarded Lower Canada.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
Colonial Secretary [Edward Cardwell] was,
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besides, evidently under the impression that
when these gentlemen came together, they
gave the matters before them the most mature
deliberation. He says:—”They have conducted
their deliberations with patient sagacity, and
have arrived at unanimous conclusions on
questions involving many difficulties.”33 The
“patient sagacity” was exercised for seventeen
or nineteen days, and the “unanimous
contusions” were, after all, certainly not
unanimous. The Secretary goes on to say:—
Her Majesty’s Government have given to your despatch
and to the resolutions of the Conference, their most
deliberate consideration. They have regarded them as a
whole, and as having been designed by those who framed
them, to establish as complete and perfect a union of the
whole, into one government, as the circumstances of the
ease, and a due consideration of existing interests, would
admit. They accept them, therefore, as being in the
deliberate judgment of those best qualified to decide upon
the subject, the best framework of a measure to be passed
by the Imperial Parliament for attaining that most
desirable result.34

Her Majesty’s Government thus take for
granted a “deliberate” examination, which
most unquestionably never has been given to
this crude project. Now, with all this, with the
impression that men of all parties had here
acted in combination, when in truth they have
done no such thing; that patient sagacity had
been expended on the framing of the scheme,
when in truth there was nothing of the kind;
that the conclusions were unanimously
arrived at, which again was not the fact; with
all this, Her Majesty’s Government have only
come to the point of giving a very general, and,
as any one who reads the dispatch can see, a
very qualified approval of the scheme.
First, an objection is raised as to the want of
accurate determination of the limits between
the authority of the Central and that of the
local legislatures. I will not read the words, as
I read them last night, but no one can read the
dispatch without seeing that the language of
33
34
35
36
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the Colonial Secretary [Edward Cardwell] on
that point is the language of diplomatic
disapproval.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Though he
gives a general approval, he criticises and
evidently does not approve. He sees an
intention, but calls attention to the fact that
that intention is not clearly and explicitly
expressed. He then goes on and makes another
objection—the financial. His language is
this:—
Her Majesty’s Government cannot but express the earnest
hope, that the arrangements which may be adopted in this
respect may not be of such a nature as to increase—at least
in any considerable degree—the whole expenditure, or to
make any material addition to the taxation, and thereby
retard the internal industry, or tend to impose new
burdens on the commerce of the country.35

The hope that it will not be is the diplomatic
way of hinting a fear that it may be. When Her
Majesty’s Government is driven to “hope” that
these arrangements will not increase in any
considerable degree the whole expenditure, or
make any material addition to taxation, and
thereby retard internal industry, or tend to
impose new burdens on the commerce of the
country, it is perfectly clear that they see that
in the scheme which makes them tolerably
sure it will. And then we have a third
objection:—
Her Majesty’s Government are anxious to lose no time in
conveying to you their general approval of the
proceedings of the Conference. There are, however, two
provisions of great importance which seem to require
revision. The first of these is the provision contained in the
44th resolution, with respect to the exercise of the
prerogative of pardon.36

That is emphatically declared to be entirely
•
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wrong. And then comes the fourth objection:
“The second point which Her Majesty’s

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864).
ibid.
ibid.
ibid.
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Government
desire
should
be
37
reconsidered” —and this phrase is positively,
so far as words can give it, a command on the
part of Her Majesty’s Government that it shall
be reconsidered:—
The second point which Her Majesty’s Government desire
should be reconsidered is the constitution of the
Legislative Council. They appreciate the considerations
which have influenced the Conference in determining the
mode in which this body, so important to the constitution
of the Legislature, should be composed. But it appears to
them to require further consideration whether, if the
members be appointed “for life, and their number be
fixed, there will be any sufficient means of restoring
harmony between the Legislative Council and the popular
Assembly, if it shall ever unfortunately happen that a
decided difference of opinion shall arise between them.
These two points, relating to the prerogative of the Crown
and the Constitution of the Upper Chamber have
appeared to require distinct and separate notice. 38

Is not that a pretty emphatic dissent?
Questions of minor consequence and matters of detailed
arrangement may properly be reserved for a future time,
when the provisions of the bill intended to be submitted
to the Imperial Parliament shall come under
consideration.39

So, sir, there are more objections still which
the Colonial Secretary [Edward Cardwell] has
not stated. He gives a general sanction, but
specifies four matters, two of which he
distinctly says must be altered, and the other
two he does not approve of, and he says that
other matters—too numerous, I suppose, to
specify—must be reserved for remark at a
future time.
Well, just at the time that this despatch made
its appearance, there was an article in the
London Times, a passage from which I will
read in this connection, though it may seem to
bear on a somewhat different branch of the
question from that with which I am just more
particularly dealing. The London Times,
referring to this despatch, makes use of these
37
38
39
40
41

expressions, and I beg the attention of the
House to them, because they give the keynote
of a great deal of the public opinion at home
with reference to this matter:—
It is true we are not actually giving up the American
colonies,—nay, the despatch we are quoting does not
contain the slightest hint that such a possibility ever
crossed the mind of the writer; but yet it is perfectly
evident—and there is no use in concealing the fact—that
the Confederation movement considerably diminishes the
difficulty which would be felt by the colonies in
separating from the Mother Country.
Even now the North American Confederation represents
a state formidable from the numbers of its hardy and
energetic population, and capable, if so united, of
vigorously defending the territories it possesses. A few
years will add greatly to that population, and place
Canada, Hochelaga, Acadia, or by whatever other name
the Confederacy may think fit to call itself, quite out of the
reach of invasion or conquest. Such a state would not only
be strong against the Mother Country under the
impossible supposition of our seeking to coerce it by force,
but it might be separated from us without incurring the
disgrace of leaving a small and helpless community at the
mercy of powerful and warlike neighbors.40

Here, then, is the somewhat less diplomatic
utterance of the Times, on the occasion of the
appearance of this despatch41. It is perfectly
true that no hint was given officially, when
this scheme was sent home, that it
contemplated separation. Perfectly true, that
in the answer there is no hint that separation is
contemplated. But it is perfectly true, also, that
the leading journal instantly sees in it, and
seizes at, the possibility—first, of its greatly
facilitating our going—and, secondly, of its
greatly facilitating, on the part of the Mother
Country, the letting of us go. I shall come back
to this branch of the subject presently, after I
shall have quoted from a much more
important expression of public opinion than
any article in the Times.
Meantime, I must refer to the language of

Despatch from Right Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864).
ibid.
ibid.
The Times [of London]. Unconfirmed reference.
Despatch from Rt. Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864).
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Her Majesty’s Speech from the Throne 42. It has
been read during this debate already, and has
been read as if it contained the most emphatic
approval possible of this whole scheme—so
emphatic an approval, that even to assume to
discuss it now would seem to amount almost
to treason. This language, of course, it is
needless to say, is that of Her Majesty’s
Imperial advisers, and is to be read in
connection with what Her Majesty’s
Government have said about this plan in the
Colonial Secretary’s [Edward Cardwell]
despatch—that before it is passed into an
enactment, it will require a good deal of
revision, We may be told here that the
document before us is a treaty, on which not a
line or letter of amendment can be made by us.
But Her Majesty’s Government clearly
understand that they are not bound by it, and
that they are to alter it as much as they please.
They won’t give the pardoning power to
these lieutenant-governors; they won’t
constitute the Legislative Council in this way;
they won’t look with indifference to the
incurring of unheard-of expenses, and the
hampering of commerce which they
•
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consider to be implied in this scheme. No, they
are to look into this thing, to look into the
details of what they evidently think to be a
pretty crude scheme; while we, who are most
interested, are required by our local rulers not
to look into it at all, but just to accept it at their
hands as a whole.
The language addressed from the Throne to
the Imperial Parliament is this: “Her Majesty
has had great satisfaction in giving Her
sanction”—to what?—”to the meeting of a
conference of delegates from the several North
American Provinces, who, on invitation from
Her Majesty’s Governor General, assembled at
Quebec.”43 Certainly; we knew that before;
they assembled without Her Majesty’s
42
43
44
45
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sanction, but they got her sanction afterwards
to their having so assembled. “These delegates
adopted resolutions having for their object a
closer union of those provinces under a central
government. If those resolutions shall be
approved by the provincial legislatures, a bill
will be laid before you for carrying this
important measure into effect” 44—not for
giving full effect to the details of this scheme,
but for carrying the measure—the closer
union—in the shape the Imperial Government
may give it, into effect. That is all.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Take this
along with the despatch of the Colonial
Secretary [Edward Cardwell]45. If it is a
declaration that this thing is a treaty, which
may not be amended by us without flying in
the face of Her Majesty’s Government, I do not
understand the meaning of words.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—In
connection with the Speech from the Throne,
we had, the other night, some notice taken, on
the floor of this House, of language used in
discussing the address in the Imperial
Parliament. Lords Claremont, Houghton,
Granville and Derby had something to say in
respect of this scheme in the House of Lords;
as also, Mr. Hanbury Tracy in the House of
Commons. I do not attach great weight to
what was there said, because there really was
little said any way, and that little could not
indicate any great amount of knowledge upon
the subject treated. However, I will quote first
what the mover of the address, the Earl of
Claremont, said. After referring to the war in
New Zealand, he went on:—
My Lords, although these operations in India, New
Zealand, and Japan, are matters of more or less interest or
concern to the nation, and, as such, are fully deserving of
notice, yet they are small in comparison to the importance
of the probable change in the constitution of our North
American Colonies. Since the declaration of independence

UK, House of Lords, “The Lords Commissioners' Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177, cc1-6.
ibid.
ibid.
Despatch from Rt. Hon. Edward Cardwell to Viscount Monck (Dec. 3, 1864).
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by the colonies, since known as the United States of
America, so great a scheme of self-government, or one
shadowing forth so many similar and possible changes,
has not occurred.46

Now, I cannot read this sentence without
asking what analogy there is between this
project and the declaration of independence.
Why should these resolutions suggest to any
one’s mind the declaration of independence?
Did the gentlemen who signed these
resolutions in order to authenticate them—
pledge their lives and fortunes, and I don’t
know what besides, to anything, or risk
anything, by appending their signatures to the
document? Was it a great exercise of political
heroism? Why, the men who signed the
declaration of independence qualified
themselves in the eyes of the Imperial
Government for the pleasant operations of
heading and hanging. They knew what they
were about. They were issuing a rebel
declaration of war. But this is a piece of
machinery, on the face of it at least, to
perpetuate our connection with the Mother
Country! Why then does it suggest the idea
that so great a scheme of self-government, or
one shadowing forth so many similar and
possible changes, “hardly ever before
occurred?” It is because there is, underlying
the speaker’s thought, just that idea of the anticolonial school in England, that we are going
to slip away from our connection with the
Mother Country; and in this respect, therefore,
it seems to him that it is like the declaration of
independence.
The remaining sentence indicates a curious
misapprehension as to the present posture of
this question. “If the delegates of these several
colonies finally agree to the resolutions framed
by their committee, and if these resolutions be
approved by the several legislatures of the
several colonies, Parliament will be asked to
consider and complete this federation of our
Northern American possessions.” 47 The noble
46
47
48

lord, the mover of the Address, seems to take
the resolutions for a mere report of a
committee which (on their way here) had yet
to be submitted to the consideration of the
delegates!
Next, I turn to the language of Lord
Houghton, the seconder of the Address; and
from his lips too, we have an almost distinct
utterance of the idea of our coming
independence. He says:—
•
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That impulse which inclines small states to bind
themselves together for the purpose of mutual protection
and for the dignity of empire, has shewn itself in two
remarkable examples, of which I may be permitted to say
a few words. In Europe it has manifested itself in the case
of Italy, which is not, indeed, alluded to in any part of Her
Majesty’s speech, because it is an accomplished fact of
European history. A convention has lately taken place
between the Emperor of the French and the King of Italy,
in which England can take no other interest than to hope
that it may redound to the prosperity of the one and the
honor of the other. At any rate, one great advantage has
been accomplished. With his capital in the centre of Italy
it is no longer possible to talk of Victor Emmanuel as King
of Piedmont. He is King of Italy, or nothing.
On the other side of the Atlantic the same impulse—[that
same impulse, which, in the case of Italy, the speaker
characterizes as aiming at the dignity of empire]—the
same impulse had manifested itself in the proposed
amalgamation of the northern provinces of British
America. I heartily concur in all—[the all being as we have
just seen, not much]—that has been said by my noble
friend the mover of this address in his laudation of that
project. It is, my lords, a most interesting contemplation
that that project has arisen, and has been approved by Her
Majesty’s Government.
It is certainly contrary to what might be considered the old
maxims of government in connection with the colonies,
that we should here express—and that the Crown itself
should express—satisfaction at a measure which tends to
bind together, in almost independent power, our colonies
in North America. We do still believe that though thus
banded together, they will recognize the value of British
connection, and that while they will be safer in this
amalgamation, we shall be as safe in their fealty. The
measure will no doubt, my lords, require much prudent
consideration and great attention to provincial
susceptibilities.48

UK, House of Lords, “Address to Her Majesty on the Lord Commissioners’ Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177, cc7-38.
ibid.
ibid.
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I repeat, Mr. Speaker, there is in this
quotation a second pretty-plainly-expressed
anticipation of our nearly approaching
independence. We are supposed, by one of
these noble lords, to be taking a step analogous
to that taken by the authors of the Declaration
of Independence; and by the other, to be
moved by the same impulse of empire that has
been leading to the establishment of the
Kingdom of Italy.
John Scoble [Elgin West]—It is a case of
want of information.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Yes, I have
no doubt it is a case of want of correct
information, and not the only one of its kind.
And now, sir, for Lord Derby’s remarks,
which also have been quoted here. Certainly,
they are in a different, and to my mind a more
satisfactory, tone; but they are suggestive, for
all that, of an idea that is unwelcome. After
remarking on certain passages indicative, in
his view, of unfriendly feeling on the part of
the United States towards Great Britain and
towards us—their threatened abrogation of
the reciprocity treaty49, arming on the lakes,
and so forth—Lord Derby says:—
Under these circumstances I see with additional
satisfaction—[Meaning of, course, though courtesy may
have disallowed the phrase, “less dissatisfaction,” for he
certainly did not see those other matters with any
satisfaction at all]—I see with additional satisfaction the
announcement of a contemplated important step. I mean
the proposed Federation of the British American
Provinces.

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—
I hope I may regard that Federation as a measure tending
to constitute a power strong enough, with the aid of this
country, which I trust may never be withdrawn from
those provinces, to acquire an importance which,
separately, they could not obtain.

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—

49

50
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If I saw in this Federation a desire to separate from this
country, I should think it a matter of much more doubtful
policy and advantage; but I perceive with satisfaction, that
no such wish is entertained. Perhaps it is premature to
discuss, at present, resolutions not yet submitted to the
different provincial legislatures, but I hope I see in the
terms of that Federation an earnest desire on the part of
the provinces to maintain for themselves the blessing of
the connection with this country, and a determined and
deliberate preference for monarchical over republican
institutions.50

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Now, what
I have to say is this, that while I think no man
ought to find fault with any of the sentiments
here uttered, they are yet the utterances of a
statesman who betrays in those utterances at
least, as they sound to me, a certain amount of
scarcely-concealed apprehension. When a
man in the position of Lord Derby, master of
the whole art of expression, speaks at once so
hypothetically and so guardedly, falls back
upon “I hope I may regard,” “I trust may never
be,” “I hope I see,” and so forth, one feels that
there is an under our rent of thought, not half
concealed by such expressions, to the effect
that there is too much danger of the very
things so hoped and trusted against coming to
pass at no very distant period.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—I see the reverse of
that.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, the
hon. gentleman sees differently from what I
do. If there had been no doubt whatever in the
mind of Lord Derby, as to our want of
strength, the growth of the anti-colonial party
at home, and the tendency of this
•
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scheme towards separation, his hope and trust
to the contrary, would either have been
unuttered, or would have been uttered in
another tone. I am well enough satisfied that

Canadian-American Reciprocity Treaty of 1854 (Elgin-Marcy Treaty). The United States passed a Joint Resolution abrogating
the treaty in Jan. 1865. It was formally terminated on Mar. 17, 1866.
UK, House of Lords, “Address to Her Majesty on the Lord Commissioners’ Speech” (Feb. 7, 1865), vol 177, cc7-38.
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Lord Derby himself has not the most remote
idea of falling in with the views of the so-called
colonial reformers in England, who desire to
see the colonies pay for every thing or be cast
off; but he knows the hold that their views
have gained at home, and he speaks
accordingly. And there is no doubt, sir, that
this feeling has been got up in England to an
extent very much to be regretted. In this
connection I have yet to notice some
passages—and I shall deal with them as briefly
as I can, from the very important article I
quoted last night, which is contained in
the Edinburgh Review for January, and which, I
am sorry to say, expresses this feeling in the
strongest possible form.
But before citing them, I am bound to say
that I by no means believe the views they
express are universally or even generally
entertained at home. I do believe, though, that
they are entertained by many, and that there is
much danger of their doing a vast deal of
mischief. That they are loudly avowed, does
not admit of doubt; and when we find them set
forth in the pages of so influential an organ of
opinion as the Edinburgh Review, the case
assumes a very serious aspect. There are other
passages in the article to the same effect as
those I am about to read, and which might,
perhaps, be quoted with advantage, did time
allow. Well, here is one occurring early in the
article:—
There are problems of colonial policy the solution of
which cannot, without peril, be indefinitely delayed; and
though Imperial England is doing her best to keep up
appearances in the management of her five and forty
dependencies, the political links which once bound them
to each other and to their common centre are evidently
worn out. Misgivings haunt the public mind as to the
stability of an edifice which seems to be founded on a
reciprocity of deception, and only to be shored up for the
time by obsolete and meaningless traditions.51

When an utterance like this finds its way
into the pages of the Edinburgh Review, a
51
52
53
54

review which more than almost any other may
be held to speak in the name of a large class of
the ablest statesmen of England, we have
reason to ask what it is all tending to. I never
in my life felt more pain in reading anything
political, than I felt in reading this article; and
I never discharged a more painful duty than I
am endeavoring to discharge at this moment,
in commenting on it. But truth is truth, and
must be told. A little farther on, the same
writer proceeds:—
It is not unnatural that the desire to maintain a connection
with the power and wealth of the Mother Country should
be stronger on the side of the colonies than it is on that of
the British public, for they owe almost everything to us,
and we receive but little from them. Moreover, the existing
system of colonial government enables them to combine
all the advantages of local independence with the strength
and dignity of a great empire. But the Imperial
Government in the meantime has to decide, not as of old,
whether Great Britain is to tax the colonies, but to what
extent the colonies are to be permitted to tax Great
Britain—a question which is daily becoming more urgent
and less easy of solution.52

Further on, the writer goes on to say:—
It might puzzle the wisest of our statesmen, if he were
challenged to put his finger on any single item of material
advantage resulting to ourselves from our dominions in
British North America, which cost us at this moment
about a million sterling a year.53

They do no such thing; but that is neither
here nor there. Then follow these sentences,
more galling still:—
Retainers who will neither give nor accept notice to quit
our service, must, it is assumed, be kept for our service.
There are, nevertheless, special and exceptional
difficulties which beset us in this portion of our vast field
of empire.54

Nearly a page follows of description of what
these difficulties are, being mainly those
arising out of apprehended dangers from the
United States, and thereon is based this
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observation:—
It is scarcely surprising that any project which may offer a
prospect of escape from a political situation so undignified
and unsatisfactory should be hailed with a cordial
welcome by all parties concerned.55

But one meaning can be put upon all this. In
the opinion of the writer, England does not
believe that these provinces are worth
anything to her, while the connection with the
Mother Country is worth all to us; and she
would hail with satisfaction any way of escape
from the obligations and dangers that we are
said to cast upon her. I go on a little further,
and I find what are his views as to the
undertakings that, in connection with this
project, we are expected to assume. What I am
next quoting forms
•
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a footnote; but a footnote is often, like a lady’s
postscript, more important than the text of the
letter:—
A very important question, on which these papers afford
no information, is that relating to the future condition of
those territories and dependencies of the Crown in North
America, which are not included within the present
boundaries of the five provinces. “We allude more
particularly to the territories now held by the Hudson’s
Bay Company, under the Crown, by charter or lease. The
Crown is doubtless bound to take care that the interest of
its grantees—

Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It never
seems to have occurred to our friend that we,
too, are grantees.
—are not prejudiced by these changes; but, on the other
hand, an English trading company is ill qualified to carry
on the government and provide for the defence of a vast
and inaccessible expanse of continental territory.56

One would think so, seeing that it is just this
territory which this writer has been telling us
England shrinks herself from defending:—

55
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Probably, the best and most equitable solution would be
the cession of the whole region to the Northern Federation
for a fair indemnity—

Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—probably
enough, from a point of view not ours—
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
—and this would lead to the execution of the Great
Northern Pacific Railway, under the auspices of the
Federal power.57

Would it?
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Hear! Hear!
Luther Holton [Chateauguay]—Is that the
policy?
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Hear! Hear!
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—A little
further on, in the article, I find some
amplification of this grand programme:—
The result of these proposals, if carried into effect, would
be the creation of a new state in North America, still
retaining the name of a British dependency, comprising an
area about equal to that of Europe, a population of about
four millions, with an aggregate revenue in sterling of
about two millions and a half, and carrying on a trade
(including exports, imports and intercolonial commerce)
of about twenty-eight millions sterling per annum. If we
consider the relative positions of Canada and the
Maritime Provinces—the former possessing good harbors,
but no back country, the former an unlimited supply of
cereals, but few minerals; the latter an unlimited supply of
iron and coal, but little agricultural produce.
The commercial advantages of union between states so
circumstanced, are too obvious to need comment. The
completion of the Intercolonial Railway, and the probable
annexation of the fertile portions of the Northwest
territory to the new Confederation, form a portion only of
the probable consequences of its formation, but in which
Europe and the world at large will eventually participate.
When the—58
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Provincial Secretary]—The hon. gentleman
should do justice to the reviewer. He leaves
out an important passage.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—What is it?
William McDougall [Lanark North,
Provincial Secretary]—After the word
“formation,” the following words are given:
“The benefits of which will not be limited to
the colonies alone, but,”59 etc. Taken with the
context, these words are important.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—
Hear! Hear!
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—An ironical
cheer is an easy thing to raise; but I fancy my
character hardly warrants the insinuation that
I would dishonestly falsify a quotation. I wrote
out these extracts hurriedly, the one
procurable copy of the Review being sent for
while I was writing, and I had no opportunity
of comparing my manuscript. I am sorry if in
my haste I omitted a single word. [After
comparing the passage in the Review with his
manuscript, the hon. member said]: I find I
have omitted exactly one line, certainly by the
merest accident; indeed, if any one can
suppose I did it on purpose, he must take me
for a confounded fool.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But to
continue my quotation, reading again that last
sentence, with its dropped line:—
The completion of the Intercolonial Railway, and the
probable annexation of the fertile portions of the Great
North-Western territory to the new Confederation, form a
portion only of the probable consequences of its
formation, the benefits of which will not be limited to the
colonies alone, but in which Europe and the world at large
will eventually participate. When the Valley of the
Saskatchewan shall have been colonized, the
communications between the Red River Settlement and
Lake Superior completed, and the harbour of Halifax
united by one continuous line of railway, with the shores
of Lake Huron, the three missing links between the
Atlantic and Pacific ocean will have been supplied. 60

59
60
61

Three pretty large links, by the way, and it
would have been more correct if the writer had
said “three out of four”—the trifle of the Rocky
Mountains being still left for a fourth.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
William McDougall [Lanark North,
Provincial Secretary]—That is very good.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I don’t
think so; it’s rather too good. I have read these
portions
•
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of the article to show what we are expected by
this writer to do. We are to buy the Hudson’s
Bay territory, and take care of it, and make a
grand road all across the continent, which
Great Britain shrinks from contemplating
herself. And now I will read just two passages
to show how little sanguine he is of any good
to be done by the scheme as regards ourselves,
and in the conduct of our own affairs. Here is
one of them:—
What we have to fear, and if possible to guard against, is
the constant peril of a three-fold conflict of authority
implied in the very existence of a federation of
dependencies retaining, as now proposed, any
considerable share of intercolonial independence.61

Rather a suggestive hint, and which, further
on, is expanded and emphasized thus:—
If, as has been alleged, a legislative union is unattainable,
because inconsistent with due securities for the rights
guaranteed to the French Canadians, by treaty or by the
Quebec Act, and Federation is therefore the only
alternative, the vital question for the framers of this
Constitution is how the inherent weakness of all
federations can in this instance be cured, and the Central
Government armed with a sovereignty which may be
worthy of the name. It is the essence of all good
governments to have somewhere a true sovereign power.
A sovereignty which ever eludes your grasp, which has
no local habitation, provincial or imperial, is in fact no
government at all.
Sooner or later the shadow of authority which is reflected
from an unsubstantial political idea must cease to have
power among men. It has been assumed by those who
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take a sanguine view of this political experiment, that its
authors have steered clear of the rock on which the
Washington Confederacy has split. But if the weakness of
the Central Government is the rock alluded to, we fear that
unless in clear water and smooth seas, the pilot who is to
steer this new craft will need a more perfect chart than the
resolutions of the Quebec Conference afford, to secure
him against the risks of navigation.62

So far, then, according to the writer of this
article, we have three points settled. He
considers, and those for whom he writes and
speaks
consider,
and
the Edinburgh
Review makes known that it considers—first,
that the retention of these colonies is so
manifestly disadvantageous to the parent
state, that it would puzzle any statesman to
find any reason for keeping us; next, that a
result of this nuisance is to be the early
carrying through by us of undertakings too
vast now for England not to shrink from; and
thirdly, that the measure itself, viewed as a
machinery of government for ourselves, is not
going to work well. There is still a fourth point.
The measure embodies a proffer of fealty to
the British Crown—and with no hint but that
such fealty, and the correlative duty of
protection, are meant both of them to be
perpetual. How does our writer treat of this?
He says:—
If the Quebec project were to be regarded as in any sense
a final arrangement, and the equivalent in honor or power
to be derived by the Crown from the acceptance of so
perilous an authority, were to be weighed in the balance
with the commensurate risks, the safety and dignity of the
proffered position might be very questionable; but it is
impossible to regard this proposed Federation in any
other light than that of a transition stage to eventual
independence; and in this view the precise form which
Imperial sovereignty may for the time being assume,
becomes a matter of comparatively secondary
importance. 63

And, as if this was not warning plain
enough, the article closes thus:—
The people of England have no desire to snap asunder
abruptly the slender links which still unite them with their
62
63
64
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trans-atlantic fellow-subjects, or to shorten by a single
hour the duration of their common citizenship….
We are led irresistibly to the inference that this stage has
been well nigh reached in the history of our trans-Atlantic
provinces. Hence it comes to pass that we accept, not with
fear and trembling, but with unmixed joy and satisfaction,
a voluntary proclamation, which, though couched in the
accents of loyalty, and proffering an enduring allegiance
to our Queen, falls yet more welcome on our ears as the
harbinger of the future and complete independence of
British North America.64

Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well Mr.
Speaker, I can only say that if these are the
opinions which honourable gentlemen
opposite are disposed to “hear, hear”
approvingly, they are not mine. I find in them
an unmistakable proof that there is an
important party at home who take up this
measure, and hope to see it carried through
with the mere view to its being a step to
absolute independence on our part, and a
cutting of the tie between these provinces and
the parent state.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Sir, I look
upon the early cutting of that tie as a certain
result of this measure; and of that again, I held
the inevitable result to be our early absorption
into the republic south of us—the United
States, or the Northern States, be which it may.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It cannot be,
that we can form here an independent state
that shall have a prosperous history. I say
•
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again, I am far from believing that this idea of
separation is by any means the dominant
opinion at home; but I am sure it is entertained
by a prominent school of English politicians.
Some Hon. Members—Cries of “Name,
name.”
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is easy to
call for names; but there are too many; one
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can’t go over the names of a whole school. I
indicate them well enough when I give them
the well-known name of the Goldwin-Smith
school65. There are influential men enough,
and too many, among them—
Some Hon. Members—Renewed cries of
“Name.”
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well then, I
rather think Mr. Cobden, Mr. Bright, and any
number more of the Liberal party, belong to
this school—in fact, most of what are known
as the Manchester school66. But, joking apart, if
honorable gentlemen in their simplicity
believe that utterances of the kind I have been
reading
appear
in
the Edinburgh
Review without significance, their simplicity
passes mine. I read these utterances, in
connection with those of the Times and of any
quantity of other English journals, as
representing the views of an influential
portion of the British public, views which have
such weight with the Imperial Government as
may go some way to account for the
acceptance—the qualified acceptance—which
this scheme has met with at their hands.
It is recommended at home—strongly
recommended, just on this account, by those
who there most favor it—as a great step
towards the independence of this country.
Now, I am not desirous that our acceptance of
the scheme should go home to be cited (as it
would be) to the people of England, as a proof
that we so view it—a proof that we wish to be
separated from the Empire. I am quite satisfied
separation will never do. We are simply sure
to be overwhelmed the instant our neighbors
and we differ, unless we have the whole
power of the Mother Country to assist us.
John Scoble [Elgin West]—We shall have it.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I think we
65

66
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shall, if we maintain and strengthen our
relations with the parent state; but I do not
think we shall, if we adopt a scheme like this,
which must certainly weaken the tie between
us and the Empire. Our language to England
had better be the plain truth—that we are no
beggars, and will shirk no duty; that we do not
want to go, and of ourselves will not go; that
our feelings and our interests alike hold us to
her; that, even apart from feeling, we are not
strong enough, and know our own weakness,
and the strength of the power near us; and that
the only means by which we can possibly be
kept from absorption by that power, is the
maintaining now—and for all time that we can
look forward to—of our connection with the
Mother-Land.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—We are told,
again, that there are considerations connected
with the Lower Provinces which make it
necessary for us to accept this measure, that it
is a solemn treaty entered into with them.
Well, a treaty, I suppose, implies authority on
the part of those who framed it to enter into it.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—We are asking for
that authority now, but you oppose it.
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Her
Majesty says in her Speech from the Throne at
the opening of the Imperial Parliament, that
she approves of the Conference that framed
the treaty67. Is not the royal sanction sufficient
authority?
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Her
Majesty’s approval of those gentlemen having
met and consulted together, is not even Her
Majesty’s approval—much less is it provincial
approval—of what they did at that meeting.
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At most, the resolutions are not a treaty, but
the mere draft of an agreement come to
between those gentlemen.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Oh, yes, it is a
treaty, and we are now fighting to uphold it.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, it is a
draft of a treaty if you like, but it is not a treaty.
Plenipotentiaries, who frame treaties, have full
authority to act on behalf of their respective
countries.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—It is the same as any
other treaty entered into under the British
system. The Government is responsible for it
to Parliament, and if this does not meet your
approval, you can dispossess us by a vote of
want of confidence.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
honorable gentleman may have trouble yet
before he is through with it.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—Very well, we will
be prepared for it.
John Sandfield Macdonald [Cornwall]—It
is not so long since the honorable gentleman
was voted out, and it may not be long before
he is served the same way again.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear, and
laughter.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Well, I was
saying that this is no treaty to which the
people either of Canada or of the Lower
Provinces are at all bound; and it is very
doubtful whether the people of the Lower
Provinces will not reject it. I am quite satisfied
that the people of Canada ought not to accept
it, and I am not
•
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so very sure but that before the play is played
out to the end, they will refuse to accept it,
especially the people of Lower Canada, where,
if it is carried at all, it will be by a very small
majority.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But the
honorable gentleman (Hon. Mr. Cartier) has
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come over to my ground that it is not a treaty,
but only the draft of a treaty, subject to the
disapproval of the House and country. Taking
it, however, as a treaty merely between those
who entered into it, I am disposed to make one
admission, that it has one quality such as often
attaches to treaties entered into by duly
constituted plenipotentiaries, and that is, that
there seem to be some secret articles connected
with it.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—The gentlemen who
entered into it represented their governments,
and the governments of all the provinces were
represented. It is therefore a treaty between
these provinces, which will hold good unless
the Government is ousted by a vote of the
House.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—The
honorable gentleman does not, I suppose,
forget that when this Government was formed
there was a distinct declaration made, that
until the plan they might propose should have
been completed in detail and laid before
Parliament, Parliament was not to be held
committed to it in any way.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—But I was
going on to something else, and I cannot allow
myself to be carried back. I was saying that,
assimilating this to a treaty like some other
treaties, it seems to have secret articles in it. I
find that one of the gentlemen who took part
in the negotiations, the Hon. Mr. Hathaway, of
New Brunswick—
Thomas D'Arcy McGee [Montreal West,
Minister of Agriculture and Statistics]—Mr.
Hathaway was not here at all.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I was under
the impression he was; though I acknowledge
I have not burdened my memory with an exact
list of the thirty-three distinguished gentlemen
who took part in the Conference. At all events,
he was a member of the Government of New
Brunswick, which was a party represented at
the Conference. Mr. Hathaway, at a public
meeting lately, said that:—
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He occupied a very unenviable position. He was under
peculiar embarrassments, more so than any other speaker
who would address them. It was well known to most of
his audience that he had been one of the sworn advisers of
His Excellency for the past three years. As such he could
reveal no secrets of Council. It was true His Excellency had
given him permission to make public the correspondence
that had taken place on the subject of his resignation, but
whatever might be the effect upon himself, there were
secrets connected with the scheme that he could not
divulge. 68

There were secrets of the scheme that he was
not free to speak of. And we, too, find here that
there are secrets; many matters as to which we
may ask as much as we like, and can get no
information. But the main point I was coming
to is this. Call this thing what you like—treaty
or whatever you please—it is not dealt with in
the Lower Provinces at all in the way in which
it is proposed to deal with it here. The Lower
Provinces, we think, are smaller political
communities than ourselves. Their legislative
councils, their Houses of Assembly, we do not
call quite so considerable as our own. We are
in the habit of thinking that among the
legislative bodies in the British Empire, we
stand number two; certainly a great way
behind the House of Commons, but having no
other body between us and them in point of
importance.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—The Lower
Provinces, I say, are not so big as we are, and
yet how differently has our Parliament been
treated from the way in which their smaller
parliaments have been. And the apology, the
reason assigned why we are treated as we are,
is, that this thing is a binding treaty, if not yet
between the provinces, at least between the
governments of the other provinces and the
Government of Canada. But how does the
Lieutenant-Governor of Nova Scotia address
his houses of parliament? “It is not my
provinces,” says he, “and I have no mission to
68
69

70

do more than afford you the amplest and
freest scope for the consideration of a
proposal”—he does not call it a treaty—he
calls it merely “a proposal, which seriously
involves your own prospects.”69 I suppose it
does; but, so far from calling it a treaty, he does
not call it even an agreement.
George-Étienne Cartier [Montreal East,
Attorney-General East]—But what he says
implies that he so regards it.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—Does it? Let
me read the whole passage:—
It is not my province, and I have no mission to do more
than afford you the amplest and freest scope for
consideration of a proposal which seriously involves your
own prospects, and in reference to which you should be
competent to interpret the wishes and determine the true
interests of the country. I feel assured, however, that
whatever be the result of your deliberations, you will
deprecate
•
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attempts to treat in a narrow spirit, or otherwise than with
dispassionate care and prudence, a question so broad that
it in reality covers the ground of all parties, and precludes
it from becoming the measure of merely one government
or one party.70

He gives his parliament perfect carte
blanche to deal with it as they please.
Edmund Wood [Brant West]—As a whole.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—It is a pity
the same language was not addressed to us. In
that case, Mr. Speaker, I think the motion put
into your hands would have been, that you
should now leave the chair, in order that we
might go into committee of the whole to give
the
matter
careful
and
becoming
consideration. It is not pressed on in Nova
Scotia, as it is here, with undue haste. The
Lieutenant-Governor, in the next paragraph of
his speech, goes on to say:—
I need only observe further, without in the least intending
thereby to influence your ultimate determination, that it is
obviously convenient, if not essential, for the legislatures
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of all the provinces concerned to observe uniformity in the
mode of ascertaining their respective decisions on a
question common to all. I have, therefore, desired to be
laid before you some correspondence between the
Governor General and myself on that point.71

That correspondence, too, which is to be laid
before the Parliament of Nova Scotia, has not
been laid before us.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I have given
the language addressed by this LieutenantGovernor to his Legislature with reference to
this “proposal.” In what language do the
Commons of Nova Scotia reply? How will
they deal with it?
The report from the delegates appointed to confer upon
the union of the Maritime Provinces, and the resolutions
of the Conference held at Quebec, proposing a union of
the different provinces of British North America, together
with the correspondence upon that subject, will obtain at
our hands the deliberate and attentive consideration
demanded by a question of such magnitude and
importance, and fraught with consequences so
momentous to us and our posterity.72

This, sir, is all that the Government of Nova
Scotia ask the Legislature of that province to
say. And I do not think that this course of
theirs exactly indicates that they think they
have made a treaty by which they must stand
or fall, and to every letter and line of which
they must force their Legislature to adhere. If
they do regard it in that light, they have a very
indirect way of expressing their ideas. But this
is not the case merely in Nova Scotia.
In Prince Edward Island, everyone knows
the Government is not bringing this down as a
treaty; in New Brunswick everybody knows
that the Government has been more or less
changed since the Conference, that a general
election is going on, and that a great deal will
depend on the doubtful result of that election.
Everyone knows that the matter is in a very
different position in every one of the Lower
Provinces from what it is in here; that there is
71
72
73
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none of this talk about a treaty anywhere but
here.
I would like, however, by the way, to draw
the attention of the House for a moment to a
case in which there undoubtedly was a treaty.
I speak of the proceedings which eventuated
in the union between England and Scotland 73.
In the reign of Queen Anne, at the instance of
the two legislatures, then respectively
independent—of England on the one hand,
and of Scotland on the other—Her Majesty
appointed commissioners to represent each of
her two states, and they framed what were
declared to be articles of a treaty. They took
months to frame those articles; and twice in
the course of their proceedings Her Majesty
came down to assist personally at their
deliberations. Their meeting was authorized
by acts of Parliament; they were named by Her
Majesty; they deliberated for months; and the
Queen attended their deliberations twice. And
after they had entered into this treaty—so
called on the face of it—the Parliament of
Scotland departed from it and insisted on
changes which were approved of by the
Parliament of England, and the treaty as thus
changed went into operation.
In both parliaments the bills to give effect to
it passed through every stage; originated in
Committee of the Whole, and had their first,
second and third readings. All was done with
the utmost formality; and yet there was there
unmistakably a treaty solemnly made
beforehand. Here we have an affair got up in
seventeen days by thirty-three gentlemen who
met without the sanction of the Crown, and
only got that sanction afterwards. The
document they agreed upon is full of
oversights, as the Colonial Secretary [Edward
Cardwell] states, and as everyone knows who
has read it. Yet our Government regard it as a
sacred treaty—though no one but themselves
so regards it—and want to give it a sacredness
which was not claimed even for that treaty

Lieutenant Governor MacDonnell, Nova Scotia, Speech from the Throne (Feb. 9, 1865), p. 2.
Henry Kaulback, Nova Scotia, House of Assembly (Feb. 9, 1865), ibid., p. 3.
Union with Scotland Act 1706 (England) & Union with England Act, 1707 (Scotland).

(pp. 512-544 in the primary document)

878

The Confederation Debates, Vol. I

between England and Scotland.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—I am at last
very near the close of the remarks I have to
offer to the House; but I must say a few words
as to the
•
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domestic consideration urged to force us into
this scheme. We are asked, “What are you
going to do? You must do something. Are you
going back to our old state of deadlock?” At
the risk of falling into an unparliamentary
expression, I cannot help saying that I am
reminded of a paragraph I read the other day
in a Lower Province paper, in which the editor
was dealing with this same cry, which seems
to be raised in Nova Scotia as well as here—
the cry that something must be done, that
things cannot go on as they are. I have not his
words here, but their general effect was this:—
”Whenever,” says he, “I hear this cry raised,
that something must be done, I suspect there
is a plan on foot to get something very bad
done. Things are in a bad way—desperate,
may be. But the remedy proposed is sure to be
desperate. I am put in mind of a story of two
boys who couldn’t swim, but by ill luck had
upset their canoe in deep water, and by good
luck had got on the bottom of it. Says the big
boy to the little one, ‘Tom, can you pray?’ Tom
confessed he could not call to mind a prayer
suited to the occasion. ‘No, Bill,’ says he, ‘I
don’t know how.’ Bill’s answer was earnest,
but not parliamentary. It contained a past
participle passive which I won’t repeat. It was,
‘Well, something must be done—and that—
soon!”74
Some Hon. Members—Laughter.
Christopher
Dunkin
[Brome]—Now,
seriously, what do honorable gentlemen mean
when they raise here this cry that “something
must be done?” Is it seriously meant that our
past is so bad that positively, on pain of
political annihilation, of utter and hopeless
ruin, of the last, worst consequences, we must
74

this instant adopt just precisely this scheme? If
that is so, if really and truly those political
institutions which we were in the habit of
saying we enjoyed, which, at all events, we
have been living under and, for that matter,
are living under now, if they have worked so
ill as all that comes to, or rather if we have
worked them so ill, I think we hold out poor
encouragement to those whom we call upon to
take part with us in trying this new
experiment.
We Canadians have had a legislative union
and worked it close upon five and twenty
years, and under it have got, it is said, into
such a position of embarrassment among
ourselves, are working our political
institutions so very badly, are in such a
frightful fix, that, never mind what the
prospects of this particular step may be, it
must positively be taken; we cannot help it, we
cannot stay as we are, nor yet go back, nor yet
go forward, in any course but just this one.
Some Hon. Members—Hear, hear.
Christopher Dunkin [Brome]—If this thing
is really this last desperate remedy for a
disease past praying for, then indeed I am
desperately afraid, sir, that it will not succeed.
The hot haste with which gentlemen are
pressing it is of ill omen to the deceived
Mother Country, to our deceived sister
provinces, and to our most miserably deceived
selves. But the truth is that we are in no such
sad case; there is no fear of our having to go
back to this bugbear past; we could not do it if
we would. Things done cannot be undone. In
a certain sense, whatever is past is irrevocable,
and it is well it should be.
True we are told by some of the honorable
gentlemen on the Treasury benches that their
present harmony is not peace, but only a sort
of armed truce, that old party lines are not
effaced, nor going to be. Well, sir, if so,
suppose that this scheme should be ever so
well dropped, and then that some day soon
after these gentlemen should set themselves to
the job of finding out who is cuckoo and who
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hedge sparrow in the government nest that
now shelters them all in such warm quiet,
suppose there should thus soon be every effort
made to revive old cries and feuds—what
then? Would it be the old game over again, or
a variation of it amounting to a new one?
For a time at least, sir, a breathing time that
happily cannot be got over, those old cries and
old feuds will not be found to be revivable as
of old. Even representation by population will
be no such spell to conjure with—will fall on
ears far less excitable. It has been adopted by
any number of those who might otherwise be
the likeliest to run it down. It will be found
there might be a worse thing in the minds of
many. Give it a new name and couple it with
sufficient safeguard against legislation of the
local stamp being put through against the vote
of the local majority—the principle tacitly held
so, and found to answer in the case of
Scotland—and parliamentary reform may be
found no such bug—bear to speak of after all.
And as for the bug-bears of the personal kind,
why, sir, after seeing all we have seen of the
extent to which gentlemen can set aside or
overcome them when occasion may require, it
is too much to think they will for some little
time go for so very much. Like it or not,
honorable gentlemen, for a time, will have to
be to some extent busy with a game that shall
be not quite the old one.
The friends of this project, Mr. Speaker,
never seem to tire of prophesying to us smooth
things, if only it is once first adopted. To every
criticism on its many and manifest defects, the
ready answer
•
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is, that we do not enough count upon men’s
good sense, good feeling, forbearance, and all
that sort of thing. But, sir, if the adoption of
this scheme is so to improve our position, is to
make everything so smooth, to make all our
public men so wise, so prudent, and so
conscientious, I should like to know why a
something of the same kind may not by
75
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possibility be hoped for, even though this
project should be set aside. If we are to be
capable of the far harder task of working out
these
projected
unworkable
political
institutions, why is it that we must be
incapable of the easier task of going on
without them? I know well that in all time the
temper of those who do not think has been to
put faith rather in the great thing one cannot
do, than in the smaller thing one can.
“If the prophet had bid thee do some great
thing, wouldst thou not have done it?”75 And
here too, sir, as so often before, if the truth
must be told, the one thing truly needed is
what one may call the smaller thing—not
perhaps easy, but one must hope not
impossible—the exercise by our public men
and by our people of that amount of
discretion, good temper and forbearance
which sees something larger and higher in
public life than mere party struggles and crises
without end; of that political sagacity or
capacity, call it which you will, with which
they will surely find the institutions they have
to be quite good enough for them to use and
quietly make better, without which they will
as surely find any that may anyhow be given
them, to be quite bad enough for them to fight
over and make worse.
Mr. Speaker, I feel that I have taken up a
great deal of the time of the House, and that I
have presented but imperfectly the views I am
anxious to impress upon it as to this great
question. But for sheer want of strength, I
might have felt it necessary, at whatever risk
of wearying the House, to go into some
matters more thoroughly, and more especially
into that branch of the subject which relates to
what I may call the alternative policy I myself
prefer to this measure, and would wish to see
adopted and carried out.
As it is, I have but to say in conclusion, while
warmly thanking the House for the attention
and patience with which it has for so many
hours listened to me, that I have said nothing
but what I firmly believe, and felt myself

2 Kings 5:13.
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bound to say, and that I trust the sober good
sense of the people of these provinces, after
my reflection and discussion, will decide
rightly upon this the largest question by far
that has ever been before them for decision.
Some Hon. Members—Cheers.
On
motion
of Joseph
Cauchon
[Montmorency], the debate was then adjourned.
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