and see if the Award is binding ?” But then,as
betweenthe hon.gentleman's leaderat Ottawa
and as between our leader, there are a good
many more things than that boundary. Did
| ot Sir John Maecdonald tell us that no
court, no lawyer would confirm the Award,
80 far as the boundary was concerned ¢ I
think Sir John gualified his declaration, and
3 | said no court in the worid and no lawver of
. | , | any distinetion would say that the boun-
@ dary, giving to Ontario all that we say, was
correct, That was the principal contest—We '

m'-————-—-—-———-.—___

| B [ were fighting for the boundary, not for a bit
| A of paper, but for a title to the
| title, and that was what Sir John
| Macdonald said we had no right to. He now
- says, after we have got the boundary, that
- we have no right to the land. And therefore

= I contend that as between the hon, gentle- |
3 man’s leader at Ottawa and our leader, the
} leader of this Government is entitled to
- credit. But my hon. friend made some refer.
ence to

P THFE LICENSE QUESTION,

as did also the leader of the Opposition. My
hon. friend from Lennox, in moving the Ad-
dress, said that the support given by the
leader of the Opposition to the Government
. on the License Question was of a halting
character. It was true, he said, that the
leader of the Opposition, from his place in |
| this House, asserted that if the nower to deal
with licenses was not given to the Provincial
Legislatures. it onght to be given : but that
oy notwithstanding this, the conduct of the
leader of the Opposition and his publie ntter.
" ances with reference to this question, made
| it a fair eriticisi to say that his support was
of a halting character. The leader of the
Opposition appeals to a motion for which
hisfriends and himse!f votaa in the session of
1884. But I don’t think he quoted that
motion very fairlv--he did not quote it very
reasonably against this side of the House. '
The motion was anamendment to a set of |
resolutions, introduced by the Proviacial
Secretary, dealing with the liquor license |
question. And I think that this very action
of the leader of the Opposition, in pressing
that amendment, made it plain that the sup-

rt he gave to the Governmeunt on the
Jdeense Question was a  halting support.
b 4 . What was his puarpnse? We were standing
i | stoutly up for the Provineial contention,
?,? Mr. MEREDITH-—Hear, hear.

_ I Hon. Mr. FRASER -1 hope before T got
o, { through to convince the House that a ** hear, |
. ' hear,” delivered in that style is entirely un- |
called for and unwarranted. We were stand-
ing up stoutly for the Provincial contention.
I would like him tostate here the time. or the
place, or the occasion when we did any-
‘ thing else. We did not think anvthing
- : should be done to make the Dominion con-
9 : tention
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MORR EASILY CARRIED OUT.

. That phrase exactly conveys my meaning.
X | | We believed we had a perfeet right to
| | make it impossible to carry out the McCarthy

j l.h:t. [ do not deny it. I sav it was our
b bounden duty,—maintaining as we did that
 onr Provincial jurisdiction was exclusive, or
should be made exclusive,—we were bound.
so far as we could constitutionally, to dis- |
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< i courage the taking out of licenses under the |
{ McCarthy Act. I ask any gentleman |
.4 whether that was not a reasonable course, |
. Mr. MEREDITH-~That was not your avow-
L ed object,

fion. Mr. HARDY —You said that was the
object at the time. (Hear, hear.)

Hon. Mr. FRASER --That, then, was the
purpose—~to discourage the taking ont of Do-
minior. licenses, Because, of course, it
| would be a discouragement against taking
ont such a license if the hotelkeeper founud
| _ that it cost a much larger sum than
sl é a license under the Crooks  Act,
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Now the Jeader of the Opposition

knew that if the Bill founded on these reso-
lutions became law--if thac splendid ma-

chine, the veto power, were not exercised —

those men would be very rare who would

take out licenses under the MeCarthy Act

and pay the higher fees, The leader of the

Opposition saw his opportunity, ** I will pro-

fess to be as good asanvbody so far as Pro-

vincial'Rights are concerned, but I willdo my

3 little best to depreciate this legislation and

| prevent its being earried.” And then he not
only quotes his amendment as a positive

proof that he was not giving us a halting
support, that he and his friends were

fighting for the Provintial contention :

but he quotes it against the members
on this side of the House, beecause every one
of us voted against it, Now my hou. friend

for East Toronto

TALKS ABOUT FATR PLAY.

¥ He counsels us like a good, old father, and
i hopes we will be better boys, Heis very sin-
cere in his appeals to stick to the rocord

fairly and aceurately. and to give fair play to |

& our opponents. I hope the member for Kast |
B Toronto will take his leader awayv, and have
Do a conference with him, as he did about the
. (| License Question, and tell him how unfair it

was that he should have just made that one
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quotation, and that it should have ga '
in his speech, and should have been I?:r ]?:nﬂt:.:?l
by the assertion that we were opposed to the

‘cnnbentlun that the Provincial crislatures

had exclusive jurisdiction. (Applause.) This .

was the amendment :—“Inasmuch as this
House is of opinion that the right to regu-
late the liquor traffic by license laws be.
longs, under the B, N. A, ‘Act, exclusively to
the Legislatures of the Provinces, it is not
expediem_; to settle a scale of duties under
the Dominion License Act, 1883, which this
House believes to be beyond the jurisdiction
of the Dominion Parliament.”  What he
wanted, of course, was

TO KTLL THE BILL,

because the Bill was one of that class which
must be founded on a resolution. He wanted
tu'klll the Bill, and he wanted to do it by
this amendment. We voted it down, it is

Ctrue, but he shoula have told the House
- why—he should have told the country why.

Ile is one whose opinions are read. "Wealk
though he is in this House, he and his fol-
lowers represent a very large portion of
the voice of publiec opinion. But he should
not mislead public opinion. He should not
allow himself to be quot ed as proof-positive
the Liberals in the House were entirely
against the Provineial contention. He is no
more justified in this course than I would be
Justified if I quoted a resolution which he
and his friends voted against. Becanse in
these very resolutions there is a paragraph
devoted to this very

QUESTION OF JURISDICTION,

And against these resolutions gentlemen op-
posite voted., And I wuulg be quite as
much justified in quoting that, and saying
that my friends opposite voted against it,
and leaving it in that bald form to mislead
people, as my hon. friend, the leader of the
Opposition, was justified in the course he
took., I will read the paragraph in the reso-
Intions :(—** Whereas the ﬁegiﬁlﬂture of this
Provinee claims and contends that the right
to legislate in respeet of the aforesaid li-
censes, and otherwise as to the sale of
spiritnons and fermented liquors, and to
regnlate the sale thereof, and the houses in
which the same is sold,is, by the B.N. A, Act,
conferred upon Provincial Legislatures ex-
clusively,” (Hear, hear.) Now every one
ulf these gentlemen opposite voted against
that,

Mr. MEREDITH-—Read on. Doesit not say
that doubts exist ?

Hon. Mr. FRASER—(IRRepeating the para-
graph)--The word used is * exclusively.” 1
do not see how any resolution could be
stronger than that. The paragraph which

follows is :(—** Whereas, nevertheless, should |

the said Aet of the Parliament of Canada
notwithstanding the said ¢laim and conten-
tion of the Legislature of this Province, it
becomes necessary, in order to the raising of
a revenue, for Provincial, local, and muni-
cipal purposes, that a duty be imposed upon
the licenses aforesaid, which may be issned
under the authority of the said Actof the
Parliament of Canada.” I do no not see
what donbt is expressed there.  Buat the par-

- pose and objet  of the Bill were to dis-

conrage the takting out of license until the

Anal  deeision of the highest tibunal |
| could be had.  We don’t always get up

and tell everything that we are thinking of.
(Hear, and laugliter.) Why, if the hon, geutle-
man thought that tha Provincial eontentinn
was richt aud the Domnion was wrong, why
did he not say so ho'diy and plainly and
(rankly to the people vwaen he was addressing
them { Why did he 2o to Ottaswa to have a
secret confab with SirJohn ! We remember

the rumonurs of a coalition. There was to be |
a new Government, with a certain number of '

" Liberals, Of eourse, with a coaliction, there

must be somosthing done with reference to
this Liconse Question.  And no matter what
the coalition was, I don’t suppose theyv ex-
pected that the Liberals who went into it
were going

TO EAT THE LEBK,

And therefore I can quite wunderstand
how my shrewd old friend (Myr. Morris)
wio negotinted the  treaties with
Poundmaker and  Slap-Him-on-the-Back
—(langhter)—shonld say : We must go and
see Old To-morrow, or the coalition won't
suceeed. These Liberals won't go back on
the License Question. There will be a row in
fhe camp at onece,  You must go and see Sir
John,” If we knew exactly the mind of my
friend who negotiated the treaties it would
hie this, ** There must be a tl‘t:ﬂ.l;')', and there-
fore there must be a conference.” Idon’t say
he said so in s0 many words, DBut I recol-
leet  that it was a common thing to
say how he negotiated another coali-
tion, how he brought contending parties
together, and wmade quite a chapter
in the history of our country-—I heard that re-
mark on the tloor of this House perhaps half
a dozen times. And therefore I amm all the
more persuaded--the more I think the morel
am persuaded-—that mmy hon. friend whonego-
tiated the treaties made up his m’nd that un-
less these little irritating afairs were settled




