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but I consider it to be a duty which de-|
volves on me to read the Government:
papers as well as the Conservative papers..
and I fail to find a single paper that ap-;
proves of this Bill. I have failel to tind:
any portion of the press to which this Bill:
apparently commends itself. In the Mont-;
real ** Gazette ” and in the *“ Mail and Em-!
pire” I find the strongest possible objec-
tions raised to it not only on the grounds.
which I have presented to the House. hut:
on the grounds of relaxing the penalties for
offences against the law and threarening !
the purity of elections. Then 1 take the.
* Globe.” which generally is able to give a:
tolerably hearty support to anything that,
emanates from hon. gentlemen opposite o,
hut [ find in that newspaper this state-
ment :

The Confederation Act provided th.at the pro--
vincial franchises should be used until otherwise
ordered.

Then it speaks of the change, and =ays:

The argument. that if we return to the provin-.

cial franchise, the law will be subject to the
caprice of the provincial legislatures, is w_ort._h}:
of a little more consideration. The provinciat.
legislation on the franchise has doubtless con-
tained some faults. but mnone worse than the:
Frauchise Act of 1885,
The best the “ Globe ™ can say of this Bill,
is that is does not contain anything wosrse
than the present Act, which has been de-
nounced in sueh round terms by hon. gen-
tlemen opposite as being entirely mdefen-
sible. Then the = Globe ™ savs:

Really, however. one of the gravest obje_ctions
to the Franchise Act of 1885 was the unfair use
to which it might be put by the Government and
its friends, of whatever party they might be com-
posed. Another was its expense.

1 think I have proven to the Iouse, that
however open the Act of 1885 is to he }nﬁdo
use of by the Government and its friends.
this Bill would be a thousand times more
open to that charge, because legislatures
over which we have no control would be
able to do in the Dominion elections, what
I have already shown they have done in re-
card to the local elections. The * Globe.”
after having spoken in the most forcible
manner in faveur of manhood suffrage
NAYS $

The basis of the federal franchise certainly
ought to be : one man one vote.

Su, Sir. 1 find that even a paper so strongly
supporting the Liberal Government as the
“Globe” does is anything bhut satisfied -
with the character of this measure. Then,
the Montreal ¢ Star.” an independent paper,
under an article which is headed ** It satis-|
fies no one,” denounces this measure which
we are now considering and points out its:
grave defects. It says:

The *‘ Globe ” makes the boast that by the new
law three-fifths of the people of the Dominion :
will elect their members of Parliament underi
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manhood franchise and one man one vote, and
prophesies that before the next general election
the remaining two-fifths will probably have fallen
into line, and that we shall have a law that will
give abhsolute equality in all the provinces.

I think. Sir. there is a great deal in that,
At the present time a very large portion
of the members in the province are elect-
e under manhood suffrage practically. In
the provinee of Ontario it is now practically
manhood  suffrage : in British Columbia.
Prince Edward Island and Manitoba, it Is

s the same, and with the exeeption of Que-

bee, Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, you
have manhood suffrage throughout. The
temdeney of all the local legisiatures being
o hroaden the franchise, the probability is,
as s indicated by the " Globe™ that at a

scomparatively early date. within five years,
- we shall have practically manhood suffrage

in the various provinces of the Dominion.

“1f that be the case, it becomes worthy the

consideration of houn. gentlemen opposite, as

. to whether they should not endeavour to

obtain an  easy worked and  inexpensive
w by which a franchise Bill shall he ob-
tained that will be commmon to every part
of this Dominion. In speaking of the ex-
pense of the Franchise Aet, I may draw the
attention of the House for a moment to the
tact, that the operation of the franchise law
in Manitoba ix anything bur inexpensive.
The total cost o the province of Manitoba
was as follows : Registey” clerks” fees, $6,-
234, Expenses for tinal revision, $1.717.
Cost of printing. 86,227 ¢ making a total
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ceost for that small provinee of X14,298, or

a little over $355 for each constitueney. In
the courts of revision there were 1,955 names
added. and 944 ztrucek off. making the total
vote 4.199, ar a cost of ST4H288, or about
20 cents for cach name. Priniing the lists
and a number of other expenses would de-
volve upon the Government here.  Then,
Sir. T find in the S8t John * News " the fol-
lowing sratement :—

But the proposed new Act, instead of being a
simple measure. turns out to he a bulky Bill of
13 clauses, making #8 printed pages, and in
many respects it is quite as complicated as the
present law. ore than this, the general prin-
ciple of the Bill. which is the adoption of the
various and divergent provincial franchises, is
1ot to be commended. A man living in one pro-

“vince will be a voter who wonld not under simi-
- lar conditions be a voter in an adjacent province.

The principle that it shall be left to the local
legislatures to say who shall and who shall not
vote for members of the Federal Parliament, is
decidedly wrong. and may lead to ahbuses and in-
justice. A Bill based on the principle of simple
manhood suffrage. with certain necessary restrie-

. tions. would have been better and much more in
; consonance with the spirit of the age.

-I find also that the Manitoba newspapers

object to this Bill in the strongest possible
language. They point out the extremely
corrupt clharacter of the franchise law in
Manitoba and they object to having that
applied to the Dominion. The Manitoba



