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islatures do not exercise ? Have we not to
exercise higher powers ? Is it not possible !
that the same class of people who would
effectively choose the minds that should con-
trol a ‘municipality or a county may not be
the pers>ns who should choose the minds to
control a local legislature, still less to choose :
the minds to legislate in this House. Sup- |
pose that we were independent and had to:
have a foreign policy and still greater |
questions were coming before us, is it not
possible that we should require a different
matrix to get a good House of Commons
from that which would give us a good local |
assembly ? One of the objections I have to:

this is that it thrusts will-nilly upon people4
who may not wish. it the system of man-:

hood suffrage for election to this House. Ib
Ontario, instead of giving manlocod suffrage
certain evidences are required that people .
are fulfilling their duties to the state. The |
hon. Solicitor General said that he was de- |
termined to keep for Quebec its own fran- |
chise. But hear what he says abcut the
poor people of Ontario :

It may be that a desire exists in some pro-’

vinces to extznd the franchise so broadly that'
all men may have a right to participate in the .

elections ; there may be a desire that all men.
even those whose only asset in life is the vote

tley may dispose of as a marketable commodity

in the eleztions, should occupy the same posi--
tion as the man who has some stake in the:
country.

My hbon. friend (Mr. Fitzpatrick) nods to:
me. Even when after the monstrosity has :
been brought before him, he smiles appro-
val of the abominable concoction that marks :
his legislative reign. He says in effect: I
am ready to give you an Act of Parliament :
to give men the franchise whose only estate

is the vote you give them and the price they !
can get for their treacheroas act in selling '

it. And he still nods at me. I say that it is-
unworthy of this legislature and unworthy
of my hon. and learned friend, and still .
more unworthy of his position, to be ready

so to legislate as to give the franchise to-
those whom the greatest radical that ever:

lived declared should not be endowed
with it. Hon. gentlemen opposite claim to :
be Liberals.
John Stuart Mill
man should be given the franchise who was :

of this character. No man should be given !

the franchise, unless though in some small
way, deing acts of citizenship and contribut- !
ing to the common stock.
should have it and no man in receipt of pub-
lic alms. For, as he says, why should we
give to these the control of the money of the
state ? That is what we do. The people
who send us here send us to spend money,
and if they are a low class of people their
representatives here will be of a low class.
Mill denounced the idea—I have nis words
here under my hand—that a man who could
not read or write, 2 man who did not pay
his taxes or even an insolvent who had not

Do they honour the name of f
Mill declared that no .

No bankrupt

}got a satisfactory discharge should be on
the voters’ list. And yet my hon. friend
;says : I am ready to legislate so as to force
-upon Ontario, what Ontario does not now
' allow, that the eleciors for this House shall
‘include men whose only asset in life is the
‘vote which is for them a marketable com-
moedity. But what I partxcularly find fault
i with my hon. friend for is that he, a gentle-
i inan of experience, a gentleman leax ned in
‘the law, should state to this House that
i this Act is founded upon and was an imita-
‘tion of the precedent set by Sir John Thomp-
son in 1894. I have Sir John Thompson's
| proposed Act here before me. I will not take
the time to read it, but hon. gentlemen who
care to compare it with this Bill will find
i the comparison instructive. Sir John Thomp-
i son proposed to do what I should not object
to—to use the municipal lists and the pro-
vincial lists to get 4« Dominion list. I do not
! mind what you make use of to get a list, so
' long as that list shall be subjeect to the con-
?tml of this Parliament.

The argument of expense is the only one
i that I have heard strongly used against the
present Act. Two Kinds of expense have been
tomplained of. I must say, in passing, that
| we have had from both sides of the House
i speeches that were most instructive to me.
I have listened to them with great interest.
My hon. friend from East Simcoe (Mr. Ben-
. nett) pointed out that the chief expense was
. the revision of the lists by the judge. If
''we pay the judge for the revision. of the lists
the same price paid by the province, one-
.half the expense will di%appear My hon.
. friend from Stanstead (Mr. Moore) showed
the other night that the amounts stated by
the Solicitor General as to cost had been
,exaggerated

The SOLICITOR GENERAL (Mr. Fitz-
patrick) I think my hon. and learned friend
. is going a little too far. I took my state-
‘ment from the Auditor General’s Report. I
‘am willing to lay it on the Table, giving the
"page from which I quoted.

Mr. DAVIN. Well, I see that, by refusing
 to agree to that statement of :nine, my hon.
and learned friend makes his case worse.

The SOLICITOR GENERAL. I draw a
distinction between fact and fancy.

Mr. DAVIN. Suppose I take that sum
‘and divide it by two, and spread it over thir-
teen years. Mind, I am not saying you must
have that Act, but I say that, for the ultl-
mate revision of any lists, we must not be
i thrown at the mercy of such revising ofii-
i cers as we have in Manitoba ; we must not
be placed at the mercy of creatu&es of the
provincial governments, who can be got to
do any iniquity that is demanded of them
by their provincial leaders. In the ultimate
revision we must have judges to deal with,
and, provided we have due safeguards, I
would not care very much what was the pro-
cess by which you got out the list. But I re-




