
2771 [COMMONS] 2772

Govetament, i .reply to the hon. baronet should contros, not only their own franchise,
who leads the Opposition, sa-id: bu;t the franchise of this House. What

is the object that we should alm at ? Is
In so far as Nova Scotia is concerned, his i o htti osudrwaee a

argument did not go very far. Indeed, he re. -t fot-tha-t this House, under whateve law
futed his own argument, because he said, at a! we pass, should be a true representation of
later period, that the legislature of that pro- the opinion in the country ? That Is what
v:nce had repealed the obnoxious law. we should atm at, and I was surprised to

It is almost imosible for me to beleve hear my right hon. friend talk of prin-
phos ciples and philosophy in this anatter. We

sthatu the riyht on. gentleman was cont sometimes hear his eulogists tell us that
thstontal T wh eadero!hews y apo- ihe has been a student of Burke and Fox

'that~~~~~~~~ pon.Te-n ede fteOp-adthe other great Liberal statesmen of
sition had pointed out that, having in view gand . e re wol ae o
a prospective election, the Nova Scotia England. Well, Burke would have couse
legfisiature passed a certain law for down on hlm, If lie were ln this Ho>use,
the pupose of controlling the election pretty strongly for talking about philosophy
and when that eletion was pass, l such a connection, or even of principle.

rep Nvteale 'te aWhat we are aiming at here is simply to
then t repealthehte law.yWas ot work out an expedient or a means by which
that a proo o! te vey rig ho em this House shall be a true representation of
plain of!? And yet the right hon. gen-

91 h1 the opinion of the countrytleman replied to that statement ln the it' seem to me thaty.
language I have quoted. It is really almost it seems ndme that my hon. and learned

impssile to ellve tha hewaseonelos!friend the -Solkettor 'General, wheu be ln-
impossible to believe that he was conscious troduced this Bill, was guilty of a lbtle
of the patent fallacy that underlay his want of candour. He told this House that
argument. The rght hon. gentleman went this Bill had a precedent in the one !n-
on to -say that he admitted there was force troduced by the late Sir John Thompson
in the argument that a legsilature eau abuse in 1894. Could my 'hon. friend have been
its powers. What, I ask you, would wea n making that statementWhy,
naturally expeot of a man in the pos ll eandidt th Baing t ir Jhne Wopn
tion of the First Minister, who admits there il 189at the Bi b Sir John Thomiois~~~~~~~~ ~ focinnen ha e'l-l 1.894 airned at was, to use, the provincial
is force in the argument that legisl franchises as a basis on wih to arrive
ture ean abuse its powers? Would we not at a Dominion st, but the Dominion lists
expeet bhim to find -a means to prevent ' oiinEt u -h oiinlss

epe abus? t inaeans to pevent were not to pass out of the control of the
such abuse'? But instead he went on to Dominion Parliament.
say that be knew very well what a ma- The essence of this Bill, as shown by the
jority could do, and to mdicate 'that some language of my hon. and learned friend and
wrong had come from the majority to the o! his right hon. leader (Sir Wilfrid Laurier)
Liberal party lu this House. I can only and by the Bill itself is to transfer the con-
say that I have not yet heard any Liberal trol from this House to the provincial legis-
mention a single case -in which any indi- tres.. The t h gencal usinglatures. The riglit hon. gentleman. using
vidual can be accused o! having done wrong the word "control " in one sense at one time
under the existing franchise law. and in another sense at another time, which is

Just to be a little more explicit, let me not very creditable to his logic, to say nothing
point. ot the peculiar proposition that lies of morality, says that we give control of the
beneath this Bill of my hon. and learned franchise to the local legislatures but we do
friend, the Solicitor General. The first pro- not part with it, but still exercise sovereign-
position is this. that in a.federation -the popu-t

larbradiof hecenralPahiaen shu. ty. 1t is like saying if you give a fivelar branchof the central Parliament shoul pound note or a dollar bill to a man and he
not controits own feeoral frahegisatre. T takes it away, you still have it, or, to quotenext is that mna. federation. -the legislature of anodadvla ainta oia a
ea.ch of the provinces o! the federatiou!I an old and vulgar saying,, that you eau eat
shold not oly cntrol its own electoral fran- 1 your cake and have it too. I wish to call

tce attention to what the hon. Solicitor General
chise. but withmn the provincial 'bounds the said. I was almost pained I must confess
eleetoral franchise of the central Parlia- to read the language of the hon. gentleman.
ment of the federation. You have only to Speaking of the province of Quebec,state these propositions to show their utter he said that he was determined that
absurdity. And what ls the argument le ai tat liews eeriedta
theirsupport used wby the riglt boun. gen- Quebec should have ts local franchise for
theirsUpp ruedsbyteaighton.fgen-the Dominion. So far as I am concerned I
theman? 'It reads like a piece o! fineam quite content to let Quebee have its localsatire. He says, practically : Here we have franchise for the Dominion. One of the
two powers in the federationh; our powers things I would complain about with regar«
are divisible. therefore we shal 'haveoe to this Bill is that it would thrust upon thefranchise. Where is the logic ? Let me pepeo nai ndMntb n e
reald the rIght bon. gentleman's words: people O! -Ontario and, Manitoba. and Ne'w

Brunswick who may not wish it, manhood
The reason for that la that our system la a suffrage for the elections of this House. Sir,

system of divided legislative powers. is there any cogent argument in stating that
And because kt ls a system o! divided legis. there should be the same franchise for this
lative powers, it should have only one fran- Hlouse as for the legislature ? Have we not to
<bise, and 4t ls the lower assemblies which exercise highier powvers which the local leg-

Mr. DAVIN.


