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a free province ýintroduce legisiation in
amendaient to thýat legisiation. But it May
be said that their efforts would be unavailing,
because the party suffering would nlot con-
trol the Iegislature. That may be se at t.he
present timie. Buit when any grievance ex-
ists -in any legisiature governed under Brit-
ish institutions, éhe Minority iýs neyer slow
te avail itself of any opportunity te offer
umiendments to remove it, although the min-
ority rney be sure that ýits efforts snay flot
succeed, but bie rejeoted. A mincrity wilI
neyer fail to bring griances te the atten-
tion of a legisi-ature thou.gh they are satisfied
their efforts wilýl be frustra-ted, because the
Minority will d'O so sýmplyfor the ýpurpose ofaffectilg public opidnion anud affecting it in its
own direction. I arn forced, therefore, te theconclusion that as no efforts have been made
either in the legisiatures cf Nova Scotia and
New Brunswick in the direction indicated bymv hon. frïiend, the law has been found sat-isfactory to the people of these, provinces.

Let me aI)ply the, saine reasoning and say
I arn, therefore, forced te the concluslon
that as ne efforts have been made in the leg-
isiature of Manitoba or of British Columbia
in the direction indicated by nuy right hon.
friend, the law has been found satisfac-
tory in the province of British Columbia and
in the province of Manitoba. WiII my righit
hon. friend takre bis own reasonlng? It
Is absolute; it is conclusive. But hoe went
stili further tbrough bis Minister of Jus-
tice. What huppened te that legislation?
The Senate put on an amendment-but my
hon. friend did net accept the amendment,
and it was moved te be dîsngreed te, for
the following reasons:

Because the amendments ýmade hy the hon.
the Senate Vo the Bill excepting from its
operation the provinces of Nova Scotia, New
Brunewick and Manitoba, and providing for
a special rev'ision of -the voters' MMt in thoseprovinces for elections te this House, is in-
consistent with and> subversive cf the general-
principile cf this Bill.

1 think I eau louve the position ef My
rigbt hon. friend and the twe parties w!th
this single remark. Yeu say Liberal-Con-
servatives are inconsistent becanse they
stand fer a Dominion franchise and a Do-
minion liet througliout the wbolo Dominion,
when yen propose te singleoeut two special
provinces, in wbich yen have lest the mna-
jority yen had, and npply te tbom the prin-
ciplo which yen thundered and volleyed
against from 1885 te 1898. 1 make this
proposition te imy right bon. friond Let
bim bring lu a Bill te ostablish a Domin-
ion franchise, with lists made np by this
govornment, and the boundarios ef the con-
stituencies markod ont by this goerninent,
and put the whole thiug iate the hands ofnon-partisan and Judicial anthorîty, and
yen will find tho party on tbis side at your
back la support ef ItL But we are net
chargeable with iucensisteacy wben we
stand for a uniform Dominion registration
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and voters' lists; we are net lacensistent
wheu weo ppose an effort te seize the tbing
that thoy bated lu tbe general with refer-
eace te two provinces where they propose
te get a party advantage by se doing. That
is the position with reference te the two
parties.

New, I corne te the last part ef the snb-
ject that I propose te deul with to-night.
My right bon. frîend says that a position
lias arisen in Manitoba wbicb lmperatlvely
demnnds interference. That Is in Justi-
fication ef the position *which ho says hie
to9k. and iucidentully hoe did, that somnetbing
might happen ut seine time la serne pro-
vince wbicb weuld make it nocessary for
the Dominion te assort its righits. Ne one
denies that something might happen. And
s0 lie says: Thut condition bus now arisen
and 1 arn net inconsIstent wben I corne te
this parliament and propose a remedy. It
ail depenÂls on the hais of yonr dernaud,
tbe reality of the grievance. 1 will take
mny riglit hon. frlend's own definition-a
condition lias urisen In Manitoba wbich
irnperatively demands Dcauninien interfer-
enc'. Hie goos on te explain twe elements.
One is tbe overlu.pping cf censtituencies.
NVe admitteà that frein the first; we admit
it stili ; it was a grave difficulty. Tbe law-
less and partisan munner in wbich It wus
attempted In 1904 te de the business was,
absolutely unautherized by law and abso-
lutely unautborized -hy the fuir ruies ef
tbe gume. But It was a difficulty which
demanded tbe fullest und best legisiation,
and we bit upen the expedient, upon wbich
beth sides are ugreed, and tbe overlapping
difficulty therefore drops out Qf slght in
tls discussion. What ia the other? The
ether is the vital point of the its. The
grievance waa the overlap.plng, but in bring-
lng about the rernedy for that, the brlht
thonght instllled ltself Into the mind ef the-
Minister ef Justice, and found its, expres-
sion in- section 1 of thut Bill, that they
won]d go a stop furtber and actua.ly seize
the lists. Tbey broke it te ns gently and
te the country gently. It was as tbough,
tbe Minister of Justice should go te a ser-
vant of bis and Say : 'Bob, 1 arn geing
te give yen a different kiad et a bat ; it
will ho a geod but, and it will keep off thé
sun and the ru lu. I arn geing te change
your style et coat, but I wlll give you a
geod, serviceuble ceut. The cut ef Your
pants Is a littie «ont ef date; I arn going te.
give yen new pants, and they will be good
pants. The shees yen are now wearing
are obsolete; 1 arn going te givo yen a brand
new pair ef a new style.' And Bob says:

I bave ne particulur objection te that; I
like rny eld clothes. but If yen give me nice
new clothes 0f an approved pattern I de
net know that 1 can ralse any objection.' A
day or two atter that the. Minister et Jus-
tice cornes along and says :'Bob, there
is just one littie thing that I emitted, ; I
teld you wbut I was going te do, but 1
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