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zens. I have taken that position and I can-
not but maintain it at the present time, and
1 thînk that ought to be the position of all
true Canadians for a good many years to
come.

Hon. J. G. TURRIFF: I do not agree alto-
gether with the remarks of my honourable
friend who has just sat down. The view I
take is this. If the Canidian citizens of
enemy alien birth who are in Canada now
are not good citizens, they ought to be de-
ported; if they are good citizens, they ought
to beallowed the franchise. You will not
have a harmonious population if you make
a distinction between those who are natural-
ized and those who are British subjeets by
birth. During the war there were in my
judgment soîue grounds for refusing Wo allow
citizens from alien enemy countries to, de-
cide wbether we would send soldiers to the
front or not; but now that peace tiînes have
returned. the bad citizene from enemy court-
tries should ibe deported, and naturalized
citizens who have done nothing to deserve
deportment ought to be treated as Britiîsh
subjects.

I have flot yet been able to examine this
Bill througho *ut, but I take it that under
this measure the enumerators wîll have.
authority and power to put on the votera'
hst citizens of foreign birth irrespective
cf whether they have their naturalization
papers with them or not. Under the War-
time Elections Act the worst abuse that
occurred or that could occur was along
these lines.

For instance, a Scandinavian who had
been in the country for thirty years and
was in every respect a good citizen, applied
te, be put on the voters' list. The enu-
merator pointed to a clause in the Act
stating that a citizen o! foreign birth could
flot be put on the list at ail unless the
produced his naturalization papers. As. a
matter of fact four out of every five men
who were naturalized ten, twenty, or
thirty years previously, had lost their
naturalization papers, and therefore could
not be put on the list at ail unless the
enumerator took it upon himself to disobey
the provisions cf the Act; and many thou-
sands cf good voters were kept off the list
on those grounds. In a cursory glance
over the Bill I do not see anything of
that provision; so 1 take it for granted
that it has been eliminated. Generally
speaking, I think this Bilr is a fairly good
measure for the by-elections.

The motion was agreed to, and the Bill
ivas read the second time.

Hon. Mr. BRADIBURY.

Hon. Sir JAMES LOUGHEED moved:
That the Bill be flot now read the thýrd time,

but that it be amended by striking out the
word '*however," in the ninth Uine of paragraph
il of Scheduie B, and by inserting after the
word 'officers" in the tenth lint the %vords

to act."

He said: What might be termed a typo-
graphical error has entered into the Bill,
in the 9th line of paragraph 11. The
word "however" should flot have been
inserted there. It was inserted inadver-
tently by some one in the Houge of -Com-
nions. It does not make sense. The para-
graph should read:

-shahl be and shall be known as revising
officers under this Act, one only of such officers
to, act within each city or town.

The Parl.amentary Counsel points out
that this is 'what should occur.

The amendment was agreed to.

On motion of .Hon. Sir James Lougheed.
the Bill as amended, was read the third
time and passed.

POWER COMPANIES BILL.

RULED OUT.

A message was received from the House of
Commons with Bill 168, an Act respecting
Electric and PoYwer Companies.

Hon. W. B. ROSS: Honourable gentle-
men, I rise for. the purpose of ra.ising a
point of order '*ith respect to this Bill. I
cati your attention to a paragraph whjch
has been added to mile 25 of this House, in
these words:

(u) No question or amendmonft shall be
proposed which is the same in substance as
any question or amendment which during the
same session bas been resoived ii the affirma-
tive or negative. unless the order, resolution or
vote on sucb question or amendrrent bas been
rescinded.

You will ail remember clause 374 of the
Railway Act, 'which we voted on and passed
in the affirmative this session and sent to
the House of Commons. To the proposi-
tion that was submitted to us by the House
of Commons 'we of course disagreed. This
Bill is simply a propo-sition .to re-enact
that section 374, on 'which we have already
voted, and I subm.it that it is a violation
not oniy o! rule 25 of this House, but also of
parliamentary practice. If a question
which this House bas determined in the
eariy part o! the session could at ,any time
be brought up again, there would, be no end
to it. It is a good, -wis3e rule thýt provides
t-hat during the same session of Parlia-
ment a niatter shahl be voted on only once;


