
[COMMONS]

The PRIME MINISTER. What Is the
date of that article?

Sir OHARLES TUPPER. April 15thl,
1897. And as I have said, it is a paper
that certainly is no supporter of hon. gen-
tlemen on this side. I might call atten-
tion to another opinion. i have not the
paper under my hand, but I have a refer-
enee to it, and that will take less time.
The "Globe," on the franchise, on May
14th or May 20th. 1896, said :

The qualification of electors cannot be left to
the provinces.

Now, Sir, If the hon. gentleman will listen
either to his own friends or to the dictates
of justice, and will be disposed to do that
which is fair between man and man and
party and party, i think we will be able
to get along and he will save a great deal
of time. i think we would then be able to
remove all the objections to the Id law and
arrive at a franchise that will bregarded
as a fair and just franchise, whIch wll
protect the rights of electors all over Can-
ada.

Before I sit down Ii intend to make just

-of the full age of 21 years, and subjects of
Her Majesty by birt'i or naturalizatio, and n-ot
diLsquallfied by any section of this Act-

Mark, this Act contains tlhat disqualifica-
tion. the Act which you have on the last
page of this Bill, under which a large num-
ber of officials are dIsqualified-

-- and not disquallfied by any section of this
Act, or otherwise by law prevented from voting,
shall be entitled to have their names entered on
the lists.

Now, can the English language furnish
proof more conclusive of the fact that the
names were not allowed to be entered on the
lists than the law declaring that only those
could have their names on the voters' lists
who were free of any disqualification hy
this Act.

Mr. RUSSELL. Will my hon. friend al-
low me to ask him a question ?

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Certainly.

The SOUICITR GENERAL. Let us go
back to the Indian.

Sir CHARLES TUPPER.
back to the Indian.

I will come

one general reference to some observations Mr. RUSSELL. I wish to ask the hon.
made by the hon. Minister of Finance. Igentleman the same question that I was
cannot inderstafnd that hon. gentleman. He desirous of asking the hou. member for
got up the other night, at the close of the Richmond (Mr. Gillies). The revisers inake
debate, after I had spoken just before the up their lsts some time in April or May.
question was put, and made a number of Now, by what possible divination or inspira-
statements to the House on what he regard- tlon can they know who will or will ia lie
ed, I have no doubt, as matters of fact. disqualied from voting in an election
Well, he las found out that his statements whlch may fot take place for two or three
were not statements of tact He tound year seelng that there is no0,;squahiftca-
ont that he was altogether wrong, and tien In the Nova Scotia statutes of Domin-
to-night he admitted that he had been ion officiais as such, but oaly a disqualific-
altogether wrong in the controversy I had catio!oper-ons who, within a certain
with him on that subject. But he stl fixed ud iîuled perlod recelve Dominion
claims that he was not wholly wrong. [ money as officaisofthe varions depart-
would just say to hlm that he must not ments? How, then, can a reviser under-
hope in this House, by vehemenee of state- take to leave a Dominion officjal off the llst
ment, to prevent people understandlng facts When le is revIsing, simply because le ima-
when they are established beyond contre- gines that prohably, two or three years
versy. The hon. gentleman, with great bence, wben an eleetion Is on, that Domin-
warmth, when my hon. friend from Rch- ton officiai may be dlsquaified? 1 think It
mond (Mr. Gillies) read the law and showed was the discovery of tlut imposalbillty that
that he was altogether wrong and that led to the repeaI. in 189 othep s
under the laws of Nova Scotia these offi that these officiais souli le struck off the
eais. who had been disfranchised, could! lsts, and my apprehension of the matter is
not be on the lists, his answer was : Oh, I there las neyer been any attempt on the
saw them on the lista. But I Must sy part o the reviser to leave Dminion offi-
to my hon. friend that vehemenee of state- dais off the ists because they were not dis-
ment is worthless. quaéd and dlsentitled to vote as Dominion

Some hon. kMEMBEE. Hear, hear. offiiais pure and simple, but only if they
Some hon. cntinued to lie lu the ernploy of the

ir CHARLES TUPPER. lin the face Dominion wlthin 30 days. or, as anended
of absolute proof ma&e by my hon. friend 15 daysf to! OiUe of an election. The
from Richmond, i thluk my hon. friend provigion whlch authorzed and instructed
ie Minister of F iance would have done the revIsers to strlke -te nanes or the 1it
better if he had simply sald : Well, I find was rePeaied by tbe repealing cluses of

iat I was mistaken. the statute of 1885, and sine then there

The following persons,I of the fl age o21ea npwer the revisers to eave
Tbefolow~î pesoaIf ! he UI D. O ~off the na Mesof!DomWnon officiais. and I

-this iF the present law of Nova Scotia- amert i, «xcepteb aset as that
StTU PPi le m at he sa meI question t a tI a s
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