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principle of the repeal of the Franchise Act, that It would have been possible to have
but we are now diseussing who shall be removed these defleiencies in the previous
qualified to vote, and upon that point, it legislation-deficiencles which are of an ac-
seems to me, the discussion has not wan- cidental nature, if I may use that expres-
dered in any way beyond legitimate bounds. sion-without making sueh a drastie change
There is this also to be remembered-and It as Is proposed by the present Bill. Two or
may be an excuse for any disquisitions, as three times already, we have been solicited
the hon. member calls them, ttiat they may by the Prime Minister to look for an ex-
be entered upon-we find the members of the ample to the condition of things that exists
Government themselves differing as to the in the United States, where the franchise for
scope of the question. Before we had sacri- the election of the members of Congress Is
ficed the rights of the poor Indian, I under- the franchise of the different states. But it
stood the Sollcitor General to say thait he in- seems to me, that the United States is the
tended to provide for the maintenance of last country to which we should look for an
the Indian franchise. example with regard to our franchise. As

The SOLIOITOR GENERAL. No, I posi- we all know, the political conditions there
tively deny that I said anything of the kind, are totally different from our own. They
but I said I would provide for the case of have a presidential government, while we
public employees. have a parliamentary government, and mem-

bers of the committee know how very differ-
Mr. MONK. At any rate, after the House 1 ent these two forms of government are.

took recess, and we met again at eight They have, as has been pointed out, a cen-
o'clock, the Prime Minister laid down, as I tral power which derives its existence from
understood It, as an absolute principle, that the states forming the confederacy, whereas
we must keep the local lists and not vary here we have a power existing in our central
them, that we were not going into the de- body which power owes its existence, not
tails of the local lists to save some voters to the provinces that form the Dominion,
of a particular class, but we are going to but to a higher and independent power. And
adopt a principle, and would not vary froni whereas, in the United States, any attempt
It in any way. The scope of the amend- on the part of the federal power to control
ment which 1 now propose Is to preserve the franchise would be resented by the
the right of officials, lominion or provincial, states, here it has always been contemplated
whether their names be on the list or not, that we, In this Parliament, should control
whereas the amendment of my hon. friend our electordl franchise.
(Mr. Russell) covers only those officials Even the 15th amendment to the Ameri-
whose names -may be on the list: ean constitution, passed after the war of

secession, which provided that no person'sNotwithstanding anything In the law of any right to vote should be impaired by reason ofprovince, no official of the Federal Government colour or any previous condition o! servi-
of the provincial government, regular solders1tueis anya ede n w ich om e i
or persons enrolled in military schools, shall be tude, is anameudment whih met wlth
disqualifled to vote as an elector at any future much opposition ln the states. Even at
election of a member or members to serve In the the present time, in some of those states
House of Commons. where that disposition of the constitutlon

has been directly frustrated, attempts areIt seems to me that we cannot be taxed, as already on foot to have that dispositionI deem it unfairly, with undue zeal to main- changed, and the right of the state to con-tain the riglhts of the voters. Lt Is a well- trol the franchise remains intact as it wasknown principle of the political institutions before. It seems to me that the conditionsunder which we i've, that the franchise, here are entirely different. When theonce given, shall not be taken away froin neighbouring states formed themselves intothe voter, and it is also well kuown that a federated power they merely coalesced Inthe greatest ignomlny that cau be inflieted order to protect themselves from what theyon any class of men who have enjoyed the deemed a common enemy; whereas here thefranchise is, for some fault they have com- reason of our confederation was the pros-uitted, to withdraw that franchise. pect of welding together the different partsSir, I approaeb the discussion of this then divided, of British North America, andclause in as judicial a temper as possible- of forming one homogeneous community,That was inslsted upon last niglht by the one great dependency of the British Em-leader of the House, and I do not find it a pire. 1n our case, the major part of thedifEcult task, because I think we have all power was reserved for the Federal Govern-agreed as to the necessity of the repeal of ment, whereas In the United States the con-the Franchise Act. But what I would draw trary rule exists, as we all know, and there4he attention of the eommittee to is this: it is only the enumerated and stated powersNot once, in the diseassion which bas taken which belong to the central government.place, and which bas been somewhat pro- Therefore, I consider that this measure, astracted already, h-as any fault been found has already been stated, of returning to thewith the substance o~f the Franchise Act, provincial franchise, ls a retrograde Step,as it exists. The fault found wlth that Act if my conception o! what was intended at
ls, that it is too costly and burdensome. the lime o! confederation ls correct Now,What we claim, on this side of the House, 1s, in regard to the remarks o! the right hon.

Mr. MONK.


