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[COMMONS]

P

suppose he thinks he had better stick to the:
ship that landed him heve. :

The hon. ex-Finance Minister has been:
singularly uneasy since this House met. He!
nas been very restless in his seat. He has:
been very ready to rise to ask questions, :
to press for c¢2aitain measuares, and to ask:
for the Budget. I doc not know what is the,
cause of his uncasiness. The fact that his.
seat is not now cushioned with the $7,000
salary which he formerly received may pos-.
sibly explain why he is so fidgety. Al we!
have to say is that the verdict of the people !
of this country on the 23rd of June last:
ianded him in the seat he now accupies.
I think it would be very much better for :
the hon. gentleman to cultivate a little
patience beneath the wave of popular indig-
nation which placed him where he is, and
allow the Government a fair and reason- .
able opportunity of showing hew they can
discharge the duties of the Executive of:
this country. Hon. gentlemen opposite may |
nossibly feel scre with the Moses of their:
party (Sir Charles Tupper) who has led:
them into the political wilderness, where,
in my opinion, they are likely to remain .
for some time. There can be no doubt that :
these hon. gentlemen have a record which -
is exceedingly unsavoury, and I look for-.
ward to a better condition of things. I look .
forward to the present Government adminis- ;
tering the affairs of this country honestly
and semsibly, and feel confident that we :
have done with such scandals as the Curran i
Bridge scandal, the Tay Canal scandal, the
MecGreevy scandal, which disgraced the last
Administration. Let me urge hon. gentle-
men opposite to cultivate patience and fore-
bearance, and realize that they are in Op-
position. We sat on that side for a great
many years, and we tried when there to
discharge the duties we owed our country,
as we shall endeavour to do on this side.
We hope that hon. gentlemen opposite will
equally discharge their duties, because the
Opposition have very onerous duties to per-
form, and I have no doubt that the ex-Fi-
nance Minister (Mr. Foster) will prove him-
self a very efficient member of the Opposi-
tion. He has evidently made up his mind
to do a great deal of work, whether the
hon. gentlemen behind him perform their
share or not.

I hope that the Bill now before the House
will receive its sanction. We must not for-
get that the Government have promised g
piebiscite on the temperance gquestion. Now,
the plebiscite cannot take place before we
have revised the franchise, because it would
be a gross injustice to submit the guestion
on the present lists. We have had no re-
vision for some two years, nearly three.
Would it be fair, I ask, that a question so
vital and prominent sheuld be submitted on
defective voters’ lists, in which many young
men who have just come of age are not
entered. I venture to say that 10 or 12 per
«cent of our young men who have a right to

Mr. McMULLEN.

. a revision of the voters’ lists.

i the provincial

vote are not on the lists at all. We require
You cannot
possibly proceed to take a plebiscite, until
you have a revision under the proposed
Act now before the House.

Mr. SPROULE. Why not take a vote on
lists, and provide in the
Plebiscite Act for this way of taking it.

Mr. McMULLEN. 1 think the proper way
to take a vote is to take it on the lists
adopted by the Dominion for Dominion pur-
poses, and until we have that list, the Gov-
ernment c¢annot carry out their promise
with regard to the plebiscite. We have it
hinted that possibly the ¥ranchise Act will

i receive very severe handling in the Senate,

and some say it may possibly be choked
up there. If the Senators are prepared to
assume the responsibility of doing so, if
they are bound to stand in the breach and
not allow the Franchise Aect to pass, they
will have te bear the odium. But before
the plebiscite is taken, we should have a
thorough revision of the lists of the Deo-

“minion. When that is done, we can take

a fair and honest plebiscite, but until then
we cannot. Until we pass the present
Franchise Bill, it will be an utter impos-
sibility to get a verdict by means of a
plebiscite. -

Mr. WOOD (Brockville). I must say that
1 have not given that attention to the Fran-
chise Act which I would like to do, and
which I propose to do in order to discuss
it thoroughly in the Committee of the Whole
House. But there are some primary objec-
tions to this measure becoming law, which
I wish to point out to the Government, and,
which, if my interpretation of the statute
itself is correct, renders it almost impos-
sible for a measure of this kind to become
law. In the first place, I understand that,
under the present law, in the province of
Quebeg, the principle of one man one vote
does not apply, and it does in Ontario. If
that be the case, then the result of this
law would be that you would give to the
electors in the province of Quebec a very
much larger representation at the polls than
you would give the electors of Ontario and
some other provinces, where the principle
of one man one vote obtains. This is to
my mind what renders it almost impossible
for the Government to go on with the mea-
sure during the present session. I cannot
conceive it possible that an elector living
in Montreal, having votes in seven or eight
constituencies in that province, would have
the rignt to exercise his franchise in these
different constituencies, whilst an elector
residing in Toronto would be tied down, by
the principle of one man one vote, to the
one constituency, though he might own
property in severial. Do you mean to
tell me that, at the present session,
in the face of this one fact alone,
without any assurance of a change in the
laws of Quebec, we, in this Parliament, are



