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sole purpose of promoting the interésts of
thelr party ln the federal elections, intending
subsequently to repeal that Act and ito go
back to their old franchise before the pro-
vincial elections come off. That has occur-
red before, and you will search the world in
vain to dind anything that will correspond
with such a state of things as that which
can exist under these cIrcumstances. But
that Is not al. What have we here lin evi-
dence from gentlemen who not only know
whereof they speak, but who have bad a
practical experience of the effect of the
franchise of some of the local legislatures.
Dom my right hon. friend admit for a mo-
ment, that any member of the Parliament of
Canada should be subjected to a franchise
under which, not the legislatures bnt the
government of a province can control the
representation ln this FHouse from that pro-
vince ? 34y right hon. frIend wIll, I am sure,
instantly repudiate the Idea that we sbould
have members of the House of Commons of
Canada elected from any province, not by
the Independent electors of that province but
by the government of that province. Go to
Manitoba, and what do you find? It bas
been proven by Indisputable testimony-tes-
timony that no man has been able to refute
-that the franchise of Manitoba Is a fran-
chise under which the Government of Mani-
toba eau eleet whom they please.

Mr. LISTER.
short time ago.

They lost an election a

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. They did; but
there is such a thing as a Governmeut be-
coming so unpopular that a province rises
In revolt agaInst it. If the hon. gentleman
wants an illustration of what I am saying,
let him look at the two elections that took
place In the province of Manftoba, one al-
most immediately following the othe.r. I
mean the elections of 186, when a general
election took place for the local legislature,
in which only four or five members opposed
to the Goverument obtained seats, and a
short time afterwards a Dominion election
took place, ln which but for the fact thal
our candidate for LIsgar was attacked with
typhold fever, the Liberal party would not
have elected a single member from that pro-
vince.

Kr. SOMERVILLE.
fered.

Prov.idence inter-

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. Providence hap
doune a great deal for hon. gentlemen oppo-
site-a great deal more than they have
done for themselves, in many instances.
Then everybody knows that the hon. gentle-
man who represents Selkirk In this House
would not be here to-day but for an unfor-
tunate error on the part of the judge, a
friend of ours, I admît, who advlsed the
ConservatIve candidate to deposit his $1,000
ln the wrong place; and that prevented a
recount, which would have given a majortty
of at least twenty to the Conservative can-

Sir CHRLES TUPPER

didate. The constituency o Brandon was
earrled by a very dIstinguished member of
this House, but certainly not under the ban-
ner of the Liberal party ; it was carried on a
religious question, the school questilon. But
apart from Lisgar, where, as my hon. frlend
suggests, Providence interfered in their
favour, the LIberal party returned only one
man out in the whole provinee, and that lu
a provînce where the battle-cry was that
the Conservative party were for coercing
Manitoba and the Liberal party were for
preventing that coerclon. I give that to
my hon. friend as an evidence of the most
overwhelming eharacter to show the fright-
ful nature of the local franchise of Manitoba.
Under tbat franchise they appoint an in-
significant member of the community, some
person who has no standing, no character,
who has nothing to lose, and they place the
control of a constItuency ln bis hands. 1
gave an illustration of this to the House be-
fore, but It will bear repeating, because it is
a historical matter. Where there was a
real majorlty of at least fitteen for the
Gonservative party in a constituency, fitteen
names were ptt on the list. What names ?
Names of people who did not exist In the
country at all,, known to nobody-utterly
ûctitious names. What happened then?
Of course, they were challenged.

The PRIME MINISTER (Sir Wilfrid
Laurier). I call my hon. friend to order.
He Is not speakIng to the amendment, which
has reference to the Indian vote, but he
Is going lnto a general discussion of the
Bill.

Sir CHARLES TIUPPER. Mr. Chairman,
I hope It is not too late yet for the hon. gen-
tleman to learn from the diseussion that
has taken place on the Indian vote, that he
is making a frightful mistake lu this mea-
sure, and 1 am endeavouring to draw his
attention to the fact that h's own strongest
friends and supporters are denouncing this
measure la this p:irticular; and where does
that deInclation core from ? It comes
from the vielous charaeter of' this measure,
that hands over the franchise of the mem-
bers of this House to the local legislatures,
and leaves ns powerless, however desirous.
to protect the Indian vote, or any other vote
that onght to be protected ; and I hope It is
not toa late to mak" every hou. gentleman
on the other SW]e of the House feel that we
are not asking to take away any control or
any pxower from the Governiment. In every
word we are using in relation to th's mien-
sure we are placing ourselves largely iu
hlie hands of the Government to which we

are opposed ; and if we do that, I think
i+un. gentlemen opposite ought to feel that
we arc asking for no party advntage, but
are asking for an lindeprendent franchise that
wlll protect the rights of every elector la
this country who Is entitled to exercise the
franchie. I wil fnot pursue the subject
further ; but I leave with the House thar
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