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to vote. It would also raise that other ques- | dinary power and oune which involves seri-

tion, which is of serious consequence—that
where there are three local ridings, as 1
have pointed out, in a Dominion riding, a
number of peuple must be disfranchised—
and I want my hon, friend to keep that in
miud—if they go from one local coustituency
to another. even though they remain in the
same Dominion electoral distriet. ‘That is a
very serious consequence of a Bill of this
kind. [ think my hon. friend will see, it he
looks into what [ have pointed out. that it is

utterly unworkable, suo far as the province of
Outario ix concerned, unless he is disposed
—and 1 do not think he is disposed—to dis-
franchise a large number of people in the |

provinee of Qutario ivhoe witherwise wouald
have the right to vote.
tleman woulid take the ground that we ean

afford to pass a Bill of that kimd, havin o !

ile effeets that 1 have pointed out—-and 1
Lave endeavoured to do it without heat, with
a view to making this, if possible. a good
Bill

Now, it dves seem to me, that the Honse .

will hardly agree with the ground taken by
the right bon. the First Minister and others
on that side, that the franchise is of such a

domestie character that it sheuld be under .

ihe countrol of the municipal c¢ouneils and
of the province.
true basis on which yYou can tix a franchise
is, to take into consideration the conditioins
of the people and the subject coming under
the control of the legislative bodies to be
elected, whether Dominion or local. I do
pot think you can safely disregard that. It
is not disregarded with respect to evan
municipal franchises. We find that it is net

so domestic in its character that you can:

lay down one uniform rule. Under the
Municipal Act, the city has one basis of
franchise, towns another, incorporated vlil-

lages another, and local or rural municipali- :

ties another. The reason is, as is perfectly
obvious, that the conditions are not the same
and that the basis of the franchise must lLe

always suited to the conditions of the peo-.
ple and the subjects that come under their
While there is a difference in the:

control.
basis of the franchise, they go further, prov-

ing that there is notking domestic about it. .

The same franchise is not given for votlng
a money hy-iaw as for electing a munieipal
council. No one would say we must lay

down that rule either with regard to the .

province or with regard to the Dominion,

and, to my mind, there are rights that wonld .
forbid the idea of making the franchise the

same for the Dominion as for the province.

Suarely, no hon. gen-

It seems to me, that the

ous consequences. This has been taken no-
tice of and acted upon by the muni-
cipalities, as 1 have stated, that in vot-
ing for mcney by-laws and by-laws haviug
a mwoney cousideration, they have liniwed
' the franchise to those having property 1
fee or upon long leases. In questions of
taxation, you must go back to the prineiple
of giving adequate power to those who are
to bear the burden. This may be a rather
Premnote case, but it shows the damger that
i would resalt from asseniing to the prin-

cciples that hon., gentlenien opposite lhave
stated.

i Now, Sir. nc¢ one s denied. not even the
s right on. the FFirst Minister, that the prin-
ciple of federal control ef the franchise for
telection to this House is a1 sound prineiple.
But the excuse they give for depariing from
this good rul2 is : While we piace it in the
“hamds of the provineial authorities, we still
‘retain control. It scems to mie. that is sim-
ply a contradiction in terms. “That it should
be placed absolutely—I1 was gcoiug to say, ir-
frevocably—in the hands of the provioeial
authorvities, and that we still rotain control,
-1 suppose, by the fuaet that we reiain power
Si0 repeal the Aet. But that seaims 10 me
‘an unsound and far-fetched argument. If
hon, gentlemen are disposed to piace the
control with the provinces, they must have
+ decided that rhey can do so without danger.
i To fall back upon the argument, ihat if they
 find themselves mistaken., they can retrace
their steps after the harm is done, is a very
“strange and very faulty argument by which
.to justify any legislation, and especially
slegislation having such serious counsegnen-
ces as this. 1 do not say that everything
-that has been urged against the IFraachise
“Act has not been urged without some ground.
1T can assent, for instanee, to the view that
it is necessary for this Heuse t: make the
“revision of the lists cheaper. Bot when it is
‘propeosed to repeal the PFrancaisa Act in
gorder to make tae lists <heaper, the argu-
ment seerns to me very woak indeed. Thougsh
I have listened with great interest to the
speeches on this subject, I have ailed to
"hear one hon. gentleman prove that it was
necessary to repeal the Franchize Ac¢t in
.order to reach the end desired. the cheapen-
ing of the lists. The allezation of partiality
‘on the part of the judges seems to me to be
unfair and without foundation. We are too
. prone, on both sides, on occasions of this
kind, to have very great and very unwar-
ranted dread of what the judges may do be-
. cause of their politieal leanings. 1 am sure

Suppose that we had a question of @direct .ithat, in all the election trials that have
taxation arising in this country. That may | taken place, and in what we see of the re-
not arise in the time of hon. members pre- , counts through appeals, we have found the
sent, but we are here discussing a question : judges throughout Canada entirely free
of principle. No one would think that we j from partisanship. I doubt whether there
should give the same franchise for voting |is an kon. gentleman in this House--and I
on a question of direct taxation as for the jnever heard one outside—who could say,
purpose of electing members to this House. {that, so far as our judges are concerned,
The power of direct taxation is an extraor- f even in a case that may involve the seat of



