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to vote. It would also raise that other ques- dinary power and one which involves seri-
tion, whieh is of serlous consequence-that ous consequences. This bas been takeu nu-
where there are three local ridings, as I tice of and acted upon by lthe muni-
have pointed out, in a Dominion riding, a cipalities, as I have stated, that in vot-
nunber of peuple must be disfranchised- ing for nney by-laws and by-la w )iavig
and I w-ant my hon. friend to keep that in a money consideration, they have limied
inud-if they go from one local coustituency the franchise to those having property i

to another. even though they reinain in the fee or upon long l-1ses. In questions of
samie Dominion electoral district. Tiit is a taxation.,, you iust go back to the priieiple
very serlous consequence of a Bll of this ofiving adequate power to thwse lio are
liud. 1 think my lion. friend will see, if lie to bear the burden. This1 may be a rather
looks into wlhat I bave pointed out. that it is remote caLse. but it shows the danger that
utterly unworkable, so far as the province of wold result from assenmingr to the prii-
Ontario is cnecerned. unless lie is disposedI ciples that lion. gentlemen opposite have
- and i do not think lie is disposed-to dis- stated.
franclhise : large nunber of people Iln he NoW. Sir. no One has denied, not even the

pvince of Ontario who otberwli-se w u righit hon. the First Minister thlat lthe prin-
have the right to vote. $urely, nu lion. gein Ople of federal control of te franchise for
tlemnanit would take the ground tha We ial election to hIlis House is a siund princple.
a mifords t1 p a LilI of that kintl. havin.; but the excuse they give for depan i-ng fron
the effeets tiat . have poiied out-ad I this Iotl rule is While we place il in the
have eideavou-red to do it cithut.heat, with htaeds of the provincial authorities, we still
a view to nuking this, if possible, a gaid retain control. It seens to me. that is sim-
Bill. ply a -oitradiction in terms. Tha it should

Now, it. does seeni to me, that the House be plaeed absolutely-1 was goiug to say, ir-
will hardly agree with tie groî.îund taken by a evocably-in the hands of he provincial
the riglit hon. ihe First Minister aud others :authorities, and that we sill retaiu control,
ont that side, that the franchise is of suchi a • suppose, by the fa.et that we retain pwer
doiestic eharacter tlhat it shouild le under o0 repeal the Aet. But that sem I to le

the control of the iunieipal cnils anti an Unsound and far-fetched argument. If
of the province. It seems to me. that the hon. glentlIeil are disposed tto p lce the
true basis on which youa lix a franch<'îîise vonîtrol with the IProvinces, they musr .have
is. to take into consideration the conditios decided that they can do so without danger.
of the people and the subject comning under Tofal back Upon the argumient, that if they
the control of the legislative bodies to be find themselves mistaken, they can retrace
elected. whetlier Dominion or local. I do their steps aiter the harmn is donw., is a very
not think you can safely disregard that. It strange and very faulty argument hy which
is not lisregarded with respect to evn . to justify any legislation, and especially
municipal franchises. We find that it is not legislation having such serious conscinen-
so donestic in its character tliat you eau ces as this. I do not say that everytiig
lay down one uniform irule. Under ire thlat lias been urgeil against the Fraaehise
Municipal Act, the city bas one basis of Act has not been urged without sone ground.
franchise, towns another, incorporated vil- I can assent, for insninee. to tle view that
lages another, and local or.rural nunicipali- it isneea'ry for this H'use t- nake fthe
ties another. The reason is, as is perfectly rePViSionI of the lists cheaper. But when it is
obvious, that the conditions are not the saie proposed to Ilrepea Te Fr-nchis Act in
and that the basis of the franchise n.ist Le order to make the lists chlwaper. he argu-
always suited to the conditions of the peo. miei sePis to me very w-v1ak indeed. Though
ple and the subjects that come under their I have listened witb great 'nterest to the
control. While there is a difference in tne speeches on ttis subject. I have failed to
basis of the franchise, they go further, prov- 'hear one lion. gentleian prove that it was
ing that there is nothing domestic about it. :necessary to repeal the Franchise Act in
The same franchise is not given for votiug. order to reach the end desired. the cheapen-
a money by-law as for electing a municipal ing of the lists. The allegation of partiality
council. No one would say we must !ay on the part of the judges seems to me to be
down that rule either with regard to tfe unfair and without foundation. We are too
province or with regard to the Domiuion. prone, on both sides. on occasions of this
and, to my mind, there are riglits that would kind, to have very great and very unwar-
forbid the idea of making the franc'iise the -ranted dread of what the jidges naay do be-
same for the Dominion as for the Drovince. cause of their political leanings. I am sure
Suppose that we bad a question of direct that, In all the election trials that bave
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 ijfrom partisanship. I doubt w.hether there
should give the same franchise for voting Is an hon. gentleman In this House--and I
on a question of direct taxation as for the never heard one outside-who could say,
purpose of electing members to this House. rthat, so far as our Judges are concerned,
The power of direct taxation is an extraor- even ln a case that may Involve the seat of


