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discussion hias occupied several days. Because
I do flot want ýto prolong the discussion, I arn
flot going to move an amendmýent. As 1 say,
I think the time bas corne when we should try
to inculcale in our people the idea that we are
not French Canadians, English Canadians,
Scottish Canadians or some other type of
Canadians, but that we are Canadýian citizens.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): This raises
a very important problem, and I arn glad to,
bear the hon. mcmber say that hie is not goinýg
to pursue it nnw. In connection with those
who are naturalized and those with dual
nationality, referred to by the bon. member
for New Westminster (Mr. Reid), I should like
le call attention to a decision of the privy
council. This was the case of Cunningham
versus Tomcy Homma, which is reported in
1903 appeal c:aes. In this case the right of
a naturalized citizen to vote îvas specifically
raised, and the case wvcnt to the privy council.
If bion, gentlemen biave any interest in the
matter, they can refer to the decision of the
Lord Chancellor to ho found at page 156. This
case was referred to by the niinister during the
resolution stage.

Mr. McLARTY: If I remember correctly,
it was in connection with section 5 of the
Naturalization Act.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): It was in
connection w ith the interpretation of subsection
25 of section 91 of the British North America
Act wbich roserves to the exclusive jurisdiction
of the dominion parliament the subject of
naluralization. The provincial legislaturo bas
the right to determine, iunder section 92, what
priviloges, as distinguished fromn necessary con-
sequences, shall be attached te, it. At page
156 the Lord Chancellor makes this observa-
tion:

The extent to wlijehi natura.lization wvill confer
privileges lias varied bothi in this country a.îid
elsewliere.

Fromi the lime of WVillia.m III down to Queen
Victoria no natoralization xvas perinitted whieh
di d n,,t exclu]de ýtiie ali en aia tarali i i'C from
sitting iii parliament or in the privy council.

And further down:
The terni "political riglits" used in the Canýa-

dian Naturalization Act is, as Walkem J. very
justiy sa3 s-

That was a judgo of the Supreme Court of
British Columbia:
-a very wide phrase, and thecir lordships con-
cur in lais observ ation that, whiatever it means,
it cannot be hield t0 give necessarily a riglit to,
the suffrage in ail or any of the provinces.

This means thal the mere fact of n-aturaliza-
lion under federal jurisdiction does not per se
give the righit 10 vote in the province because
that right lies within the jurisdiction of the
provinces themselves.

[Mr. Coldwell.]

Mr. REID: Did not Great Brilain at one
time disfranchise many ciagses of our
citizens?

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Yes. The
franchise bias heen a matter of continuai
growth and the subjeet of mnny reformn bills.
Their lordships continuedý:

In the history of liais country the riglit ho
the franchaise has been granted and withhedld oýn
a great number of grounds, conispiouously lapon
ground(s of religious faith, yet no one hias ever
suggested that a person excluded front the
franchaise -,vas n01 uîadcr alleg-iance to the
sovereign.

That is not quite apposite le tiae point
raised by my hon. friend, but il is a malter
of information whici I think the commitcee
should bave before thena.

Mr. NEILL: Was not the case te, whieh
the leader of tlae opposition referred tlaat of a
suit brouglal by a Japanese against the election
registrar wl-bo refused 10 put bina on the lisI?

Mir. HAN',SON (York--Sunlbu-y) : Rigbt.

M\r. NEILL: And il was decided by Lord
Haldaîa tiat the province could make any
kind of franchise they wislied. For instance,
Carlaolics il oiao lime were net allowed Ici
liave the v oIe. In tue particular case referrcd
10, il avas definilelv deciiied tlaat British
Columabia could hav e any kind of franchise
they liked.

Mr. COLDWELL: Wbile I sec the point
tlaat bias been raised, I do not sec how il
affects the gencral argunaent that, even if il
vouild involve a change in the law, we should

provide for a Canadian citizeniaip, definite
legal ternîinology wbicla would embrace
Canadian nationals and distinguish them as
British subjects of Canadian nationality.

Mr. HANSON (York-Sunbury): Tlaat is a
oery mîîch wider question.

Mr. McLARTY: As tlae hon. member for
Rosetown-Biggar did not lbink il was neces-
sary Ici move an ameodment, I was not going
10 make any reply, except te say that Ibis
question was raised in the special commtcee
and there îvas sympathy with the view bie
advances. However. Ibis is a particular bill
dealing îvitli one plebiscite, and one only, and
therefore a measure of limîted application.
If the change which bie suggests were con-
lemplated, I would suggest that il should be
in connection with a wider measure than Ibis
parlicular enacîmnent.

In tlae Tomey Homma case my recollection
is iliaI tlae effeet of thae decision of the judicial
conîmittce wvas Ibis: Whereas by section 5 of
the Naluralization Act political rights are
giv en 10 tlaose wlio are naturalized under that


