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duty. They made the public thorouglhly con-
versant w-ith the features of this ineasure and
with the principles upon which it was based,
and it speaks well for the general intelligence of
the people that they read with attention and care
ald thoroughly appreciated and understood the
character of the iieasure which my lion. friend
proposes tio repeal. I have no doubtt of this, that
the First Miniister does not like to place a icasire
on the Statute-book anl afterwards admit he made
a mistake. He is advancing in yearS, anl it would
be a handsone act >1on his part ou this occasion, and
it would not in any way be derogatory to his dignîity
or his inftiuence in this House, if lie vere to admit
that lie imaldeit amistake,:id now assist us in repeal-
iii the measure and ii righîting the wrong tlhat. lie
cmmnitted ini 1885. i am perfectly sure that the
friends of the hon. gentleman who sit behind liii
if lie made that. anînounîcement would cheer hii
inuelî more ieartily than tliey cheerel tie speech
of is colleaIue the \linister of d.ustiee.

Mr. DES. ARINS (L'Islet). In adlressing the
Hlouse for the first time I must beg the indulgence
(of my colleagues while I offer a few remarks.
Altliough a new% nenber of the House. the question
ituer dîebate is iot new to me. Whein it was first
bro>ught under discussion iin Parliaient I liail the
hoou " r of occupvinîg a seat in the Legislative
Assembly oJ the Irovince of Quebece, and from that
distant point I followed with interest the verv im-
portant proceedings of this House. I read fromi
day to day the reports of the speeches pro and rou
oi the ieasuire submitted for the consideration of
hon. members. I thus ascertained the objectiois
Of the ()ppositioni to the lill aid the reasois
advanced in support of thei measure. I renember
verv well that the fiist outery raised in the Holuse
was that the Gloverunment in proposing such a mea-
sure were strikinig at the provincial autonomily
of the provices. I reinember also that it, was pro-
pliesied at thie time that the working of thbe measure
w%-ould involve a very large expenditure, andl hon.
gentlemen sitting on the left of Mr. Speaker, who
are always so cautious on the question of public
expenditure, were rather afraid of the consequences.
In the Legislatuîre of Quebee the Federal (Governî-
ment was attacked for seeking to establisi a federal
franchise at great expense, and I very well reiiemli-
bler that there I heard the strongest denunciations
of the Federal Governrment for tramîplinîg under
foot the provincial rights. I am free to declare
here to-night tLat at the time I was not carried
away nor friglhtened by this discussion, and
that I nustered sufiicient courage to take my stand
in the Local Legislature of Quebec in favour of the
Dominion Fraiicliise Act. Since that timiîe, on
several occasions, before nany public meetings ii
the Province of Quebec, I have been called upon to
express muy opinion on this part of the policy of the
Dominion GCoverîînment, anîd the stand I adopted in
the Local Legislature I took, as it was my duty to
do, before tlhose public meetings. To-night we have
to decide whether the law is to be repeatled or
mnaintained. We have lieard two of the 1on.
gentlemen opposite, leaders of the Opposition,
agailn repeating, although ini somewhat briefer
formi, their objections to the neasure. We have
heard 0no new arguments fromn thein wliatever ; it
is a revised edition of whbat lias been said in the
House for several years past, not augnented but
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mnuch decreased. There were two points raised by
lion. gentlemen w-ho have spoken on the othier side.
The lion. ienher for Huron (Mr. Cameron) em-
ployed all his effort to prove that the Bill is an
outrageous one, because of the errors connitted iin
the preparation of the lists, and the other lion.
gentleman poinîted to the question of expenditure.
ln the few renarks which I intend to make, with
all due respect to the two hon. gentlemen opp)osite,
I will try to look at, the question froi a little highier
Standioint. S<o far in the debate I have not heard
a relpetition of the argument whicli was formîerly
used tlhat the Bill was a violation of the feleral
priiciple of the constitution. I have iot eaird
it repeated to-iigbt that, it was a violation of
provincial rights. On this subject I will repeat in
a few- wo-,lrds what I said in the Legislature of Q(u,îîe-
bec. Wlen the sovereign authiorit y of the Crown,
with the sanction of the Iml)erial Parliaîîmeunt, gave
us this cinstitutioin whuich lias îbeen now working so
well for thie last 25 years. it was based n the fedle-
ral pwinciple it is true, but if we want this Coisti-
tution t work well, andt) to proiulmce ail thme g'od
results we have reason to expect frumt it, we iuîîst
lever forget, that if there is sucli a tlhîing as provii-
Cial autoiily there is also> siuich a thing as feleral
automony. Isaiiithe ILcal Legilaturethat it was
îmst absurd t. preteil that wlien the Federal Par-
limient iii the due exercise obf its conîîstitutiniail
riglht s decides upion tlie qjuestioin that hiereafter
there should be a Franchise h!ill for the I)i.,niniiiiii
of Cailaia, and I repeat now,-it is most absurd to
prieteld that there is in this a violation of provin-
cial righî:s. If a measuîre 1u l beei 1' buîghit for-
wari in t-lis H-use to declare wliat- would he tlie
provincial franchise for the provincial elections.,
well and good, then there woubul have beei a vii-
lation of provincial righîts. If a mneaîsure liil
beei broughît lit.> the Local Legislatutre of
Quebec to provide for a federal franchise. then
there woull have been a violation of federal
rights and federal automionv, but so long as
the Federal Parliament and tlhe Provincial
Legislature remnain prudently and wisely withini the
limits of their jurisdiction, where is the violation uf
rights on one side or the other ? I cannot seC aniy.
Perhaps I bave to regret thiat I have noît the keen
intellect of hon. gentlemen opposite, for if I
were so endowd i iight see more clearily into
the natter. I take the question fromn its very roiîot,
wh-en I say that the righit of the Federal Parlia-
ment to provide for tlie )omiiînion franchise is un-
deniable. This righit was insertedl in the British
North Aumeriea Act by the legislative power which
alone in the .worll hîad the righit to iiisert it, thLat
is, the Iiperial Parlialmlent. I call the attentii
<if the House to the fact that when the Iiiperial
Parliameut hiad to legislate to give a new coistitu-
tion to the Dominion of Canada, it wouil have
been iabsurd and completely nonsensical not to give
to this Parliaient the riglht to declare wvhat would
he the franchise of the electors to select the memi-
bers of this House. If the Iiperial Parliaient hadt
not given this House control of its franchise, it
w-ould lave been creating a body withouti a soul.
If the principle anounced by the opponents of the
franchise law were to be carried into application,
we would require an amnendmluent to the constitution
under the British North Anerica Act to declare
that the riglt of legislating upon the Doiniion
franchise would be hereafter vestedi ini the
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