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cessary, then, to pass this Act which he bas to get names on the Dominion lists which
just now read ? It was necessary to enfran- were already on the provincial list entitling
chise these parties who had been disfran- the parties t vote in Dominion elections,
chised by the law of Nova Scotia. shows that that is a mere delusion. If any

The MINISTER OF FINANCE. I will of the facts that I have stated, which I state
answer the question of my hon. friend by l good faith, are disputed, I shall be glad if
sayng thatIt was ot necessary to pass rd any hon. gentleman will show, either now or

sayng hatit as otnecssay t pas tisat a later stage ln what respect they arelaw. If the names were on the list, and it aI na atesae
not disputed that they were on the list, will Bgnaceurate.Before resumIng my seat, I desire to say
my hon. friend (Sir Charles Tupper) say a word with regard to the matter on which
how came in the disfranchisement. the lists are made up in Nova Scotia. They

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. What was the iare made up by the municipalities. The
need of the law if they were not disfran- Idea that one would infer from statements
chised ? that were made that these Ilsts were made

up by the local government or by parties in-
The MINISTER OF FINANCE. I say terested lu the local government are not well

there was no necessity for it. My hon. founded. I represented the metropolitan con-
friend has not answered the question, if stituency of Halifax in the provincial parlia-
the names were on the lists and it is shown ment for iwny years. During that time. the
that they were, will he tell how it was that municipality of Halifax was about evenly di-
they were disfranchised tu the Dominion vided. Perhaps at one time the Conserva-
election? tives predominated and at another the Lib-

Sir CHARLES TUPPER. In this way-ierals. I have neyer heard any dlfficulty
while the lists for the local election were the
lists for the Dominion election, and the lists some cases partisan revisers; that would
from the local preventing these parties from happen In any case. I have heard of par-
votIng, it became necessary, this Parliament

wa8 ompeled111 act In efece o th law, though I do flot make the charge that 1was compelled ln fact, in defence of the
rights of the people of Nova Scotia who personally know of any such. The llsts ln
were disfranchlsedW pass this ActJ Nova Sotia. were made up, on the whole,

free from partisanshep-practlcally, o
The MINISTER 0F FINASiEh My hon. coursen fot absolutely. I speak as one who

friend (Sir Charles Tupper) says that the was elected time after lime on lists pre-
provincial llsts prevented them from voting. pared under the direction o officers appoint
That would be a very strong argument only ed by a Conservative council, and made,
that the bon. gentleman Is milsinformed as I believe, ln the main, falrly. Wlth regard
to the facts, for, as I have shown, the localato the Dominion Franchise Act, whatever
Ilots dld not prevent them voting. The Ilsts dIference o opinion there may be as t
contained the name op every Domini n offi- what Is the proper bass o! the franchise,
cial wio was qualifled to vote by bis pro- publie opinion bas reached the conclusion
perty or otherwise N the usual way. That. that, In nearly al the provinces, the dhffer
was the lst p the officiai was f mo tidsqualfed ence between the Dominion and the loca
by havlng bis name let off the list and franchises Is so unimportant that there ,s
there was no other diqualification. The no excuse for keepngUp the organizations
fato show from the beglnning disquahifeca- and undertaking the expense for two a8ts.
con o!nDominion officias was merely a Inasau as that is the most onvenient
freak o! the Imagination. Hon. gentlemen puthelInterests o! economy and the convenli-
have heard the statement and I challenge enne o candidates, committee men and
contradiction o! It-that the naies of Dom- oteeals, and al those whospend tuhe and
InIon officiais were neer leftt off the lst froneyIse naking ountipts,anamuch athe
under the provincial law, and the names convenent way eiso make the reforin by
being on the ls the parties were enttled doing away wth the Dominion lsts, 1 hink
W voteio n the Dominion election. There was the public wlll decide that the BIs la
neyer any need for the passlng o! the Act the right direction.
of 1882. Hon. gentlemen opposite have
pleaded tha.t the iDominion Franchise Act 1Maree MIsLS. Iwsh wto ybteod. n
has necessary by reason of the fact f thls e rof Fnaoelyrwit ldwngt th shon. Min
disqualification lu Nova Scotia. I polnted outfitrobFasnve r. Fl taedlug) has se,
that the disqualification, as respects theofof Donm-eye enatelctlis ouse,
Dominion lita neyer exlsted, because the toma unowdindg, th texpee ol tawoovalsts
aes were on the istaa second, If bs mo o i n

»mvi na4hilitv the n ,is ni~~n hn4 b n thelections for members om this House.
&uy p,-w m4% YUthe lMst, then, three years before the Fran-

chise Act was passed, this Parliament had
passed an Act which would meet the difa-
culty and give these men their votes. The
argument, therefore, that three years later
you had to pass a Dominion Franchise Act

Mr. FIELDING.

The MINISTER OF FINANCE.
then, was this Act passed tu 1882 

Why,

M.r. MILLS. But what was the practical
operation of that law as carried out by Ig-
norant revisers. The effeet was this-when
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