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THIRD SESSION, FIFTH PARLIAMENT.—48 VIC.
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—

HOUSE OF COMMONS,

Monpay, 11th May, 1885,
The SPEAKER took the Chair at Three o’clock.

PraYERS.
CHARLES STEELE,

Mr. TROW (for Mr. MuLock) asked, Why was Charles
Steele removed from the office of postmaster at Maitland, in
the County of Yarmeouth, in the Province of Nova Scotia ?

Mr. CARLING. He was removed from office because of
complaint being received that the office was badly managed,
which complaint, on enquiry being made by the Post Office
Inspector, appeared to be well founded.

THE DISTURBANCE IN THE NORTH-WEST—DUCK
LAKE FIGHT.

Mr. TROW (for Mr. MuLook) asked, Has the Government
received any official report from Col. Irvine or Major Crozier,
of the Duck Lake fight? If not, has the Government called
for such report? 1f so, when ard from whom ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. A report has been received
from Major Crozier. It is short and imperfect, and farther
particulars have been demanded. When they have been
obtained, all the papers will be submitted.

MANITOBA HALF-BREED MINORS.

Mr, CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr, BLakke) asked, Whether
on the application of Manitoba half-breed minors and others
who were temporarily absent in North-West Territory or
elsewhere during the enumeration and allotment, a Govern-
ment official was directed several years ago to take their
claims and evidence ? And whether such claims and evidence
were taken, the names entered on a supplementary list and
the result repo: ted to the Government ¥ And when was such
report made ?

Sir JOHN A, MACDONALD. Messrs. Ryan and Machar,
who were appointed, in 1875, to make this enumeration,
reported in March, 1876, that their work was incomplete ;
and Mr, Ryan was authorised, by Order in Council of the
14th June, 1876, to take evidence in regard to claims of this
sort if offered, either at Swan River, where he was to have
his headquarters as stipendiary magistrate, or any other
point in the Territories where his duties as magistrate might
take him. His authority was by the Order limited to a
Bo;no_d of two years. On 9th April, 1875, the agent of
Dominion lands at Winnipeg was authorised to take evidence
In support of the same class of claims.  Messrs. George
Newcombe and Augustus Mills, agents of Dominion lands at
Emerson and Portage la Prairie, respectively, were similarly
authorised on 7th May, 1877.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr. Brakk) asked, Whether
the claims of unenumerated Manitoba half-breed minors
and others have been before the Government for several

B

years past, and whether applications have been made to
Government for their settlement ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. There are no unenumer-
ated Manitoba half-breed minors’ claims before the Govern-
ment, with the exception of one or two at Prince Albert, in
respect of which the North-West half-breed commission has
power to take evidence,

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr. BLAKE) asked, Whether
a report was made to the Minister by the Deputy Minister,
recommending a seitlement of the claims of unenumerated
Manitoba half-breed minors and others in the summer of
18847 And whether action was taken thereon by the
Minister in that year?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. A report was made in the
summer of 1884 by the Deputy of the Minister of the
Interior, recommending a settlement of the claims of the
Manitoba half-breeds, enumerated upon what is known as
the supplementary list, but not as to unenumerated half-
breed minors or others, As a matter of fact, there was no
information in the Department to justify the assumption that
any considerable number of the Manitoba half-breeds had not
already been enumerated.

Mr.CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr, BLAKE) asked, Whether
on or about April, A, D. 1885, action was taken by Order
in Council or Departmental Order, recognising the claims
of unenumerated Manitoba half-breed minors and others, and
settling them on the basis of orders or scrip for 240 acres or
otherwise ? And how many claims were recognised ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. An Order in Council of .
20th April, 1885, providing that the enumerated Manitoba
half-breeds, on what is known as the supplementary list, be
granted $160 in scrip to heads of families, and $240 in scrip
to children of half-breeds, was passed. The Order provides
that any claims of the same class not already enumerated
shall be proved before the Commissioners of Dominion Lands
on or before 1st May, 1886.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr. BLakE) asked, Whether
the settlement of the claims of unenamerated Manitoba
half-breed minors and others is now proceeding ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. The issue of scrip to the

enumerated half-breeds of Manitoba whose claims have been

roved since the reserve of 1,400,000 acres of land set apart
y the Manitoba Act was exhausted, is now proceeding.

SUPERANNUATION OF J. W. PEACHY.

M. RINFRET (for Mr, LaNGrLIER) asked, Whether J. W.
Peachy, Becretary of the Department of Customs, has been
superannuated ? If so, has it been done at his own request
or against his wishes ? On what grounds has he been sup-
erannuated ?  If by reason of bealth, whether the Govera-
ment intend to add seven years to his period of service, in
order to increass his retiring allowance, as they did for E.
C. Barber? If the Government do not intend to adopt that
course with J, W. Peachy, what is the reason? Who
succeds J. W. Peachy in his position ?
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Mr. BOWELL. Mr. Peachy, Corresponning Clerk in the‘
Customs Department, has been superannuated. It was not
at his own request; it was not, go far as I know, against his
wishes; bunt it was on the ground of disability, he having
been deprived of his health by an attack of paralysis thirteen
months prior to his superannuation, during which period he
was unagle to, and did not perform his duties. He was paid
his full salary up to the date of his superannuation. It is
not the intention of the Government to add seven years to
Mr. Peachy’s period of service. Mr. Peachy’s duties are
now performed by a third-class clerk, at a salary of $500 per
annum,

RELIEF FOR THE NORTH-WEST SETTLERS.

Mr. WATSON asked, Whether it is the intention of the
Government to ask for a vote for the relief of the settlers in
the North-West who have been driven from their homes and
have had their property destroyed by the insurgents ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. That subject is under the
earnest consideration of the Government,

RAILWAY LINES BETWEEN MONTREAL AND
MARITIME PORTS.

Mr, LANDRY (Montmagny) asked, Whether Mr. Light,
C.E., has quite recently made a second report to the Govern-
ment on the comparative advantages of the several lines
between Montreal and the maritime ports, with a view to
the selection of the shortest and most acceptable line; and
whether the Government intend to bring down the said
report forthwith ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Mr. Light quite recently
made a second report. That has been laid on the Table of
the Senate and will be printed ; when printed it will be laid
before this House,

Mr., LESAGE asked, Whether the Government have
received the report of Mr. Wicksteed, C.E., on his survey
of the valley of the Etchemin River made by order of the
Department; and if so, whether itis their intention to bring
it down with those already laid before the Senate, and
when ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. That report was laid
before the Senate, and is now being printed ; when printed
it will be laid before the House.

BOOTS FOR THE TORONTO CORPS.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr, BLakx) asked, Has the
Government been informed that boots were served out at
Winnipeg or elsewhere tothe Toronto corps ? Has the Gov-
ernment any information as to what has become of the six
hundg;d pairs of boots sent up to Winnipeg for the Toronto
OOPPS

Mr. CARON. At Lieutenant Colonel Otter’s request,.
boots and trousers were forwarded to Winnipeg. They were
shipped from Ottawa on 30th March, by special car, Col-
onel Otter reached Winnipe% on Tth April. The boots
arrived after Colonel Otter had left, and were sent to
Qu’Appelle on 10th April. I cannot give any more informa-
tion about the boots,

CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY—POSTAL
TRANSPORT SERVICE,

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr. BLAKE) asked, What
amount has been earned by the Canadian Pacific Railway
Oompang for postal service and what amount for transport
Bervice for the Government since the 7th November, 1883 ?

AND

Has any, and if s0, what part of these amounts been paid to
the Canadian Pacific Railway Company, and when ? Has
Mr, RINFRET, R

any, and if so, what part of these amounts been retained b,
the Government under the agreements in connection wi
the guaranty of dividends ?

Mr. CARLING. If the hon, gentleman will move for this
information it will be brought down,

CANADIAN PACIFIC RAILWAY—CHANGE OF
ARRANGEMENTS WITH THE GOYERNMENT.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr. BLAkE) asked, Was
there any correspondence between the Canadian Paocific
Railway Company and the Government, subsequent to the
18th March, 1885, on the subject of the proposal for a change.
in the arrangements between the company and the Govern-
ment ? Was there any report from the chief engineer in
connection with the matter ? Was there any report from
any Minister on the matter ? Was there any Order in
Council on the matter ?  Was any report from any officer
of the company laid before the Government ? Has the
Government the balance sheets prepared by Mr. Miall, but
not appended to his letter ?

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. If the hon, gentleman
will allow this question to stand until to-morrow, it will be.
answered.

INTERCOLONIAL RAILWAY EXPENSES.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Sir RicHARD CARTWRIGHT)
asked, What were the receipts and expenses of the Interco-
lonial Railway from the 1st day of July to the 1st day of
May, in the years 1884 and 1885 respectively ?

Mr. POPE, It is impossible for us to give the receipts
for 1885, as they have not yet come in.

Mr. CAMERON. Will you give those for 1884 ?

Mr, POPE, That would not
statement,

Mr. CAMERON. Well, give us the figures for 1884,
Will you allow it to stand until to-morrow ?

Mr, POPE., Yes.

LOANS BY THE GOVERNMENT,

Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Sir RicHARD CARTWRIGHT).
asked, What additional sum or sums (if any) have been
borrowed by the Government since the 1st day of April to.
the date of this enquiry, and from whom and for what length
of time have they been borrowed ?

Mr. BOWELL. I would ask the hon. gentleman to allow
that question to stand, as I have not the data upon which to
give the correct information.

DISTURBANCE IN THE NORTH-WEST—COMMUNI-.
CATION WITH THE IMPERIAL GOVERNMENT.
Mr. CAMERON (Huron) (for Mr, BLAkE) asked, Whether

any communication has taken place between the Canadian

and the Imperial Government on the subject of the distur-
bances in the North-West, with reference to any suggested
action by the latter Government ?

Sir JOHN A, MACDONALD. No.

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD moved that on and after-
Tuesday next the House shall, for the remainder of the
Session, meet at one o’clock in the afternoon of each day.

Mr. MILLS. If the hon. gentleman would make it half-
past one, it would be more eonvenient. C

give you a comparative
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. CAMERON (Huron). For my own part I have no
obgﬁon to the moti(;ln. I)desire, and I think hon. gentle-
men on this side desire, that the business of the Session
chenld be closed at as early a period as possible, and I hatve

» objection to our commencing now an hour or two earlier
.usn ordinarily. I think, however, the First Mm’xster will
seo that it is very inconvenient to meet at one o’clock, as
he knows perfecily well that almost every member of the
House lunches at that hour. If he would make it half-past
one it would give us_an opportunity of having the neces-
sary refreshment before entering on the arduous labors that
are now upon Parliament. As we have to remain here
until one or two o’clock in the morning, I think if we begin
at- half-past one in the afternoon we will be putting in &

long day.
Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. I cannot resist the

solicitations of hon. gentlemen opposite. I would be the
last man in the world to injure their health——

Mr. MILLS. Or deprive them of their meals.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. I may say that I had
arranged to take my lunch at half-past twelve, but as hon,
gentlemen desire it——

Mr. CAMERON (Huron). We are not at home like the
hon. gentleman; we live at the hotels.

Sir JOHN. A, MACDONALD. As hon, gentlemen desire
it, we will make the hour half past one.

Mr. MACKENZIE. Does the hon. gentleman intend to
have two sessions a day or only one.
Sir. JOHN A. MACDONALD. Only one.

Motion, as amended, agreed to.
THE DISTURBANCE IN THE NORTH-WEST.

Mr, MITCHELL. We have heard a good many rumors
of a battle having taken place in the North-West, and we
would like to know if the Government has any information
which has not yet been given to the public.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. The only information we
have got is contained in the published reports—the reports

at the command of the press. :
THE FRANCHISE BILL.

House again resolved itself into Committee on Bill (No.
103) respecting the Electoral Franchise.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD, I think the motion before
the committee is that of my hon. friend from Prince
Edward Island (Mr, Macdonald), excepting the Province of
Prince Edward Island from the operation of the clause now
before the consideration of the committee. I am afraid I
cannot yield to that amendment, and for two reasons, In
the first place, I am inclined to believe that by the time the
qualifications are settled by this committee, the hon. gentle-
man will find that there are very few, if any, of those who
have the franchise in Prince Edward Islard, who will not
still continue to have it, from the peculiar position of that
interesting island. Then, Sir, whether 1 am correct or
not in that opinion, I think this is the wrong time to move
the amendment. This amendment excepts Prince Edward
Island from the operation of the franchise clause, before we
know how the franchise clause will get through the com-
mittee. We do not know what the decision of this com-
mittee may be as regards the several franchises that are
given by that clause. Now, it will be quite clear that we
maust first settle what the general franchise is which may
be adopted for the whole inion, and if any portion of
the l;o;ninion, or any class in the Dominion, desire to be

9

excepted, the time t0 move for such exception is after the
general franchise is settled. We must first settle the general
franchise over the whole Dominion, and then consider any
claims for exception, but until we settle the general system
it is quite impossible to consider the excentions, Then,
Sir, the motion, although it is limited to Prince Edward
Island, has caused a long disoussion in the House which has
gone over the whole Bill, and that, I think, has been felt in
this discussion in the committee from the beginning, The
principle of the Bill, the principle that there should be a
franchise for the Dominion, passed by the Dominion Parlia-
ment, was adopted after two amendments by this House,
and according to regular practice we ought tohave proceeded
to consider clause after clause consecutively, on their own
merits, without entering into 8 general discussion on the
whole Bill. From the importance of the - Bill and the
earnestness of the gentlemen who are on your left, there
was no serious objection made to a renewsal of the discussion
in committee, However, Sir, that must, I should think,
according to parliamentary practice, have its limits, At
present, I am sorry to say, the question before this
House and this country is not the Franchise Bill; the
question is whether representative institutions—whether
responsible Government-is going to continue in this coun-
try or not.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Hear, hear.

Sir JOHN A, MACDONALD. I am very glad to have
the approbation of both sides of the House on that point,
Representative institutions, if we are worthy of them, will
be carried out in a proper spirit, in a constitutional spirit.
And what is a constitutional spirit? It is this that afler
the minority of the House have had every opportunity of
expressing their views, the will of the majority—the decided
opinion of the majority—must prevail. If we might trust
the language of some of the hon. gentlemen opposite—cer-
tainly, I cannot say of the leaders, except the hon, member
for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) —there agpears to be a regularly
contrived and organised plan of obstruction. There is no
doubt about it; gentlemen on the other side have stated so.
The hon. member for the North Riding of York (Mr. Mulock)
stated s0 at our last meeting in so many words, Other gen-
tlemen have said they were going to fight out on this sub-
ject all summer. Others have told us this Bill could be
fought, and it never would pass. Now, Mr. Chairman, that
language is quite inconsistent with representative govern-
ment, and, if acted upon, must destroy representative gov-
ernment—must show that we are unfit for the institutions
that we have obtained from the mother country. I think
that great latitude ought to be given to an Opposition; I
have been in opposition, and I, with those in the same cate-
gory as myself, have taken strong grounds as to the rights
of an Opposition; but there must be an ead to opposition,
because, when it is ascertained that all the arguments, all
the efforts, all the zeal of the minority in the House, have
been insufficient to change the opinion of the majority, then,
I think, according to the well understood principle of the
British constitution, the minority should yield to the
majority. With respect to this particular measure, there
can be no doubt of an organisation to oppose the Bill
from the beginning. The hon. member for Megan-
tic (Mr. Langelier) brought down several resolutions
—half a dozen or more—against the very first clanse—the
very first word of the second clause, which is in fact the
first clause of the Bill ; and so0 it has been continued, and its
object has not been concealed. Now, I do not impugn the
motives of these hon. gentlemen ; 1 have no parliamentary
right to impugn their motives, and I do not desire to impugn
the motives of their course. It maybhave beelll in their
opinion highly important to oppose, by every legitimate
ogpoeition, a measﬁroe which they think is notfor thg benefit
of the country. 1 would be the last to attempt in any way
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to fetter the rights of the minority. 1 should be very sorry
to see in a Canadian Parliament that such a necessity
existed as appeared to exist in the minds of Mr, Gladstone’s
Government when they introduced certain resolutions
respecting the cléture. I should be still more sorry to see
here the system adopted in the United States Congress,
where, on the motion for the previous question, a debate
can be summarily cut off by the will of the majority. I
should regret deeply to see either course taken in Canada.
In England, the course taken by Mr. Gladstone, though an
extreme one, is not s0 dangerous as it would be in this
country. In England, thereis a conservative feeling—I do
not speak in a party sense—in the minds of the people of
England and of their representatives in Parliament, sgainst
extremes, Both sides in England—those on the right and
those on the left of the Speaker—know that only in the most
extreme cases would the powers that Mr. Gladstone claimed
and succeeded in carrying, be exercised. We are a younger
country, we have not got the same steady anchorage that
they have in the old country of England, and, whether we
on this side continue on this side, or the hon. gentlemen
opposite should succeed in ousting us, I am afraid we should
not be so conservative. I am afraid that the power of clos-
ing a debate in a manner such as is now authorised in Hng-
land, would be bad for us to enforce, I should be afraid of
my own party ; I need not say Ishould bestill more afraid
of the hon. gentlemen opposite ; and therefore any sugges-
tion of the kind that has been made to me—and the com-
mittee can well understand that in the present state of
things, in the impatience of the general public against what
seems to them obstruction, all kinds of suggestions have
been made to me either to introduce the one system
or the other, and to press it upon Parliament—I have
steadily resisted, and I design to resist it. I think
it is not for the permanent interest of Canada—I think itis
not for the permanent interest of any Parliament of Canada—
that any G%vernment, until we are an older country and
perhaps a wiser country, should have the power of shutting
down the gate on the Opposition of the day. Therefore,
Mr. Chairman, we can only offer such resistance as the
majority can offer, by stating that eventually our will must
succeed,that the conclusions we have come to must eventually
prevail, or all representative governmentis a farce, or worse
than a farce; the end, Sir, is tragedy. Now, Sir, with
respect to this measure which is before the House, the dis-
cussion which has been continued so long was prircipally
on a mere detail—on the interpretation clause. There is some
speciousness in that argument, I must admit, that looking
at the Bill as a whole, some definitions were of more impor-
tance than merely as definitions; but I have explained, and
1 pressed on the consideration of the committee, that the
definitions being once settled, when wecame to the enacting
clauses, that was the time to fight out the difference of
opinion, if any existed, between the majority and the minor-
ity. Had that view been taken, we should have been far on
in the progress of the Bill, and the different clanses—with
respect to the different franchises, with respec’ to the mode
of registration of voters, with respect to the selection of the
proper parties to settle the voters’ lists—all these would
have been discussed and discussed relevantly to
the several propositions; and we should have been
spared the painful scene of gentlemen being deprived
of their rest, and speaking—avowedly speaking—
not for tbe purpose of advancing or defeating the
measure, but simply for the purpose of obstruction.
In 1871, when I first introduced thiz Bill, I had the joint
support of the present leader of the Opposition and my
hon, friend who sits opposite me (Mr. Mackenzie) on the
necessity for an election Eill. Anybody who looks at the
debates of that day will see that that was admitted. The
hon, member for West Durham (Mr. Blake), in his speech
in 1870, said we should have an election Bill at once; he
Sir Jomn A. MAoDONALD,

thought it would be well to keep the franchises, as then
existing in the several Provinces, as being the proper
franchises, and not the franchises which were mentioned in
the Bill of 1870. In other words, he thought an election
Bill should be passed, but that it should incorporate the
various franchises of the four Provinces. That was the
opinion of those two gentlemen as to the necessity of an
election Bill, an opinion which nobody gainsaid, and which
was not gainsaid by any gentleman who had studied con-
stitutional law, except perhaps the hon. member for Both-
well (Mr. Miils), who has several times spoken of the
measure as being unconstitutional. But the fact that these
gentlemen, in 1870, took that line, and at the same time
thanked me for having invited both sides of the House to
consider the question of the franchise, not in a party sense,
destroys the argament which has been used here, more for
the purpose of discussion than for the purpose of conviction,
that the measure was unconstitutional. I invited at the
outset the House as a whole to consider every clause of this
Bill, in order to arrive at a reasonable franchise. In the
discussion which took place on the motion in amendment,
when the Speaker was in the Chair, I took the same line; I
invited the Opposition to discuss the several clauses of the
franchises as they came up. I failed, however, to succeed
in inducing them, for I forget how many days, to pass the
first clause, the interpretation clause, I hope this is not
going to go on. The Government desire, and I believe I
speak the will and desire of those who oppose us, that the
varions clauses of the Bill shall be fairly discussed, that
there will be give and take in opinion, and that we may
arrive at a satisfactory conclusion, or at some conclusion.
At all events, it iz quite clear that, viewing it as I do,
representative institations are on their trial, to use Princo
Albert’s expression, here; it is not possible for the majority
in this House to yield to the menace, the threat of obstruc-
tion of the constitution by the minority, by yielding to the
obvious attempt to worry out the patience of the House,
the patience of the majority, and the physical strength of
some of the majority. Now, Mr. Chairman, I was quite
prepared, and am quite prepared, to discuss all the
various objections which have been taken to the measure
as they arise; I invite hon. gentlemen opposite to
join with us in wrying to reach some common con-
clasion, or, at all events, if we do not succeed in coming
to some common conclusion, that they will come to this
conclusion, that they have fully done their duty, that they
have called the attention of Parliament, of the public, of
those to whom we are responsible, to the alleged defaults
of this measure, and having done their duty in this regard,
they will not destroy all respect for representative institu-
tions by adopting the course taken continually in the South
American republics, where they have a semblance of repre-
sentative institutions, a semblance of Parliament, but where
—in every little South American Congress or Cortes, or
whatever they may call it—the minority worries the
majority to the utmost extent, and when they canmot do
that any more, they rise in arms and issue a pronencia-
mento, I hopein this House, in this northern clime, men
who are accustomed to British institutions, who respect
representative institutions, will not use the forms of Parlia-
ment which were devised for the purpose of enabling legis-
lation to be made, as the means of obstructing all legisla-
tion. Ispeak with all earnestness, I speak with every
desire to put an end to this abnormal state of things. Hon.
gentlemen opposite have pressed such a strong view in
opposition to this measure and its consequences, that I am
willing to give them every credit for conscientious motives,
but every mau of common sense must know that after
every possible view in opposition to a measure has been
again and again given and reiterated with painful reitera-
tion, the time has now come to allow the measure to
succeed. I appeal to hon, gentlemen opposite, I appeal
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with some confidence, especially to those older members
who know the value, who have studied the value of the
British constitution, no longer to continue this policy.

Mr. MILLS. There is one observation made by the hon.
gentleman in which I conour; I agree with him that repre-
sentative institutions in Canada under this Bill, are upon
their trial. I say that with all earnestness, and I believe
that opinion is shared by every hon. gentleman on this side,
We believe if this measure be carried & very serious blow
will be struck at representative institutions; we regard it
as wholly incompatible with all those principles of repre-
sentative government which have hitherto prevailed in this
country; and we think the course taken by the hon. gentle-
man in bringing forward this Bill, in endeavoring to press
it through this House in such an extraordinary way, at such
a Iate period of the Session bears a very stro.g resemblance
to the course pursued by some political chiefsin some of the
South American republics. The hon. gentleman has com-
plained that we have discussed for a very long time the
various sections of the interpretation clamse. The hon.
gentleman himself invited discussion upon that clause.
A friend of his moved an amendmeont in reference to woman
suffrage, on the very first portion of the second section of
the clause, and we had a discussion upon thatsubject. That
discussion the hon. gentleman himself admits was appropri-
ately taken ; there were exactly the same reasons for car-
rying on the discussion on the subject of the Indian fran.
chise because it was expressed in precisely the same way as
was the woman suffrage question in that same clause. It
is true we have had a great deal of discussion upon this ques-
tion, bat it is equally true that the subject has not been
considered in many of its phases, and to a large degree the
discussion of which the hon. gentleman complains is due to
the persistency with which the second reading of the Bill
was forced at an unusual hour wupon Parliament.
The hon. gentleman introducedhis measure after the House
had been in session nearly three months, The hon, gentle-
man, when he introduced the Bill at an earlier period in a
former year, admitted that it was a matter of such vast
importance that it would require a whole Session for its
consideration, and yet the hon. gentleman, following the
practice which has served his purpose for a series of years,
failed to bring forward this very important measure until
nearly three months had elapsed, and then, before a large
number on this side of the House had any opportunity to
:c:;ildeg th:a?erits aﬂld prinlciples of the Bill, insisted upon

ond reading. is only neces -
Lbod Detors _g_ y sary to look at the pub

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. The House met on the
ﬁg} hJ anuary, and the Bill was introduced on the 19th

ch.

Mi\;(‘gilMILLS. It ie true that he gave notice on the 19th
Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. i
190 Mo It was introduced on the

Mr. MILLS. It was several weeks afterwards before the
Bill was in our hands. A considerable time had gone by
before he moved the second reading, and then he introduced
a measure of such vast consequence in an expository speech
of less than ten minutes. I hold that we have not, as the
hon, gentleman has said, travelled beside the question
before us in this discussion. If you look at the two amend-
ments in your hand, you will see that every observation
addressed to the Chair from this side of the House was
strictly pertinent to one or the other of those two motions,
We have the amendment of the hon. member from Prince
Edward Island, and we have the general amendment to
substitute the Provincial franchises moved by the hon,
member for North Norfolk, and we have the third clause
itself. All these are before - you for consideration, and the
hon. gentleman on this side who addresses himself to any

one of these motions, or to all of them, is acting strictly
within his right. Iregard this measure as one of very
great importance, It proposes to take from the people of
this country the control of the preparation of the voters,
lists. It proposes to confer the suffrage upon women, and
it proposes to confer the franchise upon every Indian over
21 years of age in any one Province of the Dominion.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. No, it does not,

Mr. MILLS, The First Minister says no, but the Bill
itself will show the House conclusively that it does pre-
cisely what I have stated. In not one of these instances
did the hon, gentleman submit the question to the
people of this country; in not one instance did he ask
the popular verdict. If the government of this country
is to be carried on according to the well understood wishes
of the people as expressed at elections, will anyone tell
me what is the conclusion at which the electorate has
arrived on auny one of the three important propositions
involved in the Bill now before us? The hon. gentleman
submitted the question of woman suffrage; he told us he was
in favor of that, he intimated to us that it was his anxieus
desire that that motion should be carried, but, as soon as it
was discovered that a very considerable number of gentle-
men on this side were prepared to vote for that motion, a con-
siderable number of the hon. gentleman’s supporters seem to
have been instructed to oppose it, and so that portion was
struck out. The hon, gentleman has not so readily yielded
on this question of the Indian franchise. He seems to think
that the intelligent and Christian women of this country are
entitled to much less consideration than the tribal Indians
who reside on the reservations in the various Provinces.
We know that this question of woman suffrage was voted
down by the friends of the Government, and there is little
reason for doubt that the conclusion at which the majority
of the Housearrived met with the approval of the promotor
of the Bill. The Indian suffrage, we find, is tenaciously
adhered to. The public will not fail to observe that, while
the one proposition has been readily abandoned, the other
proposition has been supported with all the vehemence and
all the pertinacity that hon. gentlemen on that side of the
House command. I do not regret the course the hon. gen-
tleman has taken. It leaves no doubt on the public mind
as to the object of this Bill, it leaves no doubt that, instead
of proposing to fight the battle of his Government before
the electors of this country, the hon. gentleman proposes
that it shall be fought in Parliament, and it is
here, where there is no doubt as to the numerical
strength which he commands, that he proposes to take
advantage of the opportunity, and to load the dice, in order
that there may be no doubt, so far as he is concerned, as to
what will be the result of the elections which will follow
two years hence. It is perfectly clear by this Bill that the
First Minister doubts the eapacity of all white men in the
country to exercise the elective franchise. He says they
must give evidence of their fitness to exercise it. He pro-
poses by this clause and by the four or five subsequent
clauses that a certain amount of real property shall be held
in some form or other by the white man or the colored man
in order to entitle him to exercise the elective franchise,
but nothing of this sort is required of the Indian. He
resides upon his reservation, If there is no ticket of allot-
ment or division of the reservation, under this 6th section
of the Bill there is & provision that, if the whole property
taken together is worth a sufficient amount to entitle each
individual Indian to a vote, he shall have the elective fran-
chise. So, by the provision of the Bill submitted to us,
every Indian who is over 21 years of age in Canada will be
entitled to the elective franchise. While the question of
property is of consequence to the white man, it is of no
consequence to the Indian. The hon. gentleman knows
that the Indian does not own his property. Why does he
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ask for the ownership of properly in the case of the white
man? It is not to the property that the hon. gentleman
proposes to give the vote, gut; he takes that as an evidence
of the qualification, of the capacity, of the industry and fru-
gality of the white citizen, to qualify him for the exercise
of the franchise. If he is incapable of holding or retaining
his property, he i8 not allowed to exercise the elective
franchise, but loses the right to vote when he loses his
property. The hon. gentleman has declared over and over
again, in his report as Superintendent General of Indian
Affairs, that the Indian, if he were given his property,
would not retain it six months in the great majority
of cases. He knows that in giving the Indian posses-
sion of his property, he knows he would cease to be a
voter before this Act would come into effect, he knows
that he would lose that property by which alone he could
be qualified. The hon. gentleman says he has no capacity
to take charge of his own affairs, that he is wanting in
intellectual capacity, and he therefore acts as trustee to
him, he takes charge of his estate, and in consequence gives
bhim a vote on that estate, a vote which he would not have
at all if the Government did not interfere and secure the
property on his behalf. Now, the hon, gentleman’s Bill
disfranchises a large number of white men in this country.
He cannot give a single instance in the history of England
where any portion of the community were disfranchised
exoept for offences against the election law. If 2 man had
been convicted of bribery, if he has been shown to have
violated the law, he may be disfranchised. When the
Reform Bill was proposed, parties who had proprietary
rights in Gaton and Old Sarum, claimed it is a property,
they claimed that the Government ought not to take it from
them without compensation ; and yet the hon. gentleman
proposes, without any offence being committed by a large
number of the electors, without any wrong being done, and
without popular sanction in any way, to disfranchise those
people ; and he proposes to confer the electoral franchise
upon a large number of persons who are notoriously unfit to
exercise it ; andl he proposes todo this without appeal to the
country, and without having any sanction given him by the
‘electors. The unemancipated Indian controls no property.
The hon, gentleman admits that he is unfit for citizenship.
Heis not allowed to make a contract, and no contract can be
enforced against him. He does not serve upon a jury, he
does not serve with the militia, he does not assist in bearing
any of the expense of the administration of justice, and yet,
while retaining the Indian in his condition of tutelage, in &
condition of servitude to the Government, the hon. gentle-
man proposes to confer the highest franchise known to free-
men upon him, The hon. gentleman knows that the Indian
is not a citizen ; he does not mingle with the rest of the
community ; he forms a member of a tribe, and they stand
apart. They have their own customs and their own reguls-
tions and direct their own affairs, to a limited extent, sub-
jeot to his control and to his interference. And without
changing that condition, without emancipating the Indian,
without conferring upon him the franchise which the Indian
Act authorises him to confer, admitting that he is incapable
of being enfranchised, admitting that he would lose what
he possesses if he were enfranchised, the hon. gentleman
proposes to take an individual who, if left to himself|
would be reduced to a condition of penury, and to put in
his hands the electoral franchise by which he may control
and determine the destiny of this country. Now, Sir, our
free institutions rest upon the habits of self-reliance
existing amongst our people. It is that self-reliance
which renders free institutions not only possible but prac-
tioable in this country. The hon. gentleman knows that
the mere framing of a free constitution, the wide extension
of the franchise, the establishment of popular government
in form, will not make a free people. The history of
Mexico and the South American republics evidence that.
Mr. MiLis,

|

The hon, gentleman, therefore, proposes to make a man
who ig without public spirit, who is without any enterprise,
who is without any habits of self-reliance, who knows
nothing about our institutions, who can neither read nor
write, who possesses no property which he can control, a
voter, and put into his hands the electoral franchise for the
purpose of electing members to sit in this great council of
the nation. I say he hasno authority for that$ I say he is not
morally competent to do that thing ; I say we are justified in
registing, by all the constitutional means that Parliament
places at our disposal, a proposition so monstrous and so
unjust in itself, Why, Sir, this measure, in this respect, is
nothing less than revolutionary: It is a proposal to change
the inpstitntions and the government of this coun-
try without the sanction of the people and without the
authority of the people. Sir, I admit that if the hon. gen-
tleman chooses to go to the country, if he chooses to make
that an issue, if he puts it fairly before the electors, and if
he were returned with a majority to support that preposi.
tion, then he would be morally competent, as well as having
the abstract legal right to deal with the subject. But he
has not done s0; he has taken no such course; he has no
authority for what he proposes to do. Itis an abuse of the
power with which he is entrusted ; it is a gross violation of
his duty as trustee for the people of this country, to under-
take to force through Parliament a measure of so extra-
ordinary & character and so unjust as that which is now
before us, Sir, it is an insult to the people of this country,
it is an insult to those who have been exercising their con-
stitutional right in resisting & measure so grossly unfair,
for the hon. gentleman to complain that we are obstructing
legislation of this sort, Why, Sir, a burglar might as well
complain of the resistance of the man who is defending
his own house and seeking to protect his own property
from pillage. The hon. gentleman is bringing forward a
meagure which he dared not submit to the people of this
country, which he knows is abhorrent to the vast majority
of his own supporters; and if the hon. gentlemen who sit
around him discharged their duty as loyal party men, they
would reject this measure, they would oppose it as strongly
as we do on this side of the House. Sir, the hon. gentle-
man has told us that property is no evidence of capacity or
fitness to vote.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. When? Where?

Mr. MILLS., The hon. gentleman did it in this House;
he did it from his seat. He instanced the case of Charles
James Fox who, he said, could not manage his own affairs,
who was incompetent to manage his own estate, and yet
he was one of the greatest statesmen of his age and
generation, The hon. gentleman argues in effect that while
the Indian is incompetent to take charge of his own prop-
erty and manage his own affairs, he is competent to take
charge of the affairs of the nation. Why, the hon, gentle-
man attacks the very basis upon which he proposes to
establish the electoral franchise. He says: I admit the
Indian is incompetent to manage his own affairs, but his
incapacity to control his own proIPerty is no evidence of
unfitness to exercise the electoral franchise. Well, if it is not
with the Indian, why is it with the white man? Why does
the hon. gentleman put it in his Bill at all? Why does he
come to this House and say: I will not allow the white
man to vote, unless he possesses property of a certain
amount, and yet he says: I will allow the Indian to vote
whether he has any property or not, whether he is compe-
tent to control property or not; because, forsooth, the pos-
session of property is no evidence of a man’s fitness to
exercise the electoral franchise. If it is not evidence why
put it in his Bill? Why say a man shall have a ocertain
amount of property before he shall exercise the electoral
franchise, if property is no evidence of political intelli-
gence ? The hon. gentleman says: Oh, it is necessary to
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elevate the Indian; we want to confor the electoral
franchiso upon the Indian in order that we may
elevate him, Sir, the hon. gentleman will not ele-
vate the Indian, but he will degrade Parliament.
To the ordinary Indian the value of the vote is just the
sum it will bring—its mercantile value determines its
value to him. The hon, gentleman stands in the position
of the patriot who addressed the needy knifo-grinder. The
hon. gentleman says: He knows the Indian may have a
hole in his coat, but he is ready to listen to his pitiful
story ; he is ready to confer on him the electoral franchise;
he is ready to make him a citizen of this Dominion and
enable him to cast a vote at elections while he is still a
ward of the Government, and under the control of the
agents and superintendents of the Indian Department
throughout the country. The public will understand this
measure, They will understand the motives of the hon.
gentleman. They know why this measure is brought for-
ward at this time. They know that if the political outlook
was a8 bright as it was some time ago the hon. gentleman
would not have proposed this measure. It is true it has
been before Parliament occasionally during the last 18
years ; bat there has been no such necessity for passing it
as there is at the present time. The public, therefore, will
certainly understand why that is being done. The hon,
member for North Norfolk (Mr. Charlton) proposed a
motion to adopt the electoral franchises of the vari-
ious Provinces instead of adopting the electoral franchise
suggested by section 3 and subsequent sections. The hon.
member for King’s, Prince Edward Island, moved an amend-
ment that Prince Edward Island be exempted from the
operation of this seetion. He proposed, in effect, that the
Island should retain its provincial franchise. If the hon, gen-
tleman had su]g;orted the motion of the member for North
Norfolk (Mr. Charlton), and if that motion were successful,
the electoral franchise in Prince Edward Island would be
retained. Bat the hon. gentleman is not satisfied to do
that. He “is shxious that the Island hould retain its own
electoral franchise, but he is unwilling that any other
Provinces should do so, The hon. gentleman is determined
to force on the other Provinces a franchire that he is un-
willing Parliament should force on his own Province.
The hon. gentleman reminds me of some of those religious
sects during the 16th century who complained loudly of
persecution, and demanded toleration for themselves, while
not willing to grant toleration to any other denomination.
So the hon. gentleman says, we want the franchise selected
by the people of Prince Edward Island, but we are opposed
10 other Provinces enjoying the same right, I am so much
in favor of the principle of provincial rights in this matter
that I will vote for whatever proposition comes first, I
will vote for every proposition of this sort. If I cannot
procure provincial rights for all the Provinces, I am ready to
secure them for as many asIcan. Iregret the hon. member
for King’s, Prince Edward Island, has not seen proper
to deal with other hon. gentlemen a8 we would have them
deal with him. The hon, member for King’s, New Bruns-
wick (Mr. Foster), accused us the other night of obstruc-
tion. He declared that we on this side had a right briefly
- to express our views on public questions; we had a right
briefly to state our opposition to this measure; but beyond
that we had no right to go. The hon. gentleman laid down
a number of mutually destructive propositions, and I will
read them to the committee. The gon. gentleman said :

‘“In one sense, Parliament ia here to register the opiniong of the Gov-
ernment.”

In whatsense? 1Is it here to register the opinions of the
Government on guestions on which public opinion has not
been pronounced ? Is it here to register theopinions of the
Government, and to change the constitution and institations
of this country ? Is it here to register the opinions of the

Government in favor of Indian suffrage and against woman
suffrage ? The hon. gentleman goes on to say -

¢ In another gense it is not. If the proposition is that Parliament is
simply to shut its eyes and stop its ears and, when the 13 members of
the cabinet bring down their measures, to swallow them, without the
opportunity of aceepting or rejecting them, then Parliament is not here
for any such purpose.”
If I understand this part of the hon, gentleman's statement,
Parliament is free to accept or reject any measure of the
Government, It is free to criticise any measure of the Gov-
ernment, and free to oppose it. Bat he withdraws from
this position and again asserts the dootrine of implieit
obedience, I suppose, seeing that the Government have
opposed the amendments to the Scoit Act, which
they thought they could do safely in the other Chamber,
the hon. gentleman will be disposed to follow the
Government when that measure comes back to this House.
I suppose, seeing that the Government seoretly sounght to
defeat the proposal for woman suffrage, the hon. gentieman
will feel himself called on to agree with the Government and
oppose woman suffrage. I suppose, as the Government are
now pressing so earnestly and obstinately the question of
the Indian franchise, the hon. gentleman will be prepared
to support the Indian franchise, and oppose those who think
the Indians who are enfranchised are not qualified to exer-
cise the highest privilege and trust of freemen. The hon.
gentleman went on to say :

“ But if the question is whether Parliament ia here to register the
opinions of the Government, who are put in power by the majority of
the people, and who have the confilence of the people, I say that
Parliament ig here for that and no other purpose.”

This is an extraordinary dootrine. I should like to kaow
what constitutional authorities the hon. gentleman relies
upon for sach a doctrine. The hon. gentleman gravely
asserts that any other theory would be destructive of
responsible parliamentary government, I should like
to know how the hon. gentleman is free to criticise,
to reject & measure, if he is here simply to register the
wishos of the Government, because it is supported by a
majority, I can sabscribe to no such doctrine, I held that
so far from it being a doctrine consistent with parliamentary
government, it would be entirely destractive of any such
system. What is a political party ? It is a number of men,
Burke says, that are united together, agreeing in their
views on questions of public policy, for the pro-
motion of a common end. That is Burke's definition of
party. These hon, jgl‘entlemen went to the country upon
certain questions, They were supported by the country,
aund their party is bound to support in this House the
principles enunciated on platform and hustings. But with
respect to new questions, questions that were not before the
elections, the rule is wholly different. The hon, gentleman
is bound tosngport the Nationsl Policy, as are ail those who
were elected by the people for that purpose, but he is not
more bound than is ]I::is eader. He is not bound because
his leader supports it, but because the country has
sustained himself and his leader on that yuestion, and
his leader is as much bound as he is himself. It is
not & question of the servility of a number of gentlemen to
a leader, but it is a question of the devotion of a number
of gentlemen, leader and all, to certain principles to which
they have committed themselves and which have been
sanctioned by the country. But we are here to oppose
their views on this question, and we are here to oppose
them as much a3 they are here to support them. We are
here to oppose them by the same authority—the authority
of our constituents. We stated our views; they were in
accord with the views of the electorate, and so we have
eeats in this House. We are here to enunciate, explain, and
defend them, and make them known here and to: the country,
as much as are the Government and those wmﬂ
them are bound to support the views they enunei

d on
platform and hustings. It is because of this publie diseas-
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gion that parliamentary government is superior to any
other. It is a great school of thought by which intelligence
is disseminated among the electors, by which the commen
standard of attainment is raised, and by which the country
is_made more self reliant upon questions reiating to public
affairs, But this question is a wholly different one. When
was public opinion expressed upon this question? I read
the other day, in the course of ihis debate, an extract from
a speech of Lord Beaconsfield, upon the question of the
disestablishment of the Irish Charch. He said that the
House of Commons, without the sanction of the country,
was not morally competent to deal with that question. He
denied the moral competency——

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. He did deal with it.
Mr. MILLS. The hon. gentleman says he did what ?
Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. He did deal with it.

Mr.MILLS. Mr. Gladstone did deal with it, but it was after
an election was had, and after the country had sustained it.
Mr. Gladstone proposed some resolutions, and those resolu-
tions were carried through the House of Commons, bat no
further step was taken until an election was had. The views
expressed by Mr. Disraeli were acquiesced in, an election
was had, and then he admitted the moral competence of
Parliament, to deal with thatquestion. Did he say that the
supyporters of the Government were obliged to support that-
measure ? He said a majority were committed to the prin
ciple, but beyond that the majority were not called upon to
go. I will read the views of Iford Beaconsfield, and we
will see what a great difference there is between the views
of the hon. member for King’s and his leader, and the views
of the great leader of the Conservative party of Great Britain
at that time. And, be it remembered, this speech was made
on the second reading of the Bill, after the election wero
had, and after & majority of the country had voted in favor
ot disestablishment:

‘¢ take the fair interpretation “of Jthe decision of the country at the
general elections to be this, that it was the opinion of the country that
the right hon. gentleman ghould have the opportunity of dealing with
the question of the church in Ireland. I do not understand that the
couatry pledged itselt to support any narticular measure. No particular
measure was then before it; but it declared and decided, in a manner
which conld not be mistakep, that the right hon. gentleman should

hsveaf&ir and full opportunity of dealing with the question of the
cburch in Ireland., [ cannot, therefore, take thiz occagion which might

otherwise bave been a most legitimate one, of preventing the right hon.
gentleman from placing his polgilcy before the country, and I shall advise
none of those whose conduct i can influence to oppose the motion the
right hon. gentleman has just made.”’

What does that mean ? He says it would have been a legi-
timate and proper thing for him to prevent the passage of
that measure, if an election had not been had upon it, but
an election having been had upon it, the views of the
country having been expressed in its favor, he had not a
moral right to op the measure by all those resources
which the rules of Parliament placed at his disposal, as he
would have had, if the views oiP the country had not been
taken. Now, Sir, those are very different views from those
advanced by the First Minister, and the hon. gentlemen
behind him. Why, Sir, what protection have we under our
constitutional system against the conduct of an arbitrary
and un%mncipled Minster, and a servile majority, if the
views of these hon. gentlemen are recognised as sound
constitutional views? The hon. gentleman might propose
the annexation of this country to the United States. He
might get a majority of his supporters to support such a
mesasure,

Some hon. MEMBERS. No fear.

Mr. MILLS. The hon. gentleman says, No fear; but I
would ask him if there is any man in this House who, if he
had been told two years ago that a motion to enfranchise
all the Indians residing on the reservations, from ocesan to
ocean in this country, would be submitted, would not have
md%ntl repudiated such a thing, Why, Sir, the descent

; LB

of Avernus is easy; hon. gentlemen are going down hill
with facility; they are ready to support propositions which
they wounld have indignantly rejected a short time ago, and
1 say the only protection we have against the abuse of par-
liamentary anthority is that every proposed change in the
constitation shall only be made after public sanction has
been given at an election. There is no necessity for this
haste, no reason for this hurry, What reason has the hon.
gentleman given for taking this extraordinary course on
this oceasion ? Why not go to the counfry on this question,
as well as the question of the National Policy ? The hon,
gentleman was 8o anxious to obtain the views of the coun-
try, so anxious to find out whether the people had changed
their minds on that question, that he dissolved Parliament
two years before its time, to ascertain the views of the
coantry ; and yet the hon. gentleman proposes in this matter
to carry through a measure vitally affecting our constitution,
without any recourse to the people, and without giving them
the opportunity of expressing their views on it at all. Sir, if
the hon, member for King's, N.B., was right, there was no
necessity for examining this or any other measure. All he
needed was to ascertain the views of the Government to
give them his earnest and active support. It is not the
exercise of judgment but of implicit obedience which is
sought under such a doctrine. The hon. gentleman as a
political philosopher, as a disciple of the First Minister,
might be anxious to know his views, to make himself
conversant with them, but that would be & matter for his own
individual pleasure or amusement, becanse 2 knowledge of
a measure or of its merits would not at all be of any conase-
quence to enable him to do what he says is the bounden
duty of the supporters of the Government—simply to regis-
ter the wishes of the Government on this and every other
question. Now, Mr, Chairman, the hon, gentleman’s line of
discussion suggests the question: To what extent a Gov-
ernment is entitled to the support of a party—how far
ought party allegiance to go? I say that when a Govern-
ment goes to the country upon a question of public policy,
and the supporters of that Government go to the country
taking the same views as the Administration, they are
bound if sustained to.give effect to the wishes of the
country in that particular. But it does not st all follow
that they are bound to support the Government on
every other question which may come up, during the five
years of its administration., Take the case of Mr, Glad-
stone, when he carried the United Kingdom with him, in
the policy which he initiated in his Midlothian speeches.
The country sapported those views, and the great majority
of those taking the same view were elected. But does
that bind Parliament to support Mr. Gladstone’s views on
the Egyptian war, the war in the Soudan, or the disputed
boundaries of Afghanistan? These are questions which
have forced themselves on the attention of the Govern-
ment and the nation, and the members who usually
support the Administration are just as free to take
that course, which an independent judgment suggests to
them as being in the public interests, as any other
portion of the commaunity. Sir, upon this question
the country was never consulted. I look at the third
section of the Bill and I see there no provision that the
hon. gentleman explained to the country, no provision as
to which the hon. gentleman said, if 1 am elected I will seek
to carry out these views, There was nothing of that sort
enunciated ; and this is not a question of emergency forcing
itself on the attention of the Government, but a question
which the hon. gentleman has dangled before Parliament
during the last 18 years, and which no one supposed
that . he would undertake to force upon this House.
Sir, there was in this Bill a provision relating to woman-”
suffrage. When was that question submitted to the people
of this country ? When were they asked to say whetger
they were willing or not -to enfranchise the widows and
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spinsters of Canada? At what election question was that
made an issne ? What opportunity have the members of
this House had to consult their constituezts on that ques-
tion? And, again, with regard to the Indian suffrage.
Have the views of the people of this countrv besn #iken
upon that question ? Has any hon. gent.lema'x " gny slec-
tion told the people of this country that if he was returned
to Parliament he would vote to enfranchise the Indians on
their reserves—not to enfranchise them under the Indian
Act, not to make them free men, to give them control of
their own affairs, but that they might vote at elections, and
mark their ballots under the supervision of the deputy
returning officers, Why, Sir, we know that more than 90
per cent. of those Indians cannot read or write; they can-
not mark their own ballots, We know that the hon. gentle-
man has charge of these men ; we know the class of men they
are—I have had personal experience in this matter, we know
the kind ,of men [that will be appointed deputy returning
officers on the Indian reserves ; we know that they will take
care how the Indian ballots shall be marked ; we know pre-
cisely as well what will be done under the provisions of
this Bill, as we shall know after the next general election.
Sir, I admit that a Government has a right to deal with
questions that caunot be foreseen, and that are forced upon
its attention. Especially is this true of independent states
in their relations with other states; and the Government
must act as far as it can upon its own individual judgment,
to be sustained by the independent opinion of Parliament
itself. But there are various ways in which the opinions
of the country are expressed, and which give to the Govern-
ment, not that satisfactory aid and guidance which it can
receive at a general election, but an imperfect aid—by mecans
of the press, by public meetings, and by other means known
under our constitution., But in England, when there has
been a change in the constitution itself, when the institu-
tions of the country have been altered, when the franchise
has been extended or the representation has been
changed, & general election has always first been
held, and a majority has been returncd to Parlia-
ment to support the policy that has before been enunciated.
This was the case with the Reform Bill of 1832, On
two occasions the views of the country were obtained
before the question was dealt with ; and when Parliament
was dissolved the last time it was expressly stated by the
King that he was proroguing Parliament with the view to
its dissolution, for the purpose of ascertaining whether
those who supported the Government were doing so in
accordance with the wishes of the country. Now, Sir, that
is & wholly different thing from acting contrary to our
commission. We are here for the purpose of carrying on
the Government under the constitution as it is, not for the
purpose of changing the constitution or making it different
from what it is; that is no part of our ordinary parlia.
mentary duties. Let us not confound two wholly distinct
and independent things. Under the English system of par-
liamentary government the alteration of the constitution is
brought about by the same body which is entrusted with
law-making power; but the alteration of the con-
stitation is not made in the way that ordinary legis-
lation is carried on. Ordinary legislation the Govern
ment may deal with from. time to time as they may
think proper; if the country does not approve, the country
can change; but when you attack the constitation itself,
when you undertake to alter the system of government
under which we live, you can never go back to the same
people again, You give no opportunity to those
who entrusted you with authority of saying whether
you are deserving of having continued to you the confi-
dence they once reposed in you. I say, then, that a change
in the coostitution is made on a different plan
and on different principles, It is made under pop-
ular sanction after the nation has been consulted, and after

ite apﬁroval has been obtained. Sir, we know what is
thought of Captain Kidd. He was entrusted with the
king’s commission, he was authorised under the commission
to give protection to the commerce of the nation; but,
instead of acting according to his ccmnmission he became a
pirate, and by the violation of his commission he made war
on that commerce that it was his duty under his commis-
sion to protect. What is the hon. gentloman doing? Has
he been authorised by the geople of this country to make
changes in the comstitution? Not at all. He has been
commissioned to legislate under the constitution as it is;
and in violation of that trust, he iz calling on his sup-
porters to change the constitution itself, and to place
the power in this country in other hands than
those to which it is committed at this moment, That
is what the hon. gentleman proposes, It is making war
upon our rights ; it is making war upon those rights which
it is the bounden duty of Parliament to guard ; and we are
bound, in our duty to our constituents and to this country,
to resist by all constitutional means, this attempt at usurpa-
tion—this revolutionary act—this proposal to change our
constitution and to make it something different from what
it is. Sir, let me read, for the benefit of the hon, member
for King’s, an extract from an essay by Lord Jeffrey on the

subject of party government : ;

‘“ One party, thai of the rulers or the court, is necessarily formed and
disciplined from the permanence of its chief, and the uniformity of the
interests it has to maintain ;—the gvarty in opposition, therefore, must
be marshalled in the same way. hen bad men combine, good men
must unite—and it would not be less hopeless for a crowd of worthy
citizens to take the field without leaders or discipline, against a regular
army, than for individual patriots to think of opposing the influence of
the 3overeign by their separate and uncowbined exertiozs. As to the
lengths they should be permitted to go in support of the common cause,
or the extent of which each ought to submit his private opinion to the
general sense of his associates, it does not appear to us—though eagunists
may varnish over dishonor, and Eurista startle at shadows—either that
any man of upright feelings caa be often at a loss for & rule of conduot,
or that, in point of fact, there has ever been any blameable excess in the
meaxims upon which the great parties of this country have been gener-
ally conducted.

** The leading principle is, that the man should satisfy himself that
the party to which he attaches himself means well to the country, and
that more substantial good wiil accrue to the nation from its coming
into power, than from the success of any other body of men whose success
is at all within the limits of probability. Upon that principle, therefore,
ke will support that party in all things which he approves—-in all things
that are indifferent—and even in some things which he partly dis-
approves, provided they neither touch the honor and vital interests of
the country, nor imply an{ breach of the osdinary rule of morality. Upon
the same principle, he will attack not only all that he individually dis-
approves in the conduct of his adversary, but all that might appear
indifferent and tolerable enough to a neutral spectator. If 1t afford an
opportunity to weaken this adversary in the public opinion, and to
increase the chance of bringing that party into power from which alone
he sincerely believes that any sure or systematic good is to be expeated.
Farther than this we do not believe that the leaders or relpecugfe fol-
lowers of any consiberable party intentionally allow themselves to go.
Their zeal indeed, and the passions engendered in the course of the con-
flet, may sometimes hurry them into measures for which an impartial
spectator cannot find this apology—but to their own conscience and
honor we are persuaded that they generally stand acquitted—and, on
the score of duty or morality, that is all that can be required of human
beings. For the baser retainers of the party, indeed—those maranders
who follow in the rear of every army, not for battle but for booty—who
concern themselves in no way about the justice of the quarrel or the
fairness 0f the field—who plunder the dead, and butcher the wounded,
and desert the unprosperous, and betray the daring—for those wretches
who truly belong to no pamrx, and are & diegrace and drawbaok upon
all, we shall fassuredly e no apology or propose any measure of
toleration.”

Now, I think, with slight modifications, owing to the
chance of circumstances in the nation, those views are
still adapted to the parties in the United Kingdom, and I
wish that his general description of party were equally
applicable here ; but if we are to be governed by the doc-
trines laid down by the member for King’s, N.B.(Mr. Foster),
that it is the bounden duty of the majority of the House to
register the views of the Administration, no matter what
those views may be, no matter whether the country has been

consulted or not, it seems to me that hon. gentlemen opposite

»

are fighting for booty rather than principle, and are seek-
ing to promote the general well being of individuale rather
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{han that of the nation, We have been told again and again by
hon: gentlemen opposite that this Parliament has the power
to pass this Bill, that the constitution authorises us to pass it,
and that therefore, because we have the power, we must
necessarily have the right. Ido not deny that we have
the power ; I admit that we have the power to pass such a
Franchise Aot ; but I deny that it is at all expedient to
deal with the question at this moment, I wholly deny
that we are morally competent to pass an Aect like
this that radically changes our whole constitu-
tional system. Hon. gentlemen opposite have read
the clause in the British North America Act to show that
the franchise existing under the law of the old Provinces
was to continue to be the franchise of Canada until the Par-
liament of Canada otherwise provided, and they say that is
conelusive evidence that it was intended Parliament shonld
otherwise provide. If it were necessary that, by other-
wise providing, 8 Dominion Franchise Act should {6 made,
certainly it was the daty of Parliament otherwise to provide,
and Parliament did otherwise provide. Under that law isour

resent franchise constituted ? Under the law of the Prov-
inces? Not at all; under the law of this Dominion. It was
under the law of this Dominion, passed in 1874, that our
last general election took place, and it was under that law
the election in 1878 took place. Let us look for a moment
-at the law. The 40th election of the Dominion Election Act
provides : Subject to the exceptions here and above contained
all persons qualified to vote at the eloction of representatives
in the Honse of Assembly or Legislative Assembly of the
several Provinces composing the Dominion of Canada and
other, and no others, shall be entitled to vote atthe election
of members of the House of Commons of Canada for the
several -electoral districts comprised within such Provinces
respectively. It is under that authority our elections
are held. That is the law of the Parliament of Canada
as much as the Bill you have before you would be,
if it passed this House and received the sanction of the
Governor General. The Provinecial franchises are the
electoral franchises for this Dominion, in virtue of that law
under the authority of this Parliament, and therefore it
is & question of expediency and cobvenience whether this
system shall be continued or not. I do not deny that we
have the power ; I say we have exercised the power, but it
does not follow that we are bound to exercise every power
we We have the power of taxing commeroce
out of existence, but it does not follow that it would be
wise ar expedient to do s5o. We have the Fower of legis-
lating that the property of shipping shall be transferrea
from those who now hold it into other hands without com-
Eensﬁtion. Would it be wise to exercise that power ? We
have the power of doing & score of things that would be
atrociously unjust. To possess & power and to justify the
exercise of it are two wholly distinct things. We have the
power of saying that no man over 21 years old shall exer-
oise the franchise, that no man with blue eyes, or that no
man with red hair shall have the right to vote, or that the
electoral franchise shall be entrusted to persons under 21
years of age. But because we have the power to do these
things, it would be preposterous to conclude that we are
called upon to exercise them. The basis of the
authority of the Government would be destroyed
by the very exercise of such powers, his
system that we now have has been in force for 18
years ; we have had five general elections under it. What
abuses have grown up to show that we should change it?
1 think it is a sound principle in legislation tha, Parlia-
ment ought not to legislate except where necessity” can be
shown, and upon every one who proposes to alter a law, the
burden of proof is to show that the change in the law, is

necessary. Who has undertaken this duty in this case? I ‘

listened to the expository speech of 8 or 9 minutes of the First
“Minister, and did not find that he attempted to justity any
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provision of the Bill or to discuss the merits of the question
at'all, He said a few words on the subject of woman suffrage,
but not a word about Indian suffrage, not a word about
proposing to confer votes upon unenfranchised Indians,
residing on reserves and who are wards of the Government.
Not a word did he say with regard to the other import-
ant features of the Bill, nor did he attempt to justify the-
measure, or show any necessity for it. Heshowed no abuse un-
der the exisling law as a justification of the change proposed.
Two members on that side of the House undertook to justify
these changes by a statement which applies rather to
another part of the Bill than to that which is now before
us, but which is strictly pertinent under the amendment of
my hon, friend from North Norfolk. The hon. member for
North Perth (Mr. Hesson) and the hon. member for West
York (Mr. Wallace) said the change was necessary because
the voters’ list was improperly prepared by partisan asses-
sors, that, in fact, the elections for municipal councils had
degenerated into struggles for the appointment of an asses-
sor. The hon, member for North Perth told us that his
friends were successful in this struggle, that the majority of
the assessors were on his side, but that they were partisans,
that they were guilty of perjury, and were not to be
trusted; that they were committing perjury throughout
the country. In fact, he was so shocked at the perjury
which had been committed in his own county by those
who had been entrusted with the preparation of the voters’
list, that he says this ought to be taken out of their hands
and put into the hands of the fair-minded men whom the
Government will appoint. Well, for my part, I would
rather trust my case in the hands of those whom he called
perjured partisans than in the hands of these fair-minded
men whom the Government will appoint.

Mr. HESSON. The hon gentleman is misrepresenting
me. I pever used the words ¢ perjured partisans ” at all.
He has no right to misrepresent what I said, and to put in
my mouth language not at all implied by anything which
I said. What 1 said is upon the record. I do not wish to
waste time by reading it, but I stated that I was perfeotly
satisfied that the elections were carried in the comnties
throughout Ontario upon partisan principles, and that the
Reform party were responsible for that; that it was made
the cry to look after the voters’ lists, to see to the voters’
lists. How could you do that unless it were done at first by
the election of the council, and afterwards by the appoint-
ment of the assessors, and then the Court of Revision; and
then there is a final appeal to the judge, and I presume that
will be the same in the present case.

Mr, MILLS. The hon. gentleman knows that the assessor
is sworn to do his duty. He represents the assessor as a
partisan, He said the conduct of the assessors was so
Ea.rtisan that he desired to see the matter taken out of their
ands and out of the hands of the council and put into the
lhands of the appointee of the Government, hat is the
inference? Is not the assessor sworn? Did he by his
speech intend to imply that the assessor had acted honestly,
that he had acted fairly, that he had discharged his duty
and prepared a proper list, that his list was not a partisan
list, that some names had not been nnfairly left off and
some names unfairly put on, contrary to the oath of" office
which the assessor had taken? If the hon., gentleman’s
observations did not mean that, they did not mean any-
thing. That is precisely what his observations meant, they
could not mean anything else, and I am satisfied that the -
asgessors and the municipal councillors not only in his own
county, but in every other county throughout Ontario will
'appreciate the slander which the hon. gentleman has here
.spoken agsainst them. I know of but a single case of the”
character to which the hon. gentleman has referred. In my
own' constituency, there was & case of Mr, Craig, who ‘was
| appointed assessor, and it was afterwards discovered that
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about sixty names had been improperly left off 'in the
township.” He was prosecuted, and he was obliged to
flee the country, but it happens that he was not a friend
or a supporter of mine but belonged to that class
which the hon. gentleman says did not begin this
struggle for the control of the voters’ lists. Buat the hon.
gentleman should bear in mind that the adoption of the
provincial franchise, as proposed by my hon. friend, is more
in harmony with the genius of our coustitution than the
proposal of the First Minister, even though the Bill were
made perfectly fair and its partisan features were wiped
out. But I know, and every hon. gentleman in this House,
whether on this side or on that, knows that, if those parti-
san features were wiped out, the First Minister would have
no interest in pressing this Bill on the attention of Parlia-
ment. I say that, under our federal system, the adoption
of the provincial franchise is more oconsistent with our
system than this proposal. Under our constitution,
we have the principle of ropresentation by popula-
tion. Is it applied to the whole country as & unit?
Are there to be equal electoral districts ? No, it is applied
by Provinces. Quebec is to havas sixty-five members, and all
the other Provinces are to have numbers in proportion to
their population according to that of the Province of Quebec.
If the proportion is changed in Quebec, and the number is
made something less than 65, then a different proportion is
to be adopted in the other Provinces, so that the principle
of represention by population between the Provinces may be
preserved. 1f the hon. gentleman was right and if his views
were sound, it would be necessary to apply the principle to
the entire country as a unit and to make the electoral dis-
tricts equal, to redistribute the seats in the Province of
Quebec, to add to the smaller constituencies and reduce the
larger constituencies, and so with every other Province of
the Dominion, The House has not adopted that view. It
has not attempted to deal with this country as a unit.
Parliament has so far recognised the principle laid down in
this constitution, that the representation by population is
representation by population between the Provinces and not
as between the constituencies, that the Province is the unit
of which Canada is the multiple and Canada is not the unit
of which the Provinces are fractions. There is not a
word said about uniformity between the Provinces with
a view of securing equal electoral divisions,  There are
some features of our legislation that, it seems to me, have
been lost sight of. 'We have on other matters proceeded on
exactly the same lines that we bave proceeded’here.ofore in
reference to the elective franchige. In 1873,the First Minister
introduced a Controverted Elections Aet, and he proposed to
create an election court, and he proposed to constitute that
court in some instances of the judges who compose the
other courts, and he gave as a reason for adopting that
course that we had no power to confer jurisdiction upon
provincial courts. We took a different view, and in 1874
another Controverted Election Act was adopted, and by that
Controverted Election Act the different courts were made
election courts. The courts are specified in the Contro-
verted Election Act, which says that the Court of Chancery,
the Court of Queen’s Bench, the Court of Common Pleas and
the Court of Appeals in Ontario shall be election courts for
the trial of controverted elections. Some of the judges in
Lower Canada took exception to this legislation, They
said: You cannot adopt this rule, you cannot confer civil
Jjurisdiction upon these courts; and the case of Vallia
against Langlois was taken from the provincial courts to
the Privy Council and we have the judgment of the
Privy Council upon that case. What did the Lords of
the council say ? They said: The trial of controverted
elections is not an ordinary matter of civil procedure, it is
a question lying wholly within the jurisdiction of Parlia-
ment, and it was within the power of Parliament to deter-
mine 21‘%1' oitself who should try these controverted elections,

|

It was in the power of Parliament to confer that jurisdio-
tion upon judges, to confer that duty upon existing provin-
cial courts, because it was a question that lay wholly withir
the jurisdiotion of Parliament, Now, it is just upon
precisely that principle that we have proceeded in
adopting the provincial franchises, The question as to
who shall vote for members of this House is wholly within
the jurisdiction of this Parliament, It does not rest with
the Looal Legisiature. The Local Legislature has no power
to pass an Aot to say who shall be an elector for the elec-
tion of members of the House of Commons. We say that
we have settled that; we said it in the Act; we said that
the people in the different Provinces whom the Local Legis-
latures say shall be electors for the election of members to
the Looal Legislature, shall also be electors for the election
of members to the House of Commons. That is what we
have said. It is by virtae of that declaration that the local
law has become our law. It is not because it is a local law
that it is binding upon us at this moment; it is because we
have said that it shall be the law of Canada, and the juris-
diction being vested in us, we have the right to say it.
Now, we have a right to say what a town clerk shall do; we
havae the right to say what an assessor shall do; we have the
right to say who shall prepare the voters' lists; we have
the right to say that those voters’ lists shall be prepared by
municipal officers, or any other persons acting in the
capacity of municipal officers—not under any power they
possess as municipal officers, but under the power we
confer upon them, under the duty conferred upon them in
the exercise of a power we possess. Now, that being the
case, we have the same right to impose the duty upon a
clerk that we have to impose a duty upon a judge. Sarely
no one can contend that we can impose a duty upon a
jadge of a saperior court that would be binding upon him,
and we cannot impose a duty upon an ordinary township or
municipal clerk that shall be equally binding upon him. Any-
one knows that in the one case we act under our anthority just
as we do in the other ; in the one case our authority is just
a8 binding as it i8 in the other. And why do we choose
those officers? We choose them because they are acquainted
with the locality, becanse they are appointed by the people
themselves ; because, in the preparation of the voters’ lists,
the people are acting in their own behalf; they are exerting
their own authority, We are not putting the matter into
the hands of a partisan Government that is interested in the
results, but we are putting the matter into the hands of
officors who are supposed,to belong to neither one party or the
other. The rale upon whioh we act is a rule of conveni-
ence. We have adopted this system becamse it is conve-
nient, because it is better than the system now proposed. If
the motion of my hon. friend from North Norfolk (Mr.
Charlton) is carried, what will happen? That the ordinary
mode of preparin% a voters' list that prevails now in the
Provinces, will be retained, that it will remain in the
hands of parties who possess local. knowledge; it will
remain, as it is in England, in the bands of parties possess-
ing local knowledge. Bat if this motion is rejected, and if
tha views of the right hon. gentleman prevail, what
will happen? Why, the whole affair, from the first
inception to the end, unlike the law in any other Govern-
ment in the world where Parliamentary government exists,
will be in the hands of the Minister whose position may
depend upon the condact of unscrupulous men whom he
may appoint. What could be more monstrous thau such a
g;oposition ? Have they any such plan as that in England?

hy, sir, you find in the county of Middlesex, and in the
city of London, that the appointment of the revising officer
is in the hands of the Chief Justice, and that in every other
county it is in the hands of the judge who is on the
circuit during the summer assize. In whose hands is
it in the United States? In the hands of men elected
by the people, in the hands of a body in whom
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both parties are represented. Look at the Australian col-
onies, In every one there is the recognition of the princi-

le that the Government is an interested party and cannot
Ee entrusted with the appointment of the officers. And yet
the right hon. gentleman proposes here—what? Before
the last election he had taken into his hands the appoint-
ment of returning officers, and before the next election he
proposes to assume the appointment of revising officers
who shall prepare as well as revise the list. Could
a proposition be more monstrous? Yet the right hom,
gentleman says parliamentary Government is on its trial in
the discussion of this Bill. I agree with him, I say it is on
trial, I say every vote given in favor of this Bill is a direot
stab at the principle of Parliamentary Government. I say
that no friend of Parliamentary Government, no man who
is not opposed to our system of Government, can support
this measure. It is utterly impossible for Parliamentary
Government to endure with the adoption of such & mea-
sure. Why, Sir, look at the condition of things. Here you
propose to enfranchise some 50,000 Indians who will com-
mand some 10,000 votes in the next election—all to be
thrown on one side. Everyone knows that not more than
two per cent. of them will be given in any other way than
for the Administration for the time being. That is the posi-
tion of things. You have only to look at the vote polled at the
last election to see what that result must be, if that result
were alone to operate. Sir, I admit that in my opinion, it
will not have the disastrous effect that the Minister intends ;
I admit that his scheme will not succeed to aa large an
extent as he anticipates. I believe that there is a moral
sense in the Conservative party of this country, no less than
in the Reform party, that will revolt at such a proceeding.
The hon, gentleman may bring his supporters in this House
to accept such a proposition, but he will find that he cannot
discipline the fair-minded men outside of Parliament to sup-
port this measure. It is so monstrous that if it were adopted,
it is pertectly obvious that it would be impossible that Par-
liamentary Government could be maintained in this
country ; and it is perfectly obvious that it would be
the duty of the majority of the electors of this country to
consider what is prudent in resisting such a measure, to
consider whether they were bound to obey this as an ordi-
nary law. The member for Montreal-Centre (Mr. Curran)
declared that it was right and proper to bring forward this
Biil, although the country had not been consulted, because,
he said, we carried the Act of Confederation without an appeal
to the country. Well, sir, we did did that. I think it was a
great misfortune, I think it was one of the most serious
blows ever aimed at Parliamentary Government in this
country. Every body knows that the union is wanting in
those elements of cohesion that it would have possessed,
had this measure been supported by the people of the differ-
ent Provinces, had their sanction been given to it before it
became law. But I was rather surprised to hear such a pro-
gosition defended by .the hon. member from Montreal

entre. Why, Sir, this was the way the union between
Great Britain and Ireland was carried, without an appeal
to the country, and without popular sanction. Was there a
single leading man among the Liberal statesmen of that
day who supported that proposition ? Did Gratton, Plunket,
Curran support it ? There was not a distingnished Irishman
or statesman whose name has come down to us, who did not
denounce that measure ; not one who did not declare that
it was a gross violation of the powers of the &arliamentary
majority to pass such & measure, Mr. Plunkett declared
they were there not to create Legislatures but to make laws,
and that no one was bound to obey such a measure. It has
noJother authority than that of force, and has no other sup-
port than that of bayonets. Was it a wise act ? Has the
result shown that it was a wise act on the part of those who
carried that measure without the sanction of the mation?
Everyone knows that Ireland has been & discontented mem-
ber of the union from that day to this, and that until home
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rule is granted, Ireland will never cordially support & union ;
that until home rule is granted there will be discontent;
that the present islative Union, carried by fraud, carried
by the influence of the Crown and by an ambitious and
servile Government, has produced one of the greatest mis-
fortunes that has ever affected and affiicted the United King-
dom, It is rather extraordinary tofind the hon. member for
Montreal Centre (Mr, Curran) justifying the course that was
then taken, by declaring it was right and proper for the
Government to carry this measure without popular sanction.
Let me for & moment consider this question, consider the
changes that have taken place in the constitution of
England. There have been reforms carried from time to
time ; sometimes a large stride has been taken, some-
times & shorter one; but it has never gone back upon the
constitutional reforms which have been effected. Each step
taken has been forward and has only served as a basis for
another step forward. But the hon. gentleman who leads
the present Government in this House has been trying to
unsettle everything, The hon. member for East York (Mr.
Mackenzie) in 1874 went to the country upon this question.
The hon, gentleman claimed that the Provincial franchises
should be adoptod ; that the local circumstances of the dif-
ferent Provinces were such as to make it desirable to adopt
that system. He pointed out that the municipal machinery
under the control of the Loeal Government made it highly
convenient to adopt that course, and highly inconvenient
to adopt any other course. The Liberal party were
returned to power by an overwhelming majority. That
measure, a8 a consequence of an appeal to the country,
was put upon the Statute Book., It has been there now for
eleven years, The hon. gentleman opposite proposes to take
it off; he proposes to do what was never done in England—
to go back on the Parliamentary record, And
l‘? what authority? Who has sanctioned the change;

ho has authorised it? Has the hon. gentleman appealed
to the country ? Have the people reconsidered their con-
clusions and decided to alter them ? Not at all. So far as
we know, Eublic opinion now sanctions what was settled in
1874, Public opinion may differ from us on other ques-
tions, but not in regard to this question. I ask hon. mem-
bers from Quebec who support the Government whether
the electors of that Province are not satisfied with the
Quebec franchise as they have it; whether they are not
favorable to leaving any alteration in that franchise to the
Looal Government? Quebec does not want this Bill; it
does not want the representatives of Ontario and the other
Provinces to vote them a franchise different from that
which they have adopted for themselves. The Ontario
meetings tell precisely the same story. They leave no
doubt in the mind ot any hon, member who looks into the
question that at this moment, whether public opinion agrees
with the Government’s fiscal policy or their policy respect-
ing public expenditure, public opinion does not agree with
them in regard to this Bill, That opinion is expressed
soarcely less by Conservatives than by Reformers, There is
not a gentieman on this side who has not received numerous
letters from Conservatives declaring opposition to the Bili.
There is not a gentleman opposite who has not had similar.
communications.

Mr, HESSON. Ideny it. Produce your letters from
Conservatives and lay them on the Table of the House. I
challenge you to do it.

Mr, MILLS. The hon. gentlemau’s challenge amounts to
very little. There are gentlemen around me who have
received such letters.

Mr. HESSON. Why should Conservatives write to you ?

Mr. MILLS. Because some of them are my constituents;
I suppose the hon. gentleman has no Reformers in his con-

stituency.
Mr, HESSON. Yes, I have,
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Mr. MILLS. I think the hon. gentleman will find
he has more at this time than he ever had before. The
constitution provides that the Province of Quebec shall
return 65 representatives to this House, By whom are they
to be returned? By the whole electorate. Who is to say
who those electors shall be? Isit for this Parliament to
determine, or should we leave it to the Province of Quebec
or to the representatives of that Province to determire?
Our whole system of Government is thus based apon the
theory that we are self-governed,

Mr. MoOCALLUM. Quebec is represented in this House.

Mr. MILLS. But it may be voted down.

Mr. McCALLUM. We shall see.

Mr. MILLS, This Parliament may, under the present
Bill, decide upon an elective franchise to which the people of
the Province are opposed. In regard to Prince E(fward
Isiand the Bill proposed is one which its representatives do
not approve. -~ An hon. member from the island has asked
that the island be exempted from the operation of that
franchize. What does that mean ? Does 1t not mean that
by this Bill the island will not be allowed to determine who
within it, shall exercise the electoral franchise. This mat-
ter ought to be left where it now is. Some hon. gentlemen
have attacked the hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr.
Chariton) because he alluded to the conmstitution of the
United States in this particular. Those hon, gentlemen
forget that some six or seven years ago they had very
great admiration for the Congress of the United States.
They ridiculed the political economy of Gladstone,
Bright, Lord Salisbury and Sir Stafford Northcote,
and appealed to General Butler and other eminent
lights in the Congress of the United States. When-
ever the question of the tariff is before this House, they
appeal to the extraordinary wisdom and sagacity of the
men of superior information who represent the United
States in Congress. But when we undertake to make any
illustrations from the Constitntion of the United States,
they at once accuse the hon. member of American proclivi-
ties. The people of the United States were at one time
colonists of Great Britain. They stood in relation to the
mother country in much the same position as we stand at
this moment. They became independent. The powors
which the Imperial Government itself had exercised passed,
by the fortunes of war, to the Congress of the United States.
And the States were left in possession of the powers which
belonged to the provincial establishments; and in the adopt-
ing of that constitution they provided that:

‘¢ The House of Representatives shall be composed of members chosen
every second year by the people of the several States, and the electors

in each State shall have the quslifications requisite for electors of th
wost numerous branch of the State Legislsmes. " °

But with regard to the times and places of elections they
make the following provisions :

*! The times, places and manner of holding elections for Senatora and
Representatives shall be prescribed in each S:ate by the Legislature
thereof ; but the Congress may, at an time, by law, make or alter such
regulations, except as to the places of choosing Senators. ”

Now the time and place is under the control of Con-
gress. It is left to the State Legislatures, subject to
the supervision of Congress. Congress may interfere,
but with regard to the qualifications of the voters, Coa-
gress has no power to make a different rule. Now,
our constitution is not the same as the United States
constitution in that particular, but we have prac-
tically by an Act of this Parliament adopted the
same r_nle, and we have undertaken to give effect
In practice to exactly the same principles as are there laid
down. An experience of one hundred years and upwards
has shown the wisdom of the course they adopted there,
and an experience of eighteen years has shown the wisdom
of the course we have adopted. Sir, we have a right to
profit by the experience of others. British statesmen do

so. What statesman of England does not carefully study
the system of government existing elswhere—does not
watch the operation of the various measures adopted in other
countries? He would be unworthy the name of statesman
who would fail to profit by the experience of others, and
we would be unworthy of the name of statesmen in this
country, if we refused to ﬁmroﬁt by the experience of the
great and powerful neighbor that exists beside us. 1Insome
respects our oconstitution resembles theirs, and to that
extent it is our business and our duty to oarefully observe
the working of their institutions, and profit by them to the
utmost extent possible. We find, Sir, that our whole sys-
tem is based on the ground of Provincial representation,
Take the representation in the Senate. It is true, the Crown
has the appointment of the Senators, but the number to be
appointed from the different Provinces is limiled and pre-
scribed. The Maritime Provinces, which are spoken of as
one great division, have twenty-four Senators; Quebeo, the
second great division, has twenty-four ; and Ontario,the third
great division, is represented by the same number. So we
find that this federal feature of our constitution is preserved,
the autonomy of the Provinces is kept in view, not merely for
Provincial purposes, but for Provincial representation in
both branches of Parliament. Mr, Chairman, if you look
at the clause before the committee, you will see that it
provides certain qualifications for electors in towns and
cities. Now, where do you go to find what a town or a
city is? Why, Sir, to the law giving & charter to the town
or city, and passed by the Provincial Legislature. In one
Province & town may be 1,000 inhabitants, and in another
it may be 5,000, so that the qualifications of electors in two
places, both of which are called towns, and two places con-
taing different populations, may be wholly different. And
therefore, the hon. gentleman has not evenin this Bill taken
it out from the provincial influence, and given it & purely
Dominion character, If we look at the Manitoba Act
of 1870, we find there a Provincial Franchise and a
franchise for the Dominion, proposed by the leader of the
Government. Was that the franchise existing in any other
Province of the Dominion? Not at all. He could not give
such a franchise to Manitoba, He admitted that the cir-
cumstances of the population were different, and, that being
the case, he was compelled to adopt s different franchise.
He could not say that the electors should be on the assessor’s
roll for a certain sum, because there was no assessor’s roll.
He could not say that the property should be of a certain
value, because the property was of compara'ively little
value, He was compelled to adopt wholly different qualifi-
cations, and if representation were given to the territories
to-morrow, hon. gentlemen on that side of the Houss know
right well that he could not apply to the territorial divisions
of the North-West the franchise which the hon. gen:leman
is adopting in this Bill, to apply to the different Provinces
of the Dominion. 8ir, the hon, gentleman has undertaken
to adopt the prineiple of uniformity, bat to my mind that
is rather a pretext than a reason for this Bill. I do not
apprehend that the hon. gentleman is 80 much of a doctri-
naire, 80 much of a theorist, that he wonld be prepared to
create great inconvenience and expense to this country,
merely for the purpose of adopting the same fran-
chise in the different Provinces of the Dominion.
The hon. gentleman has always taken & much more
practical view of politics, and if we wish to know the
reasons for this measure we must look somewhere else
than to the principle of uniformity, which is expressed in
the Bill. Why, Sir, we know how thoroughly this prin-
ciple of uniformity failed formerly, We know that in 1841
we had a legislative union. We know that union was
given a single Governmeant; that the intention was to adopt
uniform laws for the United Province of Canada. But what
wae the result in practice? Practically you had a double
Government, You had an Attorney General for Lower
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Canada and another for Upper Canada; you had a Solicitor
General for Lower Canada and another for Upper Canada
—=a double set of officers, each responsible to its own
Province. You adopted the theory, and you carried reso-
lutions through the Legislature adopting the prineiple, of
double majority, but the differences did not end there. You
have but to look at the great volumes of the Consolidated
Statutes of old Canada to see that you had one volume of
consolidated laws operating over the entire Province equally,
another large volume operating only in the Province
of Lower Canada, and another equally large oper-
ating exclusively in the Province of Upper Canada.
This shows that the experience from 1841 to 1866 proved
conclusively that you could not establish in ordinary legis-
lation the principle of uniformity. How, then, are you
going to adopt and work satisfactorily the principle of
uniformity for general elections ? There is only one ground
of uniformity that can be taken, and that is manhood
suffrage. The moment you go away from that you under-
take to base the qualifications on something which is not
under the control of this Government. Real property you
do not control—how much shall be held, in whom it shall
be invested, what shall be the interest of tenant and what
the interest of occupant—all these questions upon which
you base the right of the franchise is not under your con-
trol, but in the control of another Government. Why, Sir,
it is preposterous to establish a franchise of our own, inde-
pendently of the Provinces, and to undertake to base that
franchise on . property which is wholly under the
control of the Provinces. If we want to deal logi-
cally and consistently with this question, there is but
one basis, and that is manhood suffrage. The hon,
gentleman has one class of voters whose property
he does control, that is the Indians, He will not allow
them to hold their property, he says they are incapable of
managing or controlling it ; and yet he proposes to enfran-
chise this class whose property he controls and he will not
allow them to hold the property by which they are to be
qualified. Sir, this principle of uniformity, for which the
hon. gentleman contends, and which he makes the pretext
for proposing & measure in the interest of his party, is one
that has led to arbitrary government wherever it has been
adopted. The principle of uniformity is a principle that is
inconsistent with free institutions. We have only to look
at France after the revolution of 1798, What was the ideal
that all her statemen had in view, whether they belonged
to the Girondists or to the more radical republicans ? They
were all worshippers of uniformity, all advocates of sym-
metry ; and what was the result there? The result was
that the revolution, like Saturn, devoured its own children.
They carried but that principle until they sepa-
rated the Church from the State and eliminated
religion from the universe. Those attempts at sym-
metry led to arbitrary government, and to .the -over-
turning of those principles with which the advecates of the
revolution themselves started out. What the hon. gentle-
man proposes here, is not to advance Parliamentary Gov-
ernment, but to restrain it. He proposes not to increase
the liberties of the people—not to increase the free action
of the people in political matters—but a measure for the
purpose of controlling their action. I listened to the Con-
servative views expressed by the hon. member for Rou-
ville (Mr. Gigault) and the hon. member for Bagot (Mr.
Dupont), Ido not agree with them as to the extent to
which the franchise might be safely entrusted to the people
of this country; but, Sir, I admire their consistency, and the
enlightened sentiments which they expressed. Those hon.
gentlemen are ardent lovers of liberty. If they oppose the
extension of the franchise in their own Province, if they were
afraid to extend that franchise to the extent of manhood
suffrage, it was because they were more anxiouns to subserve
sabstantial freedom than they were to adopt an ideal of
Mr. MiLLs,

absolute perfectiblity and absolute uniformity. Sir, I have
no doubt that the great majority of the representatives from
the Province of Quebec in this House entertain the same
views, and it is greatly to be regretted that these hon. gen-
tlemen have not the courage of their convictions. It is greatly
to be regretted that those gentlemen who hold to the tederal
principle and are anxious for its maintenance—anxisus for
the rights of the Provinces and for the continuance of the
control the people have over the representation of this
country—do not act in accordance with their convictions
and cordially support the propositions of hon, gentiemen on
this side of the ]Ef(l)ouse. go far as I have been able to
gather, during the past two years in this House, the great
majority of those who support the hon. Minister of Public
Works and the hon. Secretary of State agree with us in
our views of the constitation and in our policy with regard
to it, and sympathise with us on those questions of
constilutional law which have aiisen between the hon.
First Minister and the Opposition in this House. Holding
those views, and entertaining those sympathies which they
do with us, it is a misfortune for this country that these
hon, gentlemen do not act with us and support us. I can-
not but regard every other question as & question of minor
importance—as a question of indifference—compared with
the important constitutional questions which the hon. First
Minister has put in issue during the past few years. The
bon. First Minister has made war upon the Government of
the Provinces; he has sought to destroy their influence and
their autonomy; he has sought to put an end to Parliamen-
tary Government in the Provinces; he has done this delibe-
rately ; he has declared over and over again that he is in
favor of legislative union, and opposed to the principle on
which our constitution is based. Does the hon. gentleman
dony that? .

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I think the hon. gentleman is out of
order in discassing that question on this amendment.

Mr. MILLS. I am discussing the amendment of my
hon. friend, I am pointing out why the amendment should
be adopted. I say this measure is an attack on the federal
system of the Government—the most serious attack that
has yet been made. The hon. gentleman attacked that
system when he disallowed the Streams Bill, and when he
opposed the Controverted Elections Act of 1874, and the
Privy Council said he was wrong. The hon. gentleman
attacked that principle when he proposed the Licence Bill,
ani he is attacking it in proposing this Franchise Bill; and
I tell my hon. friends from the Province of Quebec that this
is a life and death struggle in upholding this constitution. I
tell them that the hon. gentleman is making war upon the
vital principle of this constitution, I tell them that if the
hon. gentleman succeeds, unless the public opinion of this
country politically destroys him, he will have destroyed
the conatitution.

An hon. MEMBER, Carried.

Mr. MILLS. No, the hon. gentleman must not cry
carried. The Honorable First Minister has forced this
question into committee before we had an opportunity of
discussing the principles of the Bill on its second reading,
and he must expect that these principles will be discussed
in the committee on the details. We are fighting here, Sir,
for Parliamentary Government, we are resisting the hon.
gentleman’s attempt to introduce the South American
system of Government in preference to the English system
of Parliamentary Government. Thatis the issue between
us, and it is a question of whether the hon. gentieman shall
succeed in introducing such a system as Santa Anna intro-
duced into Mexico, or whether we shall retain the system
we have. The question is a serious one, and let hon. gentle-
men not under-estimate its importance. Let me call the
atlention of the House to an observation made by a great
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thinker and public man of the United States upon the
system of free government. I hold in my hands an essay
on free institutions and Government by Senator Calhoun.
I do not subscribe to his views as to State rights; I think
they are altogether erroneous; but he has boen pronounced
by Mr. Mill, the greatest political thinker that the United
States has produced, and his views on this subject are of
great importance and well worthy of the serious considera-
tion of hon. gentlemen on both sides of the House; because
the question we have now before us, is whether we are to
coutinne our system of Parliamentary Government, or
whether the majority in the House, for the time being, is to
take control of the constitution and to so alter and
amend it as to perpetuate themselves in office. Hon.
gentlemen will remember, in the history of England, that
after the death of Anne, when the house of Brunswick came
to the throne, a Parliament that was elected for three years,
changed the law and continued its existense for seven years.
No one has ever undertaken to defend that measure upon any
other ground than this,that it was a measure of extreme State
necessity, forced upcn the Government and Parliament for
the time being by the intrigues of traitors and revolutionists.
The hon. gentleman is proposing here a change in our con-
stitution, without the sanction of the people, not less radi-
¢al and far more dangerous than that which was proposed
by Sir Robert Walpole at the period to which I referred.
He is doing this in the interest of the party ; he is doing
this because it is possible—may I go farther and say, because
it is highly probable—that the current of public opinion is
running strongly in & direction contrary to his wishes, and
this moasure is for the purpose, not of securing uniformity
—-that is the pretext—but for the purpose of securing the
bon, gentleman in his position of First Minister of Canada.
Now, let me call the attention of the House to the views of
Mr, Calhoun, to whom I referred a short time ago. He
says :

‘¢ A broader position may, indeed be taken, viz.: That there is a
tendency, in constitutional Governments of every form, to degenerate
into their respective absolute forms; Andsin all absolute Governments,

into that of the monarchical form. But the tendency is much stronger
in constitutional governments of the democratic form to degenerate into

their respective absolute forms, than in either of the others; because,’

among other reasons, the distinction between the constitutional an
absolute forms of our aristocratical and monarchical Governments, is far
more strongly marked thar in democratic Governments. The effect of
this is, to make the different orders or classes in an aristocracy, or
monarchy, far more jealous and watchfal of encroachment on their
respective rights; and more resolute and persevering in resisting
uttempts to concentrate powers in any one class or order. On the con-
trary, the line between the two forms, in popular Governments, is so
imperfectly understood, that honest and sincere friends of the constitu-
tional form not unfrequently, instead of jealounsly watching and arrestin
their tendency to degenerate into their absolute forms, not only regar
it with approbation, but emploi:ll their powers to add to its strength
and to iucrease its impetus, in the vain hope of making the Government
more perfect and Eopnlu. The numerical majori?, perhaps, should
usually be one of the elements of a constitutional democracy ; but to
make it the sole element, in order to perfect the constitution and make
the Government more popular is one of the greatest and most fatal of
political errors.”’

The Committee rose, and it being six o’clock the Speaker
left the Chair.

After Recess.

The House again resolved itself into Committee.

Mr. MILLS. When the House rose, I was referring to
the views of a distinguished statesman on the subject of the
comparative merits as & means of promoting human liberty
and human pro%ress of the federal and consolidated forms of
Government. I shall read an extract from a speech from
the same writer, on the same subject. He says:

‘‘Inreviewing the ground over which I have passed, it will bs appa-
rent that the question in controversy involves that most deeply important
of all political questions, whether ours is a federal or a consolidated Gov-
ernment—a question, on the deecision of which depends, as I solemn!

believe, the liberty of the people, their happiness, and the place whi
we are destined to hold in &e’monl md%ntell’ectnal aesll; of nations,

Never was there a controversy in which more importaut consequences
were involved ; not exee%ﬁng Persia and Greesce—decided by the battles
of Marathon, Platea and Salamis—which gave ascendancy to.ths genius
of Europe over that of Asia, and which, in its consequences,
has continued to effect the destiny of so large a portion of the
world even to this day. There are often close analogies
between events, apparently very remote, which are strikingly
illustrated in this case. In the great contest between Greece
and Persia, between European and Asiatic policy and civilisation,
the very question between the federal and consolidated form of
Government was involved. The Asiatic Governments, from the remo-
test time, with some exceptions on the eastern shore of the Mediter-
ranean, have been based on the principle of consolidation, which consi-
ders the whole community at but & unit, and consolidates its powers
in & central point. The opposite principle has prevailed in Europe—
Greece, throughout all her States, was based on a federal system.
All were united in one common but loose bond, and the Governments
of the geveral States partook, for the most part, of a conflex organisa-
tion, which distributed political powers among diffsrent members of
the community. The same principles prevailed in ancient Italy; and,
if we turn to the Teutonic race,our great ancestors, the race which occu-
pies the first place in power, civilisation and science, and which pos-
sesses the largest and fairest part of Europe—we will find that their
Governments were baged upon federal organisation, as has been clearly
illustrated by a recent and able writer on the British conatitution (Mr.
Palgrave) from whose works I take the following extracts.”’

Mr. Calhoun then reads from the able work of Mr. Pal-
grave the following extract :—

‘“In this manner the first eatablishment of the Teutonic States was
effected. There were assemblies of septs, clans and tribes; they were
confederated hosts aud armies, led on by princes, magistrates and chief-
tains ; each of whom was originally independent, and each of whom lost
& portion of his pristine independence in proportion ag he and his com-
feers became united under the supremacy of & sovereign, who was super-
nduced upon the State, first a8 & military commander, and afterwards
as a king. Yet, notwithstanding his political connection, each member
of the State continued to retain a considerable portion of the rights of
sovereignty. Kvery ancient Teutonic monarchy must be considered as &
federation ; it is not & unit, of which the smaller bodies volitic therein
contained are the fractions, but they are integers, and the State is the
multiple which results from them. Dukedoms and counties, burghs and
baronies, towns and townships, and shires, form the kingdom ; all, in a
certain degree, strangers to each other, and separate in jurisdiction
though all obedient to the supreme executive authority. This general
description, though not always strictly applicable in terms, is always so
snbstsntinliy and in effect ; and hence it becomes necessary to discard
the language which has been very generally employed in treating of the
English constitution. It has beem supposed that the kingdom was
reduced into a regular and gradual subordination of Government, and
that the varions legal districts of which it is composed, arose from the

 divisions and sub-divisions of the country. But this hygothesis, which

tends greatly to perplex our history, cannot be supported by fact; and,
instead of viewing the constitution as & whole, and then proceenfing to
its parts, we must examine it systematically, and assume that the
supreme authorities of the State were createéy by the concentration of
the powers origiunlly belonging to the membzrs and corporations of
which it is composed.”’

It will be seen from this statement that the English Govern-
roent itself had certain federal features, and anyone who has
carefully studied the growth of British institutions and the
British constitution knows that the practice of treating all
the great documents of the constitution as not within the
control of Parliament, as not subject to be altered or abol-
ished by Parliament, bas been uniform, and they are as
much regarded as above the ordinary action of Parliament
as our Federal Act is recognised as being above the action
of this Parliament. It is becavse of this fact that the Eng-
lish Parliament has been careful not to alter the constitu-
tion without popular sanction. It has been dealt with in a
way wholly different from that which has been adopted in
regard to ordinary legislation, and it is in recognition of

this rinctigle that I have contended here to-day that a mea-
sure like this, altering our institutions, altering the basis

upon which representation in Parliament rests, ought not
to be undertaken, ought not to be dealt with without popu-
lar sanction. I have said before in this debate that the
representative system of Government is in a great degroe a
system of forbearance. It is never the course of a Govern-
ment acting upon sound constitutional principles to press
their power to the utmost. They have always exercised
towards the Opposition a very great degree of forbearance.
The recent Representation Bill in the House of Commons
in England, althongh it was carried through the House
of Commons not only by a large majority bat without any
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dissent, was rejected in the House of Lords, although it
was well known that the country was decidedly in its
favor, dlthough this was so much felt to be the case,
that no one ventured to oppose it. Even men like Lord
Randolph Churchill and Sir Stafford Northcote, who,
months before, had expressed themselves in opposition to
the extension of the franchise in counties, after the second
reading had been defeated in the House of Lords, declared
that they were in favor of the extension of the franchise,
but said the Bill was not only to be used for the extension
of the franchise but for the purpose of altering the consti
tuencies and undnly increasing the strength of the Liberal
party, and as a matter of protection and in order to protect
the rights of their party, and for no other purpose, the
House of Lords exercised its power and defeated the second
reading of the Bill. What was done by the Government ?
The Government had an overwhelming majority in the
House and in the country in their favor. Publio indigna-
tion was excited to such an extent, that it was only neces-
rary for Mr. Gladstone to have said that he would insist
upon &an alteration of the constitution of the House of Lords,
and the whole country would have followed him,

Mr, MoNEILL, No.

Mr. MILLS. One hon. gentleman says no. I think he
is the only one in this country who would say no. Anyone
who knows the course of English public affairs knows that
that is true.

Mr. McNEILL. No, certainly not.
Mr, MILLS. Well, I differ with the hon. gentleman.
Mr. McNEILL. I differ with you.

Mr. MILLS. The hon. gentleman can express his opinion
when he comes to make his speech; he will allow me now
to state my view. I say that public opinion in England
would have sustained Mr. Gladstone if he had taken a
position antagonistic to the House of Lords.

kmltg' BOWELL. It would have done nothing of the
Mr, MILLS., Did he do so. No, he agreed to a con-
ference with Lord Salisbury, and they agreed; so that
the plan of redistribution became a matter of treaty
or compact between the leaders of the two parties, the
one having an overwhelming majority in the House of
Commons 8o great that there was no division when that
Bill was read the third time, and yet Mr, Gladstone
agreed with Lord Salisbury as to the plan upon which
the seats in Parliament should be distributed. That was a
matter of compact or arrangement. Why ? Because it
was felt that it would not be proper for the Government to
use to the utmost the power they possessed in order,
a8 Lord Salisbury expressed the opinion, to increase
the strength of the Liberal party in the House to an
extent beyond that to which it wounld be properly entitled
in proportion to its strength in the country. An agreement
was come to between the leaders of the two parties, and an
assurance was given that the power of the majority would
not be abused for the purpose of promoting the interest of
that party against the minority. Has the hon. gentleman
given any such assurance here? We say that the object
of this measure is to unduly increase the strength of the
Tory party in Parliament, and to take out of the hands of
the people that control which they have over the voters’!
lists and put it into the hands of the majority. It is not
representation in regard to the strength of parties, but a
representation by which the Tory party is to have a majority
in this House, whether it is supported by & majority of the
voters in the country or not. There is & violation of every
rinciple of Parliamentary Government in the measure now
ore us, and what assurance have we that this will not be

abused most seriously, not only by carrying the Indian
Mr, MriLs, ’ v SyinE |

clauge but by the character of the men who are to be
appointed revising barristers? Has the leader of the Gov-
ernment approached the leader of the Opposition as Mr.
Gladstone approached Lord Salisbury? It is true, the
mesasure has not been defeated in the Senate, because the
Government has a majority in both Houses, but Mr. Glad-
stone was supported by the nation.

Mr. McNEILL. No.

Mr. MILLS, The nation was overwhelmingly in favor
of Mr. Gladstone’s Bill, so much so that Lord Salisbury
declared himself in favor of the extension of the franchise
which twelve months before he was opposed to. We are
exercising our rights here as the House of Lords did in
England. Our rights are as munch secured to us as the
rights of & second chamber under the constitution itself,
and the hon. gentleman knows that we have not abused the
power which we possessed and which is our constitutional
right. We have confined ourselves to a strict discussion of
this question. We have pointed out its objectionable
features and have sought to point them out to the country,
and how are we met by the press of hon. gentlemen
opposite? The organ of the Minister of Customs himself
has not ventured to state the facts in regard to this
measure. :

Mr. BOWELL. What paper? Idid not know that I
had an organ.

Mr. MILLS. The hon. gentleman is reputed to have one.

Mr. BOWELL. Ido not occupy the position towards
any journal that you do towards the London Advertiser.

Mr. MILLS. It is well known that the hon. gentleman,
for many vears while a member of this House, was con-
nected with the Belleville Intelligencer.

Mr. BOWELL. No, Sir, I was not.

Mr. MILLS. Was either the editor or controlled the
paper.

Mr. BOWELL, Neither the one nor the other. There
is just as much truth in the assertion you have made now
with reference to my eonnection with the Belleville Intelli-

gencer, as there is in nineteen-twentieths of what you have
said in the three hours’ speech you have been making.

Mr. MILLS. Woell, then, even if that be so, there is no
doubt whatever with regard to the hon. gentleman’s position
on that paper.

Mr, BOWELL. Yes, if you are to be judge of what con-
stitutes the truth,

Mr. MILLS. I did not say that the hon. gentleman had
a present connection with the paper, that he was now
controlling it ; I said that the hon. gentleman, when he
came into this House, and for a long time afterwards,
was the editor of that paper—at all events, he was reputed
to be 8o ; and when that paper was receiving advertise-
meats from the Government, we know the hon. gentleman’s
seat was vacated, and we know his leader stated that he
had vacated his seat under the Independence of Parliament
Act.

Mr. BOWELL. I challenged you and your party to con-
test it, and you did not dare do it. ,

Mr. MILLS. The hon, gentleman, then, challenged his

- leader.

Mr. BOWELL. I had nothing to do with the leader.
Mr. MILLS. No, he had not; but the leader did have
something to say with regard to the report.

Mr. BOWELL. No; these 62} cents I received was
while you were in power. You know it very well, and what
is the use standing there and talking in that manner ?



1885. COMMONS

DEBATES. 1769

Mr. MILLS. The hon, gentleman received $600. I look
at the Toronto Mail, and what does it say? It says
that Mr. Laird, when Minister of the Imterior, that I,
with other members of the Government, supported the
enfranchisement of the Indians. Well, Sir, we did favor
the enfranchisement of the Indians, but we did not favor
giving them votes; yet that is the impression the
newspaper seeks to make upon the public mind, It

conceals the fact that the enfranchisement proposed was.

giving the Indian the right of citizenship,and the power
to make contracts for himself. It was to give him the
rights of one who had obtained; his majority, instead
of one who was in the position of a minor. I find exastly
the same representation in the Hamitton Spectator and the
London Free Press. Now, if these gentlemen had a good
cause, would it be necessary to misrepresent the issue
between the parties in this House? And, yet, that is
precisely what is done im every Tory paper that I have
examined in the Province of Ontario. The only Conserva-
tive paper published in English, where a different view is
presented, that has yet come under my notice, is the Mon-
treal Glazette, where, I think it was one Friday, an article
was published which fairly represents the issue between the
parties. But not in any other Tory paper that I have seen
18 this the case.

Mr. MITCHELL. Has not the Herald done it?

Mr. MILLS. I thought the hon. gentleman claimed to
be Independent. My impression was that the Montreal
Herald claimed to stand evenly between the parties.

Mr. MITCHELL. 8o it does, but with a strong leaning
to Conservatism, I am afraid.

Mr. MILLS. 1 think there is a strong leaning that way,
and that the bias is so great, I would hardly be willing to
accept the Herald as independent, and as holding the
balance evenly between the Opposition and the Govern-
ment. Now, the hon, member for Kings, Nova Scotia, (Mr,
Foster), in discussing the gquestion of & uniform franchise
said : have we no federal rights? And he declared that
provincial rights, so called, were a hydra-headed monster,
that it was a disintegrating principle, that would lead to
the destruction of our union if it were at all recognised.
Now, I do not admit that contention at all; on the con-
trary, I hold that the chief element of strength in the union
is the autonomy of Provinces, and the extent to which the
federal principle is recognised. We had a legislative union
between Upper and Lower Canada, and everyone conver-
sant with the history of that union, knows the results.
Instead of binding the Provinces more strongly together,
they grew more and more antagonistic to each other. The
majority of one Province was arrayed against the majority
of the other, and it was only by Confederation that we escaped
dissolution by revolutionary means. = The hon. gentleman
said the Opposition were wrong in referring to the provision
of the American coustitution, in which the State franchise
isadopted for congressional representation. The hon. gentle-
~man said the adoption of that franchise was under
circumstances wholly different from those which prevail
under our system of Government; and that, under the
American system, this provision of the franchise is embraced
in the State constitutions, 8ir, that is not the case.
There was not a State constitution that had this principle
embraced within it at the time the federal constitution was
adopted. The State constitutions were charters that the
Provinces had received from the Crown. They had
power to fix the franchise by legislative Act. It was an
Act within the comEetence of the State Legislature, when
this provision of the constitution was adopted. It wassa
reasonable provision, based upon the fact that the local cir-
cumstances of the population differed, and that the people
of each State knew what franchise was best suited to their
circumstances. That is precisely the principle that we have

acted upon during the eighteen years that our union has
been in existence. The hon. gentleman said we were advo-
cates of State rights. Sir, we are not advooates of State
rights in the sense in which that expression was used by the
old Democratic party. We are simply contending that,
under the constitution, each Province has its rights that
ought not to be interfered with by this Government, and
that the people of each Province, under this provision of
the constitntion relating to representation in Parliament,
should be allowed to decide for themselves who shall possess,
within their limits, the electoral franchise. The Secretary
of State said, in reference to this question :

¢Is it worthy of our Parliament, is it according to the dignity, which
this Parliament should possess, to allow the smallest Legislature of the
smallest Province, not only to dictate, but to judge at ita will and sole

caprice, 80 a8 to give direction to the general politics of the country by
its representation in the general Pacliament.”’

NowI say it is not beneath the dignity of this Parlia-
ment that that should be done. Who is to determine
the electoral franchise ? I say that primarily it ought to
be determined by those who possess the franchise at an
election, whether it be for members of the Liocal Legislature
or of this House, before any change is made in the franchise,
because the opinion of all the people at a general election
should be taken ; whether that opinion is expressed in the
Legislature or in this House, it is the opinion of the people
of that Province. When you propose a general franchise,
you propose to take from the Province the absolute power
to decide who shall be entrusted with the electoral franchise
within its limits, and you put it under the control of a
majoritgdof this House. The whole representative body of
Prince Edward Island may favor manhood suffrage, and ifit is
introduced here it may be voted down. Now, are not they the
best judges of who, in that Province, shall exercise the elec-
toral franchise ? I say theyare. I say it is the people who are
represented in the local legislature who are best qualified to
make a wise choice. The same thing may be said of every
other Province. I do not know what the people of Quebec
require ; I am not acquainted with the circumstances of the
population, but I say they are the best judges of what is
necessary to qualify, in their Province, for the exercise of
the electoral franchise. If you bring the question here, you
take it out of the control of the sixty-five representatives of
Quebec, and you put it under the control of the 210 mem.
bers of this House. Every representative of Quebec might
vote for one franchise, and might fail to obtain it against the
will of the majority here. I say, therefore, it is right and
proper that the question as to who shall exercise the electoral
franchise in Quebec should be left to the people of that Pro
vince to determine, in accordance with the spirit and intent
of our constitutional system. And the same thing is true
of every other Province of the Dominion, and it
is neither wise mnor proper, nor in the publio
interest to take from the Provinces the power to decide
this question. The hon., member for West York (Mr.
Wallace) said he could not accept Mowatl’s Act relating to
the franchise, and that it would disfranchise at least 500
voters in his own county. I am inclined to thiok the hon.
gentleman has greatly exaggerated the fact. I do
not believe it will disfranchise any such number. When
the Ontario Government went to the country in 1883 both
parties declared themselves in favour of extending the
electoral franchire. Both committed themselves to that
principle. Why? Because they knew public opinion

inted in that direction. The elections took place,and the

ranchise Bill passed through the Legislature as a result of
those elections. Did any member propose to restrict the
franchise; did the leader of the Opposition take such
action? Not at all. He proposed to go further and adopt
manhood suffrage, and thereby confer the franchise on a
class of men who had never {)revionsly possessed it. The
question was referred to the electors in Ontario, those who
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elect members for this Parliament as well as for the Local
Legislature. They decided not merely that the present
franchise shoald be the electoral qualification for
voters at provineial elections, but also for elections to the
House of Commons. They knew what the provision of the
law of 1874 was. They knew that an extension of the fran-
chise must extend to the House of Commons as well as to
the Local Legislature. The people decided that the exten-
sion should take place. With respect to the statement of
the hon. member for West York, as to 500 voters being dis-
franchised in his constituency by the Mowat Bill, I am satie-
fied that not a dozen voters are disfranchised. The prin-
ciple of that Bill is that there shall be one vote for one man,

and that a man shall vote in the constituency where he|

regides and nowhere else. Why should a man holding
$100,000 worth of property in one constituency have one vote,
while a man holding $10,000 worth of property in ten consti-
tuencies should have ten votes. If it is not intended to give
representation to wealth, then one vote only should be given
to one man, or else & vote should be given for so many dol-
lars worth of property. There is no middle principle.
Either you have representation of property, as of a bank-
ing institution, or you have representation of persons.
a man of ability and influence should exercise those quali-
fications upon other members of the community.and not by
having additional votes because he happens to possess half
& dozen properties in as many constituencies Uunder the
old law if a man had ten village lots worth $200 each, in
1en different constituencies, he had ten votes; but if he had
$100,000 worth of property in one constituency he had only
one vote. And yet hon. gentlemen opposite have con-
tended that a law containing such anomalies ought to be
perpetuated. There is nothing to prevent an amendment
being made to the present Ontario law, retaining that
system if it were thought that the principle is a wise
one. There has been no necessity shown for the Bill now
before the House, neither by the first Minister nor by any
hon. gentleman opposite. No one has shown that
the present law has worked unsatisfactorily, that
any wrong has been done wunder it, that any
class of the community has suffered injustice in
consequence of it. The hon. gentleman has propounded
a measure which is revolutionary in its character, a measure
destructive of the principle of Parliamentary Government,
a measure which is an act of legislation in the interests of
a party and not for the purpose of correcting any defect in
our constitutional system. The hon. gentleman first pro-
posed to give certain classes of women votes. He did not,
however, undertake to show the necessity of it, or that it
was demanded by the women themselves, or as to how many
would be enfranchised under it. Take, again, the Indian
clause. Here we had a most extraordinary change proposed
in our congtitutional system, and yet the hon. gentleman did
not say a word as to the number of Indians who would be
enfranchised, nothing with respect to their intelligence, as
to how many could read and wrife and as to the number who
took newspapers. He said nothing to show that those
people were demanding the franchise, or that they would
be benefited if it were conferred upon them. We know
the contrary. ‘It is a proposal to enfranchise a large
number of persons who are wards of the State, who are
under the hon. gentleman’s own personal control, who
will be directly influenced by his agents and deputies;
and yet there was not a word said to show that those
people were demanding the suffrage or that they were qualifi-
ed to exercise it. All the information which it is usual for a
Minister to give under such circumstances was withheld.
An attack was made upon the propriety of making property
a lest of the qualification of & voter ; and yet notwithstand-
ing that attack, made for the purpose of defending the pro-

sition to give Indians votes, we find that is the basis of the

ill with respeot to all other voters. In my opinion it is im-

Mr. MiLLs,

possible to support such a Bill without deliberately intending
to change our whole constitutional system. It is impossible
to re%:rd those who support such a proposition as other
than hostile to our present system of parliamentary Gov-
ernment. There is a motto of the Crown, ¢ God and
my right,” and that is the motto of hon. gentlemen on this
side of the House in opposing this monstrous proposition.
We propose, Sir, to stand up for the higher law. We pro-
pose to stand up in this House for that which is right. We
propose to defend the rights and liberties of the people of
this country against an attempt to overturn them by the
provisions of this Bill. We propose to retain to the people
of Canada the right to control the elective franchise for
themselves, instead of putting it in the hands of & M'nister,
who is resolved to keep himself in power no matter what
may be the views of the people of this country. Sir, I dare
say that the hon. gentlemen who represent the Province
of Quebec in this House, wiil remember the story of Fran-
cois Hertel, the hero of the Long Sault; how he with
eighteen others, held at bay several hundred Indians, who
had resolved to exterminate the French race on the St.
St, Lawrence. They will remember how that small band
of heross—for they were such, no less than those who
fought at Thermopylee —how they held those savages at
bay for weeks together, and by the sacrifice of their lives
defended the lives and liberties of the people of Quebec. The
question of whether there should be a French system or a
French race in Canada was decided at the Liong Sault by Fran-
gois Hertel and those who manfully fought with him. We are
here to-day in a fight not less significant. We are here to-day
in a battle upon which issues quite as important hang. We
are here to-day seeking to defend the maintenance of British
Government in this country, as against the South American
system which the hon, gentleman proposes to introduce.
We are here to-day to decide whether the people of this
country shall continue to be governed under the British
system, or whether they will put their liberties and rights
into the hands of an ambitious Minister, to determine in the
fature as he may think best. That is the issue. We are
here as the guardians of the peopie’s rights and liberties.
We are here to do our whole duty ard nothing bat our duty.
We are here to inform the people of this country as to the
true character of this ‘measure, and I have no doubt as to
the conslusion to which they will come. I do not believe
they are ready to take sides with the burglar against the
bell-man. I do pot believe that those who are being
warned of the danger which threatens them are indignant
with the watchman who tells them of the daanger,
rather than with the enemy who is seeking to destroy
that which they hold dear. Sir, the hon. gentleman told
the House this afternoon that he had no one to complain of
among the leaders on this side, except myself—that they
had all acted quite fairly and legitimately except me. Well,
Sir, I was somewhat at & loss to know what egregious
offence I had committed. I had said very little on
the Bill. I had discussed the propriety of a postponement,
I think for about half an hour; I had discussed the import-
ance of an adjournment at, I think, eight or nine u’clock in
the morning. What did the hon. gentleman do? If I
offended I am quite ready to justify the act. I have done
nothing I regret. I have done nothing of which I am
satisfied my constituents or the country will complain, I
am here to do my duty and my whole duty, and there is
nothing the hon. gentleman can say, whether it be offensive
or otherwise, which will hinder me in the smallest degree
from discharging those duties which I believe my cou-
stituents and the country require at my hand. I am
satisfied corruption wins nol more than honesty, and I have
not the slightest fear whether the hon. gentleman will sac-
ceed or fail—and I believe he will fail, becanse he ought to
fail, and I believe the country is coming to that conclusion
very rapidly—I say whether he sucoeeds or fails here, I
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have no doubt he will fail in the country, for onr aims are [

our country’s, our God’s and truth of his power, and I care
but little for the malevolence or the threats of hon, gentle-
men. Iam satisfied the country will sustain us in resisting
to the utmost a measure which was properly characterised
by the leader on this side as an infamous measure,

Mr. RYKERT, As]I understand, Mr. Chairman, there are
three propositions before this committee: A proposition by
the First %ister that there shall be a certain franchise for
cities and towns, an amendment made by the hon: member
for Norfolk (Mr. Charlton), that we shall adopt the franchise
of the several provinces, and an amendment of the hon,
member for Prince Edward Island (Mr. Macdonald), that
we shall make an exception in the case of that island, and
leave the franchise of that Province as it is at present, AsI
understand parliamentary practice, it is not usual, when the
House is in committee to discuss anything except simply
the clause under consideration., But, Sir, that rule has
been relaxed to a very great extent on this occasion. I am
not sorry for it, because it enables hon. gentlemen opposite
to discuss the question as frequently as they like. They
have been able to repeat their speeches over and over
again, to repeat them worse than in the first place, and yet
they are not satisfied,—they still desire to go on and speak,
no matter how obstructive they may appear. Now the
hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr, Charlton) occupied
the time of this committee for something like three hours.
Two hours and three quarters of that speech were occupied
in quoting passages from the Hmcyclopeedia Britannica ; a
portion in speaking of the history of the United States and
its institutions, a large portion devoted to giving us the
history of the different franchises in the several States,
a large number of extracts from Bancroft and other
writers, and a long dissertation about the advantages
of universal suffrage, and, Sir, what was left of the
speech was a little loud-mouthed ranting against the
present Government, and charges against the Adminis-
tration and their supporters ot violating the principles
of the oonstitution and sacrificing the privileges and
rights of the people. That is the sum and substance of that
speech. In other words, strip off the Yankeeism and nothing
whatever is left of it. Now, Sir, the Opposition cannot at ail
complain of the course we have adopted during this debate.
We have allowed those gentlemen to read the speeches
they prepared in the Library; we have made no objection
to that, although it is contrary to Parliamentary usage.
We bave allowed hon, gentlemen to read their speeches,
to send them in to the reporters, to send copies to their own
papers and periodicals to be printed,. We have allowed the
utmost latitude in this debate. We have allowed them to
degrade all Parliamentary rules, by their reckless assertions,
by charges which no honorable men should make on the
floor of any House of Parliament, We have allowed these
hon. gentlemen, I say, the utmost latitude ; we have allowed
them to discuss this qwestion day after day and night after
night for a period of about three weeks; yet they are not
satisfied. They say the country has not yet been informed
upon the measure, and the hon. member for North York (Mr.
Mulock) tells us that they have only entered on the thresh-
hold of this measure, and that they intend to keep it up for
a great length of time. Well, Sir, to that we have no objec-
tion, so long as they can satisfy the country that they are
aoting in the right way; but, Sir, I will warn those hon,
gentlemen that they must recollect that this debating for a
series of three or four weeks upon a question that does not
require more than a day or two of discussion on different
points, will involve an expenditure of a large amount of
money. They must recollect that there have been 350 odd
speeches made by forty-nine members of Parliament at a
cost to this country of some $60,000 or $70,000 extra.
While they complain of the large amount of money to be

expended in preparing the voters’ lists and paying the
ofﬁ%zrs to bepa;?pointed under this Act, ﬁeyy %nust
remember that they are causing, by this useless debate,
a cost to the country larger than the preparation of
all the voters’ lists will cost in the first year.
I am one of those who freely admits that the Parliamentary
minority have the right to be respected ; that they have their
rights equally well with the majority in Parliament. We
have conceded to them their rights, and have not endeavored
to infringe on them ; but I mast tell these hon. gentlemen
that they must conform to the rules of Parliament, to consti-
tutional rules, and allow the majority to govern, so long as
that majority expresses the will of the people ; and the best
proof I can give that we do express the will of the people is,
that twice we have had the verdict of the people in our
favor. Therefore it must be assumed that the msjority in
this House fairly represents the feelings of the people; and
so long as they do that, according to the usages of constitu-
tional Government, they have a right to have their will
obeyed and enforced, so long as they keep within constitu-
tional bounds ; and it makes no difference whether we remain
here until next December or not, the majority on this side
of the House, feeling that they are representing the views
of the people from one end of the country to the other, are
determined to see this Bill carried, no matter what the con-
sequences to the Opposition may be, Hon. gentlemen on
the other side of the House have made a?peals to the passions
and prejudices of the different classes of electors throughout
the country. The hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr, Charl-
ton) strongly appealed to the Lower Canadians to vote down
this Bill, for fear that they might some day have woman suff-
rage forced upon them, and at the same time we find the hon.
gentleman and his friends voting for woman suffrage and
endeavoring to force it upon them whether they will or not,
That is a specimen of tho cousistency of these hon. gentle-
men. Now, Sir, the principle of this Bill has been admitted
on the second reading, and hon. gentlemen opposite have an
opportunity to discuss it in all its details. They could, as
the right kon, First Minister said this afternoon, offer sug-
gestions to this side of the House, and, if they were found
satisfactory, they would receive favourable consideration at
his hands. The hon, First Minister has not laid down a
cast-iron theory, so far as the different clauses are con-
cerned. The principle of the Bill has been adopted by a
large majority of this House, and yet hon. gentlemen stand
up night after night and speak on the general principle of
it, If they are determined to meet this question fairly and
squarely and to discuss the Bill on its merits, there will be no
difficulty whatever in the way of their placing their views
before the Government, and, no doubt about those views
receiving full consideration atthe handsof the Government.
Those hon. gentlemen have shown their inconsistency all
through the debate. They argue in favor of Provincial
franchises ; they say it is an infringement upon Provincial
rights to endeavor to have a uniform franchise in all the
Provinces ; and while making that statement what do we
find them doing? We find them deliberately, for a party
purpose, advocating female suffrage when they know it is
not recognised by the different Provinces ; and I ventare to
assert that this fight in this Parliament does not come from
the several Provinces of the Dominion. The whole fight
eomes from Ontario; there is hardly a speaker who is not
an Ontario member ; and these gentlemen seem determined,
whether this House desires it or not, that the franchise
adopted in Ontario shall be the franchise for the Dominion
Parliament in the Province of Ontario. But see how incon-
sistent they are; while they ask us te adopt a provin-
cial franchise for Ontario which does not recognise female
suffrage, they stand up in this Legislature and argue for 48
hours that we should have female suffrage, If they had
carried that resolution the othér night and female suffrage
had been adopted, the consequence would have been that
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we should have been compelled to have our voters’ lists differ-
ent from the Provincial voters’ lists; and yet they tell
us that they desire to have provinecial franchises adopted by
this Legislature. But, says the hon. member for North
Wellington (Mr. McMallen), we are prepared to accept the
franchise as it now exists in Ontario, no matter how it ma
be changed in the future. Is that a correct principle ? If
you once adopt the provincial franchises, and recognize the
principle that the Local Legislatures have the right to fix
the franchises, then we must accept, from time to time, what-
ever franchises they choose to adopt. But these hon. gen-
tlemen say, we will will meet you half way; adopt the
franchise that now exists, no matter what it will be in the
future, Well, Sir, we have the past record of these hon.
gentlemen. We can see exactly what course they pursued
in 1874. While they were strong advocates of provinecial
rights, they were willing then to interfere with the franchise
of Prince Hdward Island. I recollect well what a cry there
was in this Legislature at that time, and how the Hon. Mr.
Laird was abused for introducing a clause in the Bill then,
before the House, by which a number of people in
Prince Edward Island should be disfranchised. They
were willing then to accept the franchise which was the
basis of the election of members for the Upper
House in Prince Edward Island, and at the same time to
force on the other Provinces their provincial franchises,
Another very important feature of this debate, which shows
the inconsistency of hon. gentlemen opposite, is the manner
in which they advocated manhood suffrage. There is hardly
a gentleman from Ontario, who has spoken in this debate, who
has not spoken in favor of manhood suffrage. If they are
sincere in that, knowing that their own party in the Pro-
vincial Legislature refused manhood suffrage, how is it
possible to adopt the provincial franchise, and to have man-
hood suffrage for this Parliament? That shows exactly
how consistent these hon. gentlemen are, and how desirous
they are to protect provincial interests. But we know that
these hon, gentlemen have a record so far as the provincial
franchise is concerned. I recollect that the leader of the
Opposition, when making his famous Aurora speech,
declared in favor of compulsory voting. He has never
relinquished that view; and this shows distinctly, if we
Elaee ourselves at the mercy of Ontario, what we shall be

rought to. Within the last few days, we find the Globe,
the organ of the parly of hon. gentlemen opposite, advo-
cating the same thing. We find in the paper of the 10th
this statement :

¢ The names of the voters who had failed to vote should be struck oft
a8 & stigma for neglect of duty unless one of several recognised pleas of
justification is at the proper time entered. This should be done for the
purpose of emphasiging the idea that in a self governing country it is a
duty to vote.”’

That is one of those other views of the organ and of the
Farty, and those views are in accord with the views of the
eader of the Opposition which were dealt with so unmer-
cifully by the same organ in 1874; but, as I say, if we
adopt the provincial franchises, we must subject ourselves
to those periodical changes which will be made according
to the whims and impulses of gentlemen on the other side.
We have had on this occasion as on former ones, hon.
gentlemen of the Opposition prophecying what will be the
result if this measure be passed. The hon. member for
Queen’s P.E.I. (Mr. Davies), who usually is good tempered
and shows a considerable amount of good feeling towards
members of this side, waxed wroth and warned us, if we pass.
ed this Bill, what the consequences would be. I wondered
whether it was the warning that he received a short time
ago from his own county that made him so angry ; I won-
dered whether the recent return of my hon, friend (Mr. Jen-
king) from Queen’s County, P.E.I., by a large majority, was
the reason why he treated us to so much abuse, and prophe-
sied we were going to be defeated. No doubt the hom.

Mr. RYKERT,

gentleman feels somewhat chagrined at the position he
occupies, and some excuse may be made for his uttering
these prophesies. But he is not the only prophet; the poet
of that party, the hon. gentleman who lately received his
seat by the grace of Mr. Mowat, I mean the member for
West Ontario (Mr. Edgar), although on the female franchise
question he did not know where he stood, although after
speaking two hours on this question, he could not make u
his mind what position he would take, but said he want:
first to see how the feeling was on this side~—he also
indulged in prophecy couched in the following language :

“Ido not believe any hon. gentlemen can go back and face their con-
stituents successfully after doing that. I believe that the indignation
of the constituents who will be left out, will be 8o great that the mem-
ber will suffer the consequence of the Act.”
If that be so, what is the use of all this debate? Why not
allow the verdict to go by default? Why not allow the
Bill to pass, if we are to be condemned by the electors at
the polls? But hon: gentlemen opposite know better. They
know right well that we are acting in the interests of the
people, that we are not betraying their trust; and that, as
in 1879 and in 1882, the verdict will again be granted in
our favour should we go to the polls, The hon. member for
Queen’s, P.E.I. (Mr. Davies) said:

‘1 warn them they will be brought face to face with the people whose
rights they are surrendering and violating.”’
We have also prophetic utterances from the organ of the
party on the 6th of May, when it said:

¢ Let the Franchise Bill pags, with its Indian voters’ clause and its
lawyer-made voters’ clause, and the Tor)y congpirators will soon learn
that Canada is too hot & place for them.”
Why not let the Bill pass if we are going to be condemned
at the polls ? » Why not let the condemnation come ? Let
the Bill pass with all its iniquitous revising barristers and
Indian clauses. But, no; they know better. Hon gentle-
men opposite have repeatedly declared in their speeches,
that we are invading provincial rights by passing
this Act. Three or four OP the gentlemen who have last

spoken have declared that we have the power to pass this
Act, while the hon, member for St. John (Mr. Weldon)
still protests that we have not the power. It is just

as well to place upon record what is the law on that sab-
ject, as determined by the founders of our counstitution, to
show how inconsistent these gentlemen are in their speeches,
to show how various are the- views they have expressed in
Parliament upon that question, in order that the electors
may see exactly the position we occupy in this country.
The hon. member for North Wellington (Mr. McMaullen)
who no doubt is a high constitutional authority, and who
can talk as much and say as little as any person in or out
of Parliament, declared boldly that we have not the power
to pass this Bill. Thehon. member for Brome (Mr. Fisher)
says he thinks we have a technical right to pass the Bill,
but he believes we have no right to infringe on the rights
of the Provinces, In his speech he. made this observa-
tion :—

¢t Hon. gentlemen opposite say that it is the right of thia Parliament
to pass this measure. No one on this gide of the House has denied that
Parliament possesses the legal and technical right.”
And yet the hon, gentleman goes on to say we are infringing
upon provincial rights. The hon. member for Quebec East
(Mr, Laurier) says :

* No one has contended that it isnot within the power of this Govern-
ment to enact such a law. No, no one hag disputed it. It must be

admitted by everyone that it is within the power of every Parliament to
regulate the franchise to elect members to that Parliament.”

Then he goes on to say :

‘We contend that it is not within the spirit of the constitution to
have two separate bodies of electors, one for the Provinces and one for
the Dominion.”

He admits in one breath that we have the right, while
in another he says we have not, Another high constitu-
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tional authority, the hon. member for St. John (Mr. Weldon),
seems to have made up his mind positively on the question,
and his decided opinion is that we have not the power,
He said :

“] believe that the power of regulating the franchige is rightly

veated in the Province. I believe that the people in their Liocal Legis-
lature are the parties who have the right to regulate the franchise, and
that is one of their civil rights which may fairly be said to be under the
control ot the Local Legislature.”
There we have the different opinions of hon. gentlemen
opposite, and I will, therefore, in order to set the matter at
rest, place upon record the views of one of the founders of
our constitution, a gentleman whose opinions are recognised
by hon, gentlemen opposite as undoubted authority, a
gentleman who on constitutional questions was looked upon
as & very high authority. I refer to the Hon. George
Brown. His opinion will settle the question, I believe, so
far as this debate is concerned. I hope these legal lnmin-
aries who are 8o apt to place their viows on record before the
House on legal questions will see, so far as this Bill is con-
cerned, that we have the right to pass it, whether there be
necessity for it or not. The Hon. George Brown said :

$ Tt hag also been objected that though the resolutions provided that
existing Parliaments of Uanada shall establish the electoral divisions for
the first orgaanization of the Federal Parliament, they do not determine
in whose hands the duty of distributing acy additional members is to
be voted. No doubt on this head need exist, The Federal Parliament
will, of course, have power to regulate all arrangements for the election
of ita new members.”

So that those who knew best what the Aot really meant
declared that this Parliament has the right to regulate its
own franchise. Then we find that, in regard to a measure
sflecting the franchise which was introduced in 1869, the
organ of the party used this language, showing that the
Reform party was of opinion that the Dominion franchise
should be settled by this Parliament and that we should not
be dependent on the uncertain franchises of the Provinces ,

‘ The Provinces moreover are constantly altering their assessment
laws and it would hardly do to pass a new election law for the Dominion
every time the mode of assessment changes in the Provinces. A way out
of the difficulty might be found in accepting the franchise as adopted
(not to be changed) in the different Provinces a3 the franchise of the
Domm_xon, bu_t that would be at the expense of uniformity. If weintend
to avoid the inconsistencies in the United States [how does the hon.
member for Norfolk (Mr. Charlton) like that?] and to have the same
conditions confer the Dominion franchise on all parts of the Dominion,

We cannot leave the qualification or regulation of voters to the Pro-
vinces.”’

So dyon will see that, at that time, it was fully understood
and conceded that, sooner or iater, they must have the
franchise fixed and determined by this Parliament. Then
we recollect that, when the Bill was introduced in 1870, to
regulate the franchise, the leader of the Opposition who
spoke long upon that question, who discussed the Bill in all
its details, said not a word against this Parliament, fixing
its own franchise. Those who were then in Parliament will
recollect that a motion was made in 1870 by Mr. Ferguson,
seconded by Mr. Drew, that the franchises of the several
Provinces should be the franchise recognised by the Domin-
fon. That resolution received no favor at the hands of the
House. The leader of the Opposition did not speak in favor
of it, dl‘d'n.ot recognise it; on the contrary it was lost with-
out a division, or, as we call it, “lost on a division,” the
House not being divided upon it. Then, on April 22nd,
5314, t}:ie leader of the Opposition, speaking upon this sub-
J said :

‘‘He denied that in passing the Bill, Government were abandonin
h ptgwer of regulating the franchise. The House hid not exercige
tbat ranchise for many oare, and if it turned out that the Province
w;e:’ fhst power, the House had the power of taking it into their own

Our justification for passing this Act is that Ontario has
sbused its powers and has usurped a power which
it had no right to usurp. Since these gentlemen
have spoken so much about our violating the provin

cial rights, and violating the trust of the people, I
propose, though I know it is distastefnl to my hon. friend
from South Brant (Mr. Paterson), to bring these gentlemen
face to face with their own record, and to show that the
Reform party in this Province has studiously and system-
atically, since 1866, opposed the extension of the franchise,
opposed the rights of the lower orders, as they call them,
opposed the rights of the people, opposed the rights of the
poor man, and sought to keep the franchise limited to pro-
perty, and to keep it as high as possible. T am sorry I am
obliged to annoy the hon. member for South Brant, by
bringing him face to face with his record, but I cannot help
it. I shall first take the year 1866. In the old Parliament
of Canads, an effort was made to reduce the franchise in
cities from $600 to $500, My hon. friend the Postmaster
General, made a very strong appeal to the House in favor
of that reduction, but every leading Reformer in that Par-
liament voted that the franchise should be kept at $600.
But the hon, membor was rather tenacious of his opinion.
He was a member of the first Conservative Government of
the Province of Ontario, and I had the pleasure of support-
ing him during the whole time he was in that legislature,
The very first act he did, in 1868, was to reduce the fran-
chise in cities to $500, in towns to $300, and in villages and
townships to $200.

Mr. CARLING, $400 in cities.

Mr. RYKERT. No, $500 first. In 1868, he reduced it
in cities to $500; the following year he followed that up
by reducing it to $400, $300 and $200; but something very
remarkable took place during the course of that debate.
An hon. gentleman who then occupied & seat in that House
for the County of Welland, who was rather democratic in
his views, as these gentlemen then supposed, moved that
the franchise be reduced in townships from $200 to $1C0.
One would suppose, after hearing the speech of the leader
of the Opposition and the views expressed by hon. gentle-
men opposite on this guestion, that the hon. the leader of
the Opposition would have voted for that, but we find that
he and my genial friend from South Perth (Mr. Trow)
voted against that proposition as an invasion upon the rights
of the people. My hon. friend from South Perth will
recollect that very well. Mr. Blake, 1 beg his pardon, the
leader of the Opposition, was very indignant at that time.
He used this language :

‘‘He thought the member for Victoria (Mr. Cockburn) had let the cat

out of the bag. The real difficulty was nct that persons were prevented
by the election law from voting who ought to vote, but that the system
o{assessment was defective. People were anxious, on the one hand, to
vote, but were anxious, on the other hand, to pay a very small tax. The
hon. gentleman said that, in the new townships, they %d not care to be
aggesssed at more than $1 per acre ; because, in that case, when the
county council came to equalise the assessment, injustice would be done
them. The result of this feeling was that a nefarious system of sham
and mock assessment was carried on in the country. The assessments
were ridiculously small—a state of things degrading to the morals of
the coun?. It might be thatin & very few cases, in townships and
villages, there might be a man intelligent enough to exercise the fran-
chise, who was the owner of a lot and house on which he resided, really
worth no more than $200—but this must be a God-forsaken part of the
country, and the domicile must be of a peculiar description.”
That was the opinion of the leader of the Opposition then.
He thought it must be a God-forsaken part of the country
where the franchise should be reduced lower than $200, and
where a man wotld not have property worth that to vote
upon, We find also that my hon. friend from South Perth,on
that occasion, made s somewhat short speech, but to the
point, as usnal. He said:

¢ He thought th. franchise low enough, but particularly in the rura
districts.”

That is the way he is reported in his organ of December 4th,
1868, He wanted to keep it up to $200. Then a motion
was made in favor of female suffrage, and I would direct
the aftention of the Opposition to the views of their leader
at that time, A few nights ago he spoke two or three
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hours, and it would take halfa-dozen Philadelphia lawyers
to tell how he was going to vote on that question. We
know how he did vote. He voted by leaving the Chamber.
He would not vote on the question of female suffrage. On
a motion made by Mr. Coyne, then member for Peel, in favor
of female suffrage, the present leader of the Opposition
said :

‘“ He hoped. the sober sense of the House, of the country and of the
fair sex would be arrayed, as he believed it was, against the proposition.”
Thus, so far as the franchise was concerned, hé was not
liberal enough to grant it to females or to & man with pro-
perty only worth $100. Then, on the 4th December, 1868,
when the same Bill was under discussion, the leader of the
Opposition used this language:

“ He thought if hon. gentlemen had acted wisely they would have
kept up the franchise in cities to $500. Had they done so we would not
have seen hon. gentiemen urging this downward course which this
reaction songht.”

So you will see that, while to-day they profess to be favor-
able to granting the franchise to a large body of the elec-
tors, they have systematically opposed a reduction of the
franchise, I think I can satisfy the House that every reduc-
tion of the franchise that has been granted by the Reform
party, was at the instance of the Comnservative party, and
only when the Reform party was driven into the last ditch.
Now, Sir, we find that the organ of the party, at that time,
bad the same view upon this question. On the 27th No-
vember, 1868, we find this language :

¢ If he (Hon. J. 8. Macdonald) would take the trouble to enquire as to the
practical effect of his $400 real estate franchige in Toronto, where it will
include nearly all but the very poorest tenements, he would be able to see
that he is entranchising in this city alone,;hundreds of persons who are,
to eay the least, no more wortby to be enfranchised than the clags he
resolutely excludes.” ]

So that the House will see the organ was not favorable to
giving the franchise to even the $400 men. On the 11th
December, 1868, it goes on to say :

¢ If there is any danger of our drifting to universal suffrage, that
danger will be enhanced by a persistence in the palpable injustice of
enfranchising nearly every householder and rejusing to enfranchige any-
body else no matter how worthy or thrifty. There are many persons
who do not in the least favor universal suffrage, who still hold that it
would, in cities at all events, be no worse than the present franchise.”
Now, Mr. Chairman, I have seen over and over again, that
the Reform party has claimed credit for the introduction of
the income franchise. I am not accustomed to boast of
what I hiave done in Parliament, but I assert that the first
person who proposed the income franchise was the indivi-
dual now addressing you. In 1868 I introduced a Bill into
the Ontario Legislature, recognising the principle of the
income franchise, and declaring at the same time that it
should be extended to all university men, so that education
should be represented as well as money. That did not meet
with the favor of the House. Upon that occasion, in
endeavoring to induce the House to accept the more liberal
view, I made use of this language, as quoted by the G'lobe :

“ For his own part, he would prefer that this matter be left over until
a more comprehensive scheme could be adopted, by means of which
not only those enjoying an income should have theright lo vote, but
also, that university men and others, who really take an interest in
everything affecting the .welfare and prosperity of this country should
have some voice ia choosing their representatives.”

The House was not willing to accept the income franchise,
and at the instance of the then member for Welland (Mr.
Currie) the income franchise was struck out of the Bill
Those genilemen came into power in December, 1871;
they remained in power for a number of years, but they
granted no extension of the franchise. In 1874, I intro-
duced into the Ontario Parliament a Bill giving thefranchise
to men enjoying an income, and that Bill was teken up by
the Government and passed just as I introduced it. While
?g,g. gentlemen opgosite claim credit for having been in
ayor of an income franchise, I can show that I was the one
who first_proposed it in the Local Legislature, Now, that
Mr. Eyxear.

clause relating to the income franchise was encumbered by
a clause requiring the payment of taxes by the, 14th day
of December. In 1877, Mr. Meredith tried to remove that
feature of that franchise. There were hundreds of persons
who would like to enjoy the franchise, but were not pre-
pared to pay the taxes, because, at that time in Ontario,
a8 well as at present, any persons having an income
under $400 were exempt from taxation; but they could not
be placed upon the voters’ list unless they were willing to
be assessed and pay taxes. In 1877 Mr. Meredith moved
that that obnoxious clause should be repealed, but his motion
was rejected at the instance of the Mowat Government. In
the year 1877 an agitation was got up in the Local Legisla-
ture of Ontario to give farmers’ sons the franchise. Now,
hon, gentlemen opposite claim that they are the champions
of the farmer’s son franchise. I have before me & quotation
from their own organ, denouncing the franchire being
extended to farmers’ sons, and pointing out that they might
just as well give it to the sons of mechanics and merchants
a8 to farmers. On the 8th January, 1877, the organ said :

¢ If the farmer’s son is to have a vote, why not anybody’s son? If
the farmer's son is to be enfranchised—who remains for convenience
under the family roof—why is not the storekeeper’s son, or the mechan-
ic’s son, or any other gon for that matter, who follows the same laud-
able and political line of conduct to be disfranchised ? ”

It proceeds:

“ And a8 every male person is the son of somebody, the real point to
be decided is, what is there between giving a particular person a vote
because he isa farmer’s son and giving every male person a vote because
he is the son of somebody not a farmer? In other words, what stands
between the proposal and what is called, perhaps not very correctly,
but popularly, universal suffrage ? ”’

Now, Sir, in order to justify the legislature in not giving the
franchise to farmers’ sons, the organ quoted from Mr. Bright
and said :

¢ Mr. Bright has always opposed ‘fancy franchises’ as merely color-
able attempts to give manhood suffrage to those who did not dare to
advocate it openly and honestly. Pretty hard that,”

Now you will see that the farmer’s sons franchise when first
proposed in Ontario, was strongly opposed by the party
organ. I have several articles before me in which it takes
the sameview, one of February, 1877, in which it says :

¢ But we have never heard yet a sufficient reason given why the far-
mer’s son should be expressly selected for the enjoyment of the privilege
while the son of nobody else is to be allowed to shareit. * ~ *» =

“ But it is a bogus qualification nevertheless, a mere blind to hide
manhood suffrage from view.

¢ It would be better to do in a direct manner what is thus sought to
be attained in a circumlocutory fashion by this Bill. But then public
opinion in this conntry certainly does not favor manhood suffrage or
any departure from the old lines of the constitution.”

Then it grew violent and a few days afterwards went on to
say :

“ We cannot, however, but reiterate that all which has been stated in
its favor has not removed one objection to the measure which we have
entertained. We still think that it is based on a wrong pringiple, that
it is invidious, and by its very nature, can only be characterised as a
piece of class legislation. We have never been able to see, nor has any
of the supporters of the measare attempted to show, the reason for one
man who is called a farmer, and who is possessed of twenty acres,
having accorded to his son who works with him, and who may have the
prospect of one day succeeding him, & vote in the election of municipal
office-bearers and members of Parliament, while another man with ten
acres, which with the help of a grown up son he cultivates a8 a market
garden, and from which he raises three or four times more produce,
should be denied the same privilege or honour, whichever it may be
supposed to be.”’

¢ All over Ontario there is & large population of handicraftsmen who
are socially, intellectually, and pecuniarily quite equal to the farmers
among whom they live, and whose necessities they sapply. These men
are often, as far as their sons are concerned, exactly in the same position
as their neighbours, the farmers. The tailor, the shoemaker, the grocer,
the carpenter, and the blacksmith, to mention no others, have often one
or more grown-up sons working with them on the same deliberatel
fermed understanding asin the case of the farmers, that these sonsshall
succeed to the business when their fathersare laid agide either by sftk-
ness or death. Everyone who knows anything of the rural life of our
country knows that as a class these young mechanics are equal to that
class enfranchised by this measuze.”

‘Now, I point this out to show the House that while the
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organ strongly opposed the farmer’s son franchise, it was
not favorable to enfranchising any others. I shall sh.ow
that when we proposed giving a franchise to mechanics’
sons they opposed it in the most bitter terms. Now, we find
that the Conservative party in the House advocated the suf-
frage being given to mechanics’ and merchants’ sons, and
the organ delivered itself in this style :

¢ On what principle, either in the * British stake in the country ’ theory
or the Democratic 1des of human brotherhood and equality, are the mer-
chants, mechanicg and others to be regarded as specially entitled to
vote ?  Only in exceptional cases ia the young man whose father hap-
pensto be amerchant, tradesman, mechanic or professional man a virtual
thongh not finally acknowledged partner in his parent’s business, keep-
ing it up for the common benefit of the family, and while there are,
doubtless, good reasons for extending the franchise to include many of
the young men in cities and towns at present debarred from it, the
propositlon to make the sons of merchants, mechanics and othersa
privileged caste, and to endow them with the suffrage by reason of
their fathers’ vocation, is altogether too absurd and untenable.”’

Mr. Meredith in January 1883 moved this resolution :

¢ That this House is of opinion that jnstice to large and important
portions of the community demands a liberal extension of the franchise,
perticuliarly in the direction of conferring on the sons of mechanics,
and others not now entrusted with the tranchise, the same privileges as
are now conferred on farmers’ sons. '’
One would suppose that this being a very liberal measure
it would have been received with favor by Mr. Mowat. But
instead of replying to it himself, he put up Mr. Cascaden,
M. P. for West Eigin. He said :

‘It was, however, a question in which they should hasten slowly, for

once it was extended they could not recede—they could not contract it
—however evidently desirable it might be. ”

So you see that so far as the franchise was concerned, the
Reformers steadily opposed it. ~ Recollect, too, that was in
the face of a resolution of the Reform convention of Janu-
ary, 1883, which declared that there should be a liberal
extension of the franchise, and that the people should be
consulted upon it. Upon thatoccasion a number of persons,
though not the leading members of the party, discussed the
question of the franchise, and two minor members of the
party moved and seconded a resolution to this effect :

¢ That this convention rejoices in the successful operation of these
extensions of the franchise, which have from time to time been placed
on the Statute Book, records its opinion that a further extension should
form a plank in the platform of the Reform Party at the ensuing
elections, and expreases its hopes that the popular voice will endorse the
proposal and will return a liberal majority, authorized to accomplish
this reform.”’
We see that Mr. Mowal refused to extend the franchise up
to that time. In January, 1883, Mr. Meredith moved
again to strike out the clause imposing a tax upon income,
That.was voted dovs{n. He moved another motion, to rednce
the income franchise from $400 to $300. That was also
voted down. But Mr. Mowat, finding that he was acting
against the will of the people, knowing that the desire was
that the franchise should be extended, on the following day
had the following resolution moved by Mr. Fraser :—

“That the Liberal party of this Province stands pledged to extend
the franchise ; that if this House should now legislate ‘i% extenxd txklm
franchise, any law passed for that purpose could not be brought into
operation in time for the coming genersl election ; that any corsidersble
extension of the franchise is especially a subject upon which the people
ought to be consnlted ; that the approsching general election will affurd
an opportunity for so consulting and ascertaining the wishes of the
people ; but the Hause, meanwhile, does not hesitate to affirm its opinion
that no such extension of the franchise will prove satistactory which
does not, with proper checks and sateguards, give the right to vote to
:lilﬂlc},sses who can fairly and reasonably claim to be endowed there-
That was carried, because he felt that public opinion was
with the motion of Mr, Meredith, and although he had
voted that motion down, he was compelled to put up Mr,
Fraser to move the motion I have read. During the elec-
tions of 1883, only once did Mr. Mowat speak about the
franchise. When attending a meeting in West Toronto,
he said he had no decided views on the subject; Mr, Mere.
dith was able to say specifically what he m to propose ;

but he, Mr. Mowat, did not choose to take that position, So
up to the gemeral elections, Mr. Mowat had mno idea of
extending the franchise. Then we find that the Dominion
Parliament met upon the 17th January, 1884 ; the Franchise
Bill was promised by the Government in a Speech from the
Throne, and the Globe on the 18th January, said :

‘It is promiged that the Franchise Bill of last Session will be again
introduced.””

Mr. PATERSON (Brant). I rise to a point of Order.
Theore is no desire on this side to prevent the hon. gentleman
from reading; but I remember that, only the other day, the
hon. gentleman quoted parliamentary authorities with a
great deal of zeal to prevent an hon. member from reading
an extract. During the three-juarters of an hour the hon.
gentleman has already spoken, not more than five minutes
have been occupied by expressing his own sentiments. I
am pleased to hear the extracts; I only wish to call your
attention, Mr. Chairman, to this point.

Mr, CHAIRMAN. Ihave notseen the hon. gentleman
reading his speech. I mnoticed that he read one or two
extracts.

Mr. RYKERT. The only difference is that I exercised
discretion, I know that diseretion is not possible with hon.
gentlemen opposite, I read from an authority which laid
down that, whem members read extracts, discretion must
be used. I have felt that I can use discretion, and that
while quotations of three or four lines are in order, extraots
are not in order when they reach three or four chapters.
That rule you applied, Mr, Chairman, the other day, when
an hon, member was reading eight or ten pages on female
suffrage. I, however, have no doubt that hon. gentlemen
opposite do not like to hear these extracts read.

Mr. PATERSON. I do.

Mr. RYKERT. Hon. gentlemen opposite do not like
to be brought face to face with the records of their party.
There is not any position taken by the hon, gentlemen oppo-
gite but we can confront them with their speeches made on
former occasions. When the great tariff question was under
discussion in Parliament in 1879, we cited the opinions and
speeches of the members for North Norfolk and South
Brant to prove that we were justified in adopting the
National Policy, and quoted their speeches of 1876 in answer
to their argument in opposition thereto. We showed by
their speeches that they had turnel political somersaults.
In fact, whenever they advance any arguments on any
question in this House, all we have to do is to turn up
former speeches in Parliament to answer them,

Mr. PATERSON. That is the hon. gentleman’s own re-
mark, not an extract.

Mr. RYKERT. When interrupted I was quoting an
authority which will be recognised. On the 2ith January,
1884, the Lieutenant Governor of Ontario, forced by the leader
of this Government, who had declared, upon the 17th Janu-
ary, that he would introduce a Franchise Bill, announced
in the Speech from the Throne the extension of the franchise.
The words were :

¢ In this connexion I invite your attention to the expediency of further
extending the already liberal Franchise which prevails in this Province.”

Upon that occasion neither the mover nor the seconder of
the Address spoke a word in favor of that clause, in fact it was
entirely ignored ; and even the GHlobe, which anticipated the
Speech, said nothing about the franchise, Notwithstanding
the promises made in the speech, the Session of 1884 passed,
without the Ontario Government introducing any Bill
increasing the franchise in accordance with the promises
made before the elections. Then we came down to 1885,
the present Session. This Parliament met on the 29th
January, and the Speech from the Throne promised an
extension of the franchise. The Ontario Government find-
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ing they were driven into a corner were compelled to do
something towards redeeming their pledge. They saw
that the First Minister of the Dominion was determined
to go on with the Franchise Bill; then those hon.
ﬁontlemen thought they must have a new Franchise

ill, and on the bth of March, something like six
- weeks after the Ontario Legislature met, the Bill was
introduced ; it was read the second time on the 24th of
March, and was passed on the 28th of March. So those
hon, gentlemen were actually forced to adopt not only an
extension of the franchise, so far as property was concerned,
but they were compelled to reduce the income franchise
and to adopt other liberal clanses which had been advocated
year after year by the Conservative party in Ontario. We
find to-day that Mowatt’s Bill| instead of placing the fran-
chise at $400, has reduced it to $300; and subsequently in
the Legislature it was reduced to $250. I think I have
satisfactorily shown, by the record of the Reform
party in this Dominion, that they have .systemati-
cally opposed the extension of the franchise, We
find that they never conceded one inch, until they were
driven into the last ditch by the Conservative party.
Now these hon. gentlemen have been discussing this Bill
day after day and night after night, they have been declar-
ing that it should not be passed because the people have not
had time to consider it, that its contents are not known to
the people. Well, Sir, we had a similar Bill introduced in
1869. E‘hat Bill is almost precisely similar to this, with the
exoej)tion of the revising barrister clause. That Bill pro-
vided that there should be commissioners instead of revis.
ing barristers. The leader of the Opposition at that time
strongly favoured that Bill, as mentioned by the First Min-
ister to-day. On the 11th March, 1870, the leader of the
Opposition said ;

¢ The House must feel gratified at the full statement made by the

hon. mover of the Bill, and also at the mode taken to discuss its pro-
visions, a8 well as with the announcement that it was the intention of
the Government toreceive with consideration any suggestions which
might be offered.”
That Bill was fully discussed, it went to a second read-
ing, it went info committee and was discussed in all its
details, The Globe newspaper and other Reform papers,
Fnblished an analysis of the Bill, giving all its leading
eatures, and if the Gobe had any circulation in the country
the people must have been informed on the details of that
measure. Yet we find hon. gentlemen still declaring
unhesitatingly that the country do not know anything
about the Bill; that the people are entirely ignorant of it;
that the people have not bad time to conmsider it, On
the 20th May, 1869, the Globe referred to the details
of the measure, pointed oul its leading features and
said it was similar to the Bill of the preceeding Session,
which was identical with the Bill of to day, except as to the
clause providing for revising barristers, The Giobe said:

‘ The Premier’s Bill proposes & franchise which, though a little com-
plicated, and not altogether consistent, is on the whole liberal. It pro-
poses & freehold franchise of $200 in counties, $400 in cities and $300 in
towns. A tenant franchise of $20 in counties and $30 in cities, and an
income franchise of $400. The income fracchise is an excellent feature
of the Bill,”

Now, 8ir, that Bill was introduced again sometime early in
1883. On April 16th, the Globe referred to it as a measure
similar to the one introduced in 1870. When the B'll was
before Parliament for & certain time the leader of the
Government withdrew it, stating that he withdrew
the Bill, and that it would now go before the
country to be submitted next Session, Parliament was not
taken by surprise, and hon. gentlemen must have known
the prinociples of the Bill, for, as the hon. member for Brome
said a few nights ago, he had thoroughly discussed the
measure before his constituents, and had come back for the
E;})ose of“g})osing the Bill, The hon. member for West
bton e a similar statement; he said the Bill was
Mr, Rrxzsr, :

before the country for some time, that it was understood by
the people, and yet hon. gentlemen say the Bill should not
be passed because the people have not had an opportunity of
considering it. Now, on the 19th January, 1884, at the
opening of Parliament, to show that the Bill was fully dis-
cussed, Mr. Blake said:

t¢ At the opening of last Session I pointed out what I thought was the
true need with reference to the Franchige Bill. I don’tintend to repeat

those words to-day. The Bill has been before the House and country.
It has not received the advantage of vindication by its proposer.”

Then he found fault with the First Minister for not entering
into the details of the measure, and said he recognised the
fact that the Bill was fully understood by the country. He
then goes on further to make some remsrks which show
that the leader of the Opposition was a little at fault—that
he is troubled with a treacherous memory. He spoke
about the Bill of 1883, that Bill having a clause providing
for revising barristers, precisely as the Bill of the present
time, but on the 19th January, 1884, he said :

‘At the time T spoke I did not know and could not know that the

Bill would contain so objectionable or unheard of a provision as it is
proposed to have in it, which proposal [ hope will not be carried out, of
the appointment of revising barrister.”
Now, in January 1884, he noticed that clause of the Bill,
althongh he never noticed the previous Bill, and although,
a8 I have shown you, he discussed that Bill in all its details,
and said it was well known to the country, and yet I should
like to know if the Bill introduced to the House was not
understood by that hon. gentleman. Now, in order to show
that the hon. gentleman was mistaken, I refer you to page
594 of the Hangsard of January 1883, where you will find
that the First Minister referred particularly to the clause
providing for the revising barristers, and upon the 25th
January, the G'lobe newspaper said:

¢4 Bir John A. Macdonald has introduced the Franchise Bill. Itis not
his practice to introduce in the early days of the Session any measure to
which he attaches any importance. This is almost exactly the same
Bill as last Session. One of the most objectionable features of the Bill
is that which provi les fox a revising barrister.

Still the leader of the Opposition says he knew nothing
about it—that it took him by surprise. Now, this Bill has
been denounced toa very great extent, but we recollect, as
I said a few minutes agn, that the same Bill was introduced
in 1870, and that on that occasion the leader of the Opposi-
tion declared that they were all agreed as to the necessity
of an Election Act, and although he might oppose some of
the details, he had no idea of opposing a second reading of
the Bill. The Giobe of the 16th April said :

‘It will be noticed that the conferring of the franchise upon unmar-
ried women is the only liberal featare of the Bill. As to this feature,
it is, we are pleased to say, a truly liberal measure, but we shall be very
much gurprised if the majority of the present House do not take the
opportunity of eliminating a proposition which seems really out of place
amid its surroundings.”’

These gentlemen say that the Bill is an obnoxious Bill, and
still you find the the same Bill approved by the leader of
the Opposition. Now, I think this House must have come
to the conclusion, after listening to this debate for some-
ting like three weeks, that the sole object of the opposition
to this Bill is that there is a clause in it relating to the
revising barrister. If that clause were eliminated from the Bill
now, hon. gentlemen opposite would allow it to pass without
a single word of opposition, although it is tme’fon. gentle-
men have for fifty-seven hours fought upon the one word
Indian. Would it not be well now to bring my hon. friend
from Brant face to face with his own record on that question.
I think it has already been published abroad, and no doubt
the hon. gentleman has seen it, that the hon. member for
South Brant and other gentlemen on that side who are now
8o strongly opposed to the enfranchisement of the Indians,
were strongly in favor of it in 1876, I have in my hand
the Bill which was introduced at that time by Mr. Laird.
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Mr. PATERSON (Brant). One moment, I am not

opposed to Indian enfranchisement —I desire it.

Mr. RYKERT. It is a very hard to tell where the hon.
gentleman stands. His speech on this Bill was condemna-
tory of the principle of enfranchising the Indian.

Mr. PATERSON. No, no.

Mr. RYKERT. Yes, every line of it ; and when brought
face to face with his record we see that he would not
enfranchise one Indian. The hon. member for Eigin also
denounced it in unmeasured terms. These hon. gentlemen
said: Why enfrenchise Pie-a-Pot and Poundmaker and the
others, when they knew that the Bill did not refer to the
Territories at all? They knew thatvery well, but they
thought to makea little capital out of it, a little by-play out of
the remarks of the First Minister, because the First Minister
in answer to some questions, in & jocular manner said yes.
Was there a single hon, gentleman who raised his voice to say
one word on behalf of the poor Indian—not a word until they
were driven into a corner, and brought face to face with their
record. Now it has gone to the country that this Govern-
ment has endeavored to enfranchise the Indiam, who is
placed in the same position as the white man.

Mr. PATERSON. No.
Mr. RYKERT, Yes, the Act says so.

Mr. PATERSON. That is what we proposed and voted
for and the hon, gentleman voted down.

Mr. RYKERT. Well, we shall see. I know that it is
most unpalatable to these hon. gentlemen to be brought face
to face with their own record. The Bill says :

¢ Person means & mile person including an Indian.”

Section 3 says :

¢ Every person shall, upon and after the first day of November, in
the year of Our Lord one thousand eight hundred and eighty-five, be
entitled to be registered on the lists of voters.”

Then it goes on to provide that he must be of the full
age of 21 years, that he must be a British subject by birth
or naturalisation, that he must be the owner of real pro-
perty or a tenant, or have an income, and 50 on; and the
Indian must have the same franchise and the same qualifi-
cation as the white man. What were these gentlemen in
favor of three years ago ? They were in favor of enfran-
chising the Chinese and granting them every privilege that
the white man enjoys; yetthey say now heis no better
than an Indian, and the member for West Elgin (Mr.
Casey) says the Indian is no better than a negro. The;
were then in favor of the poor Chinese being included, and
now they want to exclude the poor Indian, They say that
they were not in favor of excluding the Indian who had the
same qualifications as the white man. Well, what does this
Bill say but that a person means an Indian, and that he
must have the qualification required by law. Suppose the
tribal Indians, as they call them, had & vote, would that be
wrong? Who owns their property? Who owns the pro-
perty of the Tuscorora Indians? Do the Indians, or does
the Government? The Indians own that property, and no
law of the land can take it from them. They gave as much
right to it as the hon, member for South Brant has to his;
and if they have that property, which they work, and enjoy
the benefits of, why should they not have the same rights as
white men? What did the hon, member for South Brant
say in 1875? .

‘‘Mr. Paterson desired to impress upom the hon. Minister of
{ﬂm%?‘n thlt: geo:;sétmst . gistgd for thp: mviei_onoqqdu;ggiﬁcnaont%?

e e thsé P ) With respect to the desirability of the enfran-
In 1876, the Bill T have before me was introduced, and it
has these clauses :

‘ 86. Whenever any Indian man, or unmarried woman, of the full age
of twenty-one years, obtains the oconsent of the band of ';hioh he or she

ia & member to become enfranchised, and whenever such Indian has
been assigned by the band & suitable allotment of l1and for that parpoge,
the local agent shall report such action of the band, and the name of
the applicant to the Superintendent General ; whereupon the said
Superintendent General, if satisfled that the proposed allotment of land
is eyuitable, shall anthorized some competent person to report whether
the applicant is an Indian who, from the degree of civilization to which
he or she has attained, and the character for integrity, morality and
sobriety which he or eﬁe bears, appears to be gualified to become a pro-
prietor of land in fee simple ; and upon the favorable report of such
person, the Superintendent General may grant guch Indian a loeation
ticket as a probationary Indian, for the land allotted to him or her by

the band.

¢ 88, Every such Indian shall, before the issue of the letters patent
mentioned in the next preceding section, declare to the Superintendent
General the name and surname by which he or she wishes to be enfran-
chised and thereafter known, and on his or her receivini such letters
patent, in such name and surname, he or she shall be held to be also
enfranchised, and he or she shall thereafter be known by such name or
surname, and if such Indian be a married man hise wife and minor
unmarried children algo shall be held to be enfranchised ; and from the
date of such letters patent the provisions of this Act and of any Act or
law making any distinction between the legal rights, privileges, disabi-
lities and liabilities of Indians and those of Her Majesty’s other subjects
shall cease to apply to any Indian.’”
Now, the hon. First Minister declared that when we came
to the enfranchising clauses he would have clauses with
respect to the Indians; but, whether he does or not, the
fact stares us in the face, that the Indian who has the fru-
gality and the industry to oultivate a piece of property,
and works that property, and wbo chooses to take advantage
of this Act, can claim the right of suffrage and nothing
further ; and the hon. member for South Brant strongly ap-
pealed to this House, years ago, that Indians should be
relieved from the tutelage and the bondage uuder which
they then existed. .

Mr. PATERSON. Does the hon. gentloman understand
the Bill to be what he said now—that only Indians who
are assessed and have the same respounsibilities as white
men, are to have votes ?

Mr. RYKERT. I understand by this Bill that a person
means an Indian, or a white man, or a negro, and that that
person must be an owner, tenant or an occupant or have an
income,

Mr., PATERSON. Must be assessed for it; the hon.
gentloman said assessed twice.

Mr. RYKERT. The hon. gentleman has not read the
Bill. In fact, I would judge that most hon. gentlemen
opposite had not read the Bill—from the erratic manner in
which they have discussed the question, and the absurd and
reckless statements they have made—as they seem to know
nothing at all about the Bill. The hon. gentleman also said,

Y | in 1880 :

_“Then the Bill does not provide for the enfranchisemant of the In-
dians, for according to them the rights, opportunities and privileges of
citizens is, I think, the only solution of the Indian question, more
especially the only solution which affects the more advanced tribes, on
whose behalf and with respect to whose circumstances, I am more par-
ticularly acquainted. An{ change that has been made in the law is
only in the direction of still more firmly fastening the shackles of tute.
lage upon them—a change tending to keep the Indians_in their present
condition. I speak on behslf of 3,000 Indiang—""'

That is, the Indians of Tuskarora, the same as are going
to be enfranchised by this Bill——

Mr. PATERSON. Yoa are not enfranchising them.

Mr. RYKERT. And are going to have the right to vote
and the same privileges as white men,

Mr, PATERSON.  No.
Mr. RYKERT-——

¢ ——3,000 Indians, among whom six missionaries have been laboring
for the past thirty years, and who have twelve public aschools and an
industrial institute. Io that band there never has been but one enfran-
chised under the Act of 1868, and that Indian was unable to get the
land to which he was entitled ; he petitioned to be restored to his former
condition as an Indian. If there is such & record after twélve years
experience i3 it not time that some step was taken by which more pro-
gress m‘xght be made? The whole Indian law discourages the asgimi
tion of the whites and the Indians, and the solution of the Indian
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roblem can only be found in wiping out the distinction which exists
getween the races, in giving the red man all the liberties and rights
enjoyed by the white man, and entailing npon him all the responsibili-
ties which attach to thoge rights and privileges.”
Therefore, if the Indian be located upon a piece of land
worth the proper value, why should he not be enfranchised ?

Mr. PATERSON. He has not the responsibility.

Mr. RYKERT. What responsibility has he got? He
has to work his land the same as everybody else, and he
does exactly what the hon, member for South Brant does,
consumes tea and coffee and sugar, and uses all the other
necessaries of life, on which he pays duty.

Mr. PATERSON. So does my boy of eighteen who has
not a vote.

Mr. RYKERT. 1do not suppose he cares very much.
So hon. gentlemen will see that the view taken by these
gentlemen was that the Indian should be enfranchised.
The hon, member for West Elgin (Mr, Casey) who was
very strong on the point, said : ’

1 think Indians who are equal to whites in intelligence, who are

superior to many whites in wealth, and who are full grown citizens of
the Dominion, should not be placed in a worse condition than the
negro.”’
So that you will see that hon. gentlemen opposite who for
the last three or four weeks have been discussing the Indian
question, and especially the hon. member for Bothwell (Mr.
Mills), who devoted an hour and a-half to the Indian fran-
chise, took the same pogition that the Government occupy
to-day in favor of enfranchising the Indians so long as he
came within the definition of the ward person. These hon.
gentlemen have made a great deal of argumeut against the
revising barrister-clause. I am not going to discuss the
merits of that clause while we are in committee, discussing
another branch of the Bill, and I do not wish to violate
the rules of debate, but I simply wish to remind hon.
gentlemen opposite of their own views on this question,
1 want to show that these same gentlemen who complain
so loudly of this clause are the very omes who, a few
years ago, when the First Minister proposed to appoint three
commissioners, advocated it: They were, moreover, in
favor of having placed in the hands of the registrar of the
county, the sheriff and county attorney, or other county
officials this power; these officials to be paid in the same
manner as the revising barrister, In the Bill of 1869 intro-
duced by the First Minister he appointed three commis-
sioners from whom there was to be an appeal to the county
judge. At that time the organ of the party strongly
advocated that the registrar of the county or the county
attorney should be appointed. The leader of the Opposition
was not quite so decided on that point, he preferred having
the revising barrister. In 1870 hesaid:

%The way to remedy the system was not the way proposed by the
mover of the Bill, but the proper mode was to adopt the English system
of rewrisi_n%l barristers, who were appointed by the judges Another
plan which he propose i was to appoint some one of the persons, who
for the time being, ke found filling the county offices, but then the hon
mover said we had no jurisdiction over the 9ount§soﬂ‘loets. He asserted
there was no difficulty in the House declaring that men, who at the
time, would be found filling particular offices should discharge particular
{gxeletxgna, and should be liable to penalties if they did not discharge
The Globe also declared in favor of the revising barrister,
but, in the event of his not being appointed, thought it was
advisable that the registrar of the county, or the county
attorney, or the sheriff, should be appointed. Horn. gentle-
men opposite say this Bill interferes with provincial rights.
Was there anything said about provincial rightsin 18707
Not one word. Though it was the same Bill, the same
clauses, everything identical, except the clause providing
commissioner ; instead of revising barrister ; not one voice
was raised on behalf of provincial rights. Again they say,
this Bill is not asked for by the public. The best argument
mre&l}; tothat statement is the instance quoted by the hon,

Mr, RYRERT,

member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills). He referred to the Bill ex-
tending the franchise in Great Britain, which was introduced
lately by Mr. Gladstone. Were any petitions sent to the
British' House of Commens asking for that Bill? Did Mr,
Gladstone consult the people ? No; although this Bill was
most revolutionary in its character, extending the privileges
granted to the people, making the franchise still lower than
it was, Mr. Gladstone had it passed through the House
without consulting the people, and not one word was said
about the people not asking for it. Was Mr. Mowat’s Bill,
passed a few days ago, ever disoussed before the people or
asked for by the people ? Did the hou. member for South
Brant, in stumping the country during the last election
ever say a word about extending the franchise? Or, if he
did, did he say in what direction he wanted it to be extended ?
I followed hon. gentlemen throughout many contests, and
did not hear them say a word about it. Mr. Mowat was
not asked to pass the Bill. True, the Reform party,
driven to it by the Conservative party, had to acknowledge
it as a plank in their platform, bat although Mr. Mowat
placed it as a plank in his platform, as laid down by the
Lieutenant-Governor, he did not endorse it in Parliament,
and allowed a whole Session to pass without saying a word
about it. Can the hon. gentlemen opposite point to a single
voter who having had a vote in 1882 or 1878 will not also
have a vote in 1887 under this Bill? They cannot point to
one. Yet they say we have no right to speak for the
Eeople, we who are commissioned to speak for the people

y two mandates given us by large majorities in
1878 and in 1882, These hon. gentlemen, some time ago,
thought it necessary, when a former Bill was passed through
Parliament, to call for meetings throughout the country.
That Bill was passed without consulting the people. When
they went before the people did they discuss the measure ?
No; in 1882, when they went to the people on the Cana-
dian Pacific Railway measure, they would not discuss it;
but they went off on & side issue and talked about invading
the rights of the Province, the Rivers and Streams Bill, the
Boundary Award—these were the questions they discussed,
and not the question of the Canadian Pacific Railway. So
it will be at the next election. This Bill will pass, and
what will be the result? Hon. gentlemen opposite will go
off on some other side wind; they will draw some other
red herring across the trail, but they will not meet the
people fairly. Now they say, this Bill is being hurried
through Parliament. The hon. member for Bothwell (Mr.
Mills) said this Bill was introduced only three months
after the House met. That statement is about as correct
as any other statement he has made, and is on a par with
the reckless, random statements that hon, gentlemen oppo-
site generaily make. They want it to go forth to the
country that this House did nothing the first three months
of the Session, so that the people will say the Govern-
ment was wasling time, and three or four weeks more
wasted by the Opposition would pot make very much
difference. What is the fact? The Bill was introduced
the 19th of March.

Mr, VAIL. Ten days short of three months,

Mr. RYKERT. Thehon. gentleman is six weeks out of
his calculation again, just about as near as he can count.
I have from the Clerk of the House a statement showing
that the Bill was distributed the 27th of March, not two
months after the House met, yet the hon. member for
Bothwell deliberately says it was not brought dewn until
three months after the House opened. I believe that when
the Hansard report comes down to-morrow, the hon. mem-
ber for Bothwell will correct that statement ; but if it comes
down as he delivered it, it will be seen that he deliberately
stated that it was three months before the Bill came before
the House, although it was but little more than seven weeks
before it was aotually distributed to the House, Let us
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compare that with what Mr. Mowat did of whom hou. gen.
tlemen opposite are so fond of talking. We find that
Mr. Mowat's Parliament was in Session six weeks before
his Bill was introduced. His Parliament met on the 28th of
January, and on the 5th of March the Bill was read the first
time. It was not printed urtil the 20th, it was rea@ the seoox}d
time on the 24th, and passed on the 28th ; and this was a Bill
more revolutionary in its character than any previous Fran-
chise Bill—a Bill which enfranchised the Indians and
extonded the franchise almost in every direction.
Mr. Mowat went one better than the Firast Minister.
The hon. gentleman was determined to go one better than
the First Minister. He saw what the First Minister's Bill
was, the same as the previous Session, he sits down, draws
his Bill, almost all the clauses drawn in such a way as to
go one better than the First Minister. This Bill had been
before Parliament and had been discussed before the people
as the member for Brome (Mr. Fisher) said. But one
member, the hon. member for Brant, admitted that he had
never heard of the Bill before, A newspaper man, a man
who knows so much of what is going -on in the country,
says he knew nothing about the Bill. That shows what
reliance can be placed on this gentieman who cannot
keep a faithful record of the affairs of the country.
Hon. gentlemen say the Bill is going to be too expensive.
Although that is somewhat out of the record, I will
gimply say that the estimates made by hon, gentlemen
in ‘regard to that are something like their estimates

a foew years ago in regard to the Canadian Pacific | p:

Railway. One hon. gentleman said it would cost
$500,000. Another said it would cost $715,000. When
the question of the revising barrister is under discussion, I
shall take the liberty to give my view of whai the cost

really is, but I repeat what I said before, that the cost in’
the first year of the revising barrister and his clerk and his:
constable will not be as much as what hon, gentlemen have
cost the country by the unreasonable obstruction which!
they have exhibited in regard to this Bill, nor as much as]

it has cost to publish all the absurd returns whaich they
have asked for—some 700 or 800. These gentlomen are
never al home unless they are reckless in assertion. The hon.,
member for West Haron (Mr. Cameron) stated a fsw nights
ago that, if this Bill passed, there would be 150,000 men
disfranchised in the Province of Ontario, and in order to
show that, he went into an estimate. The member for West
Elgin (Mr. Casey) went 25,000 better. The next night he
said there would be 150,000 ‘disfranchised. Let us come to
the record, It may surprise the hon. gentlemen when I tell
them the results from the official documents, but I want to
show how reckless these gentlemen are in their random
statements, how regardless they are of the facts, how econ-
omical of the truth, in fact, they kick it around in every
direction. According to the last official return, there were in
the Province of Ontario only 472,411 persons of the age of
twenty-one years and upwards. Let us turn to the record
of the Ontario Governinent, and see how many persons are
enfranchised to-day in that Province without Mr. Mowat's
new Bill, because, mark you, that is not now the law of the
land, it does not come into operation till next January.
According to the law in force to-day in the Province of
Ontario, the franchise is $400 in cities, $300 in towns, $200
10 townships and villages, and $400 income. The total
number of persons erfranchised under that law to-day, is
417,112, o that there are only 55,309 persons in the Pro-
vince of Ontario above twenty one years of age who had not
the franchise, ncluding lunatics, criminals, insane, 1»af, dumb
ard blind.  Yet the hon. gentleman says this Bill will di-fean-
ohis 125,000 people. How is it going to do that? The hon,
member for West Elgin (Mr. Casey) will say : Oh, but some
of you vote twice. On his own estimate, according to his
first statement, there were 15,000 who voted twice.
Snbsezq;;ntly, he said there were 7,500. I will take his

statement of 15,000, and, adding that to the 55,309, we have
70,309 against 150,000 or 125,000, the number given by the

member for West Elgin and the member for West Huron
respectively, and this is assuming that not one additional
person will be enfranchised under this Act. You see

how reckless they are. There are not, from the age
of 21 years up to 99 years, more than 55,309 who
have not votes to-day in the Province of Ontario, and
of the voters 286,000 voted in 1883, at the last general
election, and the votes unpolled were 120,163, When they
deliberately told the House and the eountry that 150,000
men will be disfranchised by this Bill, they were talking
what they know is not correot, they were makiog random
and reckless statements for politieal purposes, for the pur-
pose of casting some obloquy and some disgrace upon the
First Minister, and getting the people to stir up meetings
and arouse a feeling in the country against the Bill. I
assert that not a gentleman on that side of the House can
point to a single person in the Province of Ontario, who,
to-day, has a vote who will be disfranchised by this Bill,

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Hoear, hear. Not one.

Mr. RYKERT. When we go back to render an account
of our stewardship, there will not be one who had a vote
for us before who will not have a vote on that occasion.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. And a great many more;

Mr. RYKERT. Anda great many more, as I shall show
resently. These gentlemen must have a little shame when
they look at the record they have made in this House. In
analysing this Bill I take my own constituency. I havetaken
the trouble since last Friday to have all the assessment
rolls of my constituency sent to this House, in order to see
the effect of this Bill and of Mr. Mowat't Bill onmy county.
In the first piaco, Mr. Mowat’s Bill will deprive of their
votes 269 non-rosident freehold voters, who have exercised
the franchise for twenty-five or thirty years. I myself have
voted in the ¢ruaty of Welland for nearly thirty years,
and I am cut off from that; but, while thuy adopt that
principle, viz, that nonresidents shall no. vote as far
a8 parliamentury elections are concerned, in municipal
elections g is different, I voted ten timos in one day
in ten different places.  That shows that, while they
are willing to allow that for municipal purposes, they
are not willing to allow it for parliamentary purposes. I
should like to know why I should have the privilege of
voting in the city of St. Catharines in six wards for eighteen
aldermen, and in the township of Grantham for four coun-
cillors and a reeve, and in the township of Niagara
in my own county, and in the village of Merritton, and
yet, when it comes to a parliamentary election, where my
responsibilities are greater than in municipal affairs,
[ can only vote where I live, and not where f have the
largest amount of property. There are in my own county
269 people disfranchised by reason of being non-resident.
Taking Mr. Mowat's Bill, there are in that county of
Lincoln, outside of the city of St. Catharines, only 49
persons who are assessed for an amount under $200. To-
day there are only 49 persons who will gain the franchice
by Mr. Mowat’s %ill. [ am assuming that they are only
assessed for $100, but they are snssessed under $200,
8o that while I lose 269 of non-residents, I gain 49 as voters
having $100 and upwards, Now, we will take the city of
8t. Catharines, this shows the fact that eyery person assessed
for property in the Province of Ontario—nunless, as the
leader of the Opposition says, he lives in a God-forsaken part
of the country —is assessed for $200, There is hardly anyone
living with a roof over his head at all, who is not worth $200.
Hon. gentlemen know, in canvassing the country, that evegy
elector tries to be assessed for an amount sufficient to give
him a vote. Now, take the city of 8t. Catharines, with a
franchise of $400. I find there are only twenty-nine persons
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assessed between $300 and $400,and only twenty-six persons
between $200 and $300, who will be entitled to vote. .The
only gain under the Mowat Bill in the city of St. Catharines,
with its population of 10,000, will be twenty-six. This Bill
also recognises the principle recognised years ago in the olt,i’
Parliament of Canada, of what is called * tenancy franchise.
Although some objection has been taken to some of the.detalls
of that section, the principle of tenant franchise is fully
recognised. In Mr. Mowat’s Bill a man must have property
worth a certain amount, but in the present Bill a person repre-
senting a piece of property, no matter how small or how
large, if he pays $2 a month, can have a vote. I would
like to know where there is a tenant who pays less than $2
£ month? We come now to the income franchise. In the
Province of Ontario there is a large number of persons
with salaries of $400, who, at the present time, claim
exemption and will not be assessed. They do not appear
upon the voters’ lists because they are not assessed,
and the courts have determined that no man can be placed
upon the list after the assessment roll is revised, for incqme,
unless he is assessed. So that, in the Province
of Ontario, a man must be assessed for $400 before he can
have a vote. Under this Bill a man need not be
assessed for anything, he has only to have an income
of $400, so there is the advantage under this Bill. In
the Province of Ontario he must pay taxes and be placed
upon the assessment roll, so that in these two respects this
Bill is far beiter than the other. I have been struck with
the fact, daring this discussion, that some hon. gentlemen,
particularly the hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr.
Charlton), have exhibited a great desl of anxiety for Nova
Scotia, and have pointed out that this Bill is going to dis-
franchise large numbers in that Province. Well, I find that on
the 7th May, 1885, the Halifax Chronicle, a good Grit organ,
as I understand, denounced the Franchise Bill in almost as
strong terms 8s the hon, gentlemen in this House. That
paper says this:

¢‘The difference between the proposed franchise and those now in
operation are more in name than in reality. Very few of the youngmen
who would be entitled to vote under the Dominion Actas having an
income of $300 a year, would not possess $300 personal propert
entitling them to vote in this Province. We believe the two lists whic!

we require to be made up, if the Dominion Bill becomes law, will, if
fairly made up, be nearly identical.”’

I quote that as an answer to those hon. gentlemen who say
this Bill is going to work great injustice in Nova Scotia.
Now, the principal difference between this Bill and the
Local Bill of Ontario is this: In the Local Legislature
the assessment rolls are the guide, and every one knows
that in townships particularly, men are assessed as
low as possible, and still have the right to vote, in
order to evade the taxation imposed by the county council.
Hon. gentlemen who know anything about municipal affairs
in Ontario, know that the rolls are equalised by the county
council, and therefore in rural municipalities and towns not
separated from the county, property is assessed as low as
possible in order that the owners may reduce the county
taxation. But in this Bill the revising barrister, or the
judge, takes the actual value of the property; he does not
take the assessed value at all, so that where the assessed
value is $100 in the municipality, the actual value might
be $250, and in cities where thevalue is assessed at $200, the
actual value may be $400. In this Bill the revising barrie-
ter states the actual value, irrespective of the assessed
value, the voter under this law not being liable to pay any
taxes. Now I have briefly pointed ont the inconsistencies
of hon, gentlemen in opposing this Bill. I think they have
manifested a disposition to obstruct legislation in reference
to this Bill. Anyone who will examine the Hansard will
see that these hon, gentlemen have occupied something like
400 or 500 pages in the discussion of a measure that might
have been discussed in 15 pages; and_they have done so,
Mr. RYKERT.

not for the purpose of defending provincial rights, but with
a view of obstructing this Bill so that the Government will
be forced to withdraw it. The First Minister has declared
that this Bill shall become law this present Session, and his
supporters believe he is right. The House has affirmed the
principle on the second reading by a large majority, and we
would be false to our trust, and to the position we occupy
as representatives of the people, if we were to allow the
Opposition, simply because we might be inconvenienced by
sitting here three or four months, to obstruct the Bill and
prevent the legislation being carried through. Mr. Chair-
man, I support this Bill because I believe that we
ought to have a uniform franchise that cannot be
interfered with or altered by the Local Legislatures,
As I have pointed out, the Local Legislature of Ontario
has unjustly and unfairly disfranchised thousands of people
who have heretofore enjoyed the privilege of the fran-
chise and who voted for us in 1882, who when we
go back for reelection will have no right to pass
judgment on our action. For example, non-resident voters
at the last election will have no right to pass judgment
on our actions because they are disfranchised, and judgment
will be passed upon us by a different set of men. 'lghat is
not & just course to pursue. We have no guarantee that
the franchise will not be altered by Mr. Mowat before the
next general election; that there will not be compulsory
voting, that woman suffrage will not be granted, that man-
hood suffrage will not be granted. Knowing all these facts,
and what are the views of members of this House on these
three important questions, manhood suffrage, woman suff-
rage and compulsory voting, and having strong views on
these questions, are we to place ourselves in the hands of
politicians like Oliver Mowat, who has shown his deter-
mination to fight against the interests of the Dominion? [
feel as the leader of the Opposition felt in 1871, that there
should be no entangling alliance between Ontario and the
Dominion. The hon. member for West Durham, when
leader of the Opposition in the Local House in 1871, said :
¢t Ag citizens of Ontario we are called upon to frame our own policy
with reference to our Provincial rights and interests and to conduct our
own affairs ; and we deprecate, nay more, we protest most strongly

against any interference on the part of any Government with our perfeot
freedom of action.’

Again said Mr, Blake :

‘¢ Their position wag this, that the Local Government should be per-
fectly independent of the Uentral Government and should neither be
entangled by alliance nor embarrassed by hostility.”

Those are true and sound principles. If they are adhered
to, then I say that the Local Legislature of Ontario will
occupy its trme position. I am in favor of an entirely
different franchise for the Provincial as compared with
Dominion elections. We are sent here to advocate measures
entirely different to those coming before the Local Legis-
lature. When we have narrow-minded men who hold that
local matters are paramount, when & Local Legislature
arraigns itself as the Ontario Legis]ature has done against
the interests of the Dominion, we have a right to fortify
ourselves and protect ourselves, and take care not to place
ourselves in the hands of such politicians as at the present
time control the Legislature of Ontario.

Mr. CHARLTON. Ido not rise to engage in further
discussion as to the amendment I placed in your hands
some days ago and which is still before the House. I rise
for the purpose of referring to one or two points made by
the Premier, when you, Mr. Chairman, first took the Chair
this afternoon. We have great satisfaction in the declara-
ation made by that hon. gentleman that he has resisted the
demands of his followers, that the cloture should be applied.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. I did not say that. I
said nothing about my followers, 1said that demands had
been made from various sources,
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Mr. CHARLTON. They were not made from this side
of the House ; and if they were not made by the hon. gen-
tleman’s followers, I do not know by whom they could have
been made. The reason for such a suggestion does not exist.
The application of the cloture in England was after vexatious
opposition by a mere faction, blocking the wheels of legis-
lation. No mere faction in this House opposes this measure ;
but a great party, representing the vast majority of the

ple of Canada to-day, oppose a measure which the people

o not want; and for that reason there is mno justification
for the cloture or for that gag-law, the so-called appli-
cation for the previous question, which obtains in the United
States House of Representatives. I rise to refer more parti-
cularly to the charge made by the hon. gentleman, that mem-
bers on this side of the House had been guilty of organised
obstruction. In my opinion this Bill has been discussed
properly and temperately, except on one or two occasions
when the House insisted on sitting past two o’clock. As
to the speeches on this side of the House, we have a very
fair specimen in the excellent speech delivered by the hon.
member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) this afternoon. Of course,
some may have been somewhat diffuse. Some hon. gentle-
men may not have spoken with that terseness, with that
degree of parliamentary skill which old parliamentarians
may s; but all of those hon. gentlemen have
addressed themselves to the discussion with a sincere desire
1o present their views to this House and the country. The
hon. gentleman asserted that but for this obstruction the
discussion would not have been kept up the week before
last, 2nd the painful scene enacted, by which members
were deprived of their rest. During the week before last,
the first attempt made at the Monday Session, and con-
tinued until 10 o’clock Tuesday night was against the
protest of the Opposition. The Opposition demanded
an adjournment at 2 o’clock on Tuesday morning.
That adjournment was refused by the Government
majority. We were not obstructing the proceedings
at that time. The discussion was conducted in a proper
manner till two o’clock, when we were entitled to an adjourn-
ment. When the House met on Thursday, an adjournment
was asked at 4 o'clock on Friday morning, the hon. member
for Queen’s (Mr. Davies), speaking for the Opposition, said,
we would take a vote on the Indian clause and adjourn. That
suggestion was declined, and we continued to sit through the
entire day of Friday. We continuedto discuss the guestion
until Saturday morning at 1 o’clock. At that time the hon.
member for ({ueen’s (Mr. Davies) suggested that the House
should take a vote on the Indian clause, pass all the sub-sec-
tions of the interpretation clauses, and adjourn. The hon. Min-
ister of Public ‘?orks rose, and in some heat and with some
warmth, refused to accede to that proposition, and the House
continued to sit till Saturday at midnight, against our protest.
The obstruction was against our protest. On Tharsday
evening the supporters of the Government came into this
House supplied with pillows and bedding, and gave us notice
that they intended to encamp on the field of battle,
came here with a declaration that they would wear the Op-
position out, and we knew it was their intention to sit here
until Saturday midnight, and so far as obstruction being prac-
tised by the Opposition, such was not the case. When two
o’clock arrived we refused to proceed further with the discus-
sion of tlge question, and we gave notice of our desire to ad-
m_l;p, as it was perfectly proper for us to do. The hon. First
nister informed us that the minority should yield to the
majority, When should they yield? Should they yield
upon demand, or has the minority a right to insist on a free
and full discussion by members of this House? An hon.
gentleman says, yield ¢ ere long.” We will probably yield
ere long. We will probably delay “ ere long,” as the First
Minister sometimes does.” But we have a right as a
minority to debate every measure laid before this House and
to give it full discussion; and it is a fault which has

They | 1

characterised this House that many importaut mneasures have
been permitted to pass without receiving proper discussion,
Many important measures have gone on cur Statute Books
without that consideration wnich they should have received
from this House. Now a measure of the importance of the
one which is before the House at this time, is one deserving
of full discussion. It was introduced, Sir, at & time when
full discussion was hardly possible. The second reading of
this Bill was taken just twelve days short of three months
of the time the House assembled. That Bill was introduced
at a late period of the Session as we all know, and when the
consideration of that Bill was taken up we had many
important measures to take into consideration. We had,
for instance the terms of the re-adjustment with Maunitoba;
we had the Pacific Railway resolutions to consider; we
had a number of Government measures with regard to the
Inland Revenue Department ; we had the Supply, and we
all know that the Estimates cannot possibly be put through
this House in less than two or three weeks, witE anything
like proper discussion ; we had the Bill to modify the appli-
cation of the Consolidated Insurance Act of 1877; we had
another Bill to provide for the distribution of the assets of
insolvent debtors; we had a Bill providing for the
establishment of a court of claims; we had a Bill
respecting real property in the North-West Territories ;
s Bill regarding the salaries of the Judges and other
officers to be appointed under the Court of Claims
Bill; wo had & mesasure with regard to restricting and-
regulating the immigration of the Chinese; we had a Bill
to provide for the fitting representation of Canada at the
Colonial and Indian Exhibition to be held in London; we
had an Act respecting the Revised Statutes; we had a Bill
to provide for the better preservation of the peace in the
vicinity of public works; we had an Act with regard to
liquor licenses, and we had an Act with regard to the North-
West Mounted Police. These are & few of the important
measures which were before this House when this Bill
received its second reading. This Bill was not introduced
at the proper time. There is no use arguing before the
House that the Bill now under consideration was introduced
at ag early a stage of the Session as it ought to have been
introduced ; and it is a measure, if the evident expectation
of the hon. gentleman ir introducing this measure has been
met, which would not have received full consideration. It
would have gone through the House, as the Gerrymander Act
of 1882 did—against the protest of the minority, but without
that full consideration of its details which it deserved. Now,
all measures deserve full consideration, and especially &
measure of the great importance of the measure now before
the House. I take the liberty of reading one clause from
Lieber on Civil Liberty and Self Government, with regard to
the degree of discussion which public measures should
receive. He says:

‘* An election which takes place to pass judgment on a series of acts
of & person, or to decide on the sd?})tion or rejection of a fundamental
faﬁri ﬁa.g have no value whatever, it the following conditions are nof

u ed I

‘* The question must have been fairly before the geople for & period
sufficiently long to discuss the matter fairly, and under circumstances
to allow a free discussion. Neither the police restrictions of Govern-
ment nor the riotous procedures of mobs, nor the tyranny of associa-
tions ought to prevent the formation of & well sifted and duly modified
public opinion. Ths liberty of the press, therefore, i8 & conditio sine qua .
non. If this be not the case, a mere general opinion of the moment, a
E&mo on the one hand or & maddened gratitude, for real or imaFinary

enefits, of a multitude excited for the day or a period, may bastily and
unrighteously settle the fate of generations to come, and passion, fear
or vain-glory may decide that which ought to be settled by the largest
and freest interchange of opinions and the broadest reciprocal modifica«
tion of interests. It requires time for a great subject to present itself in
all the aspects in which it ought to be viewed and examined, and for a
great public opinion to form itself,—the more time the vaster the
subject. All the laws regulating the formation of opinion in the indi-
vidual apply with greater force to the formation of public opinion.
. ‘¢ All elections must be superintended by election judges and officers
independent of the executive or any other organized or unorganized
power of Government. '’ .



1772

COMMONS DEBATES.

May 11,

Now, Sir, we have in the discussion upon and the attempt
to pass upon this Bill a violation ot that first principle
demanding a full discussion and & careful sifting and weigh-
ing of the features of the Bill. We havo in this Bill
another measure which is in antagonisra to that feature
which requires that the Government should not have any-
thing to do with the election officers, or the machinery
which is to decide the question, We are told that we must
yield to the majority. Well, Sir, does the dictum of a
majority always make a thing right ? Supposing a majority
of this House should solemnly resolve at this moment that
it was now three o’clock in the morning, would that make
it three o'clock? Supposing that a majority in this House
should resolve that Darwin’s theory of evolution was right,
would that settle the question ? Supposing a majority of
this House should determine the question of eternal punish-
ment—would that settle it? I remember reading of a con-
vention of pilgrims fathers in Massachusetts, who
decided, by resolution, First, that the Saints of God
should ~inherit the earth, and they. passed a second
resolution declaring that they were the Saints of God. I do
not suppose that that settled the question, although a ma-
jority decided that that was the case. Here a majority are
inclined to resolve that they should stay in power, and
secondly, they would resolve that as they intend to stay in
ower, they should take the power of manipulating the voters’
ists so that they should be able to do so. That is the deci-
sion which the majority are about to arrive at. The hon.
gentleman told us this afternoon that their conclusions must
prevail or else there will be a tragedy. I do not know to
what the hon, gentleman refers, or what the character of
this tragedy will be. I am at a loss to understand. I hope
he has no violent designs against the Opposition; I bope
we are not to be punished for our contumacy in this matter,
by the condign wrath of the First Minister and his follow-
ers. Now, Sir, this measure bss not been understood by
this country; it has not been understood by this House.

Mr. RYKERT. Hear, hear.

Mr. CHARLTON. This measure is not understood to-
day by a majority of this House. The hon. member for
Lincoln does not himself understand it.

Mr. RYKERT. Speak for your own side.

Mr. CHARLTON. The country is just at this moment
fairly arousing itself as to the character of this measure.
We hold that this measure is one of such importance that
it should not be passed hastily. We hold that the opinions
of the great mass of the people of Canada should be obtained
upon this measure—the people who are to be affected by
this measure, whose interests are at stake in this matter—a
measure which will affect their interest not only this year
but for all years to come, which will affect not only this
generation, but all generations who may live in future in
this Dominion,—we hold that this measure should be taken
into considération by the people of Canada, and that some
authoritative expression of their opinion should be furnished
to their representatives in this House, before a measure of
this importance should pass. We believe on this side that
although in & minority here, we represent the great
majority of people, with regard to this measure.

. Some hon. MEMBERS. Yes, yes ; no, no,

Mr. CHARLTON. We believe that we are standing
here the champions of the people, the advocates of the
people’s rights, in resisting an attempt to perpetrate on this
couniry a great wrong. We believe that the assertion of
the hon. gentleman is correct, that representative institn-
tions are on trial. The question is whether the defendants,
the party in power, who are shortly to be arraigned before
the people of this country-~whether these defendants in
that trial shall be permitted to pack the jury. The question

Mr, CHARLTON,

is whether we shall have a free unbiased expression of the

opinion, a declaration of the will of the people of this
country, or whether the Government in power shall snatch
a verdict. by means of an improper manipulation of the
voters’ licts, as it is proposed to do by this Bill. I cannot
say that the hon, gentleman’s speech this afternoon was
anything but Parliamentary and moderate in its tone and
spirit. The hon, gentleman, in that speech, indicated a
desire to make concessions. Well, Sir, unfortunately thisis a
matter where the very principle at stake is a principle on
which no concession can be made. We stand on the
principle that any attempt to take the fixing of the fran-
chises from the Provincial Governments, that have enjoyed
and exercised that power for eighteen years, and through
five general elections, and have exercised it in a manner that
has been, in the highest degree, satisfactory to the people
of the various Provinces—we hold, I say, that any attempt
to take that power from the Provinces, and to exercise it by
the Dominion, is an infringement of a principle that we
cannot permit if we can help it; and, consequently, at the
very threshold, we stand face to face with a principle that
prevents us from offering or accepting any concessions in
this matter. We rreet that issue in the resolution in your
hands, and the issue presented in that resolution is one that
does not admit of compromise or concession. For that
reason, Sir, we cannot accept the assertion that the dis-
cussion of this great and momentous measure has been
obstructive. It is our duty as an Opposition to
discuss this messure fully, and we intend to discharge
that duty. Now, I may, perhaps, refer to one or two
personal matters in the speech of the hon. member for
Lincoln (Mr, Rykert). He asserts that I took broad ground
in favor of universal suffrage. I did nothing of the kind.
I took the ground that if the Dvminion Government were
to adopt a uniform franchise, they would be compelled to
accept universal suffrage—that nothing else would be aecept-
able to the people of this country, because we could not
‘consistently adopt a franchise that was less liberal in its

character than the most liberal franchise in any of the Pro- -
vinces, Then the hon. gentleman speaks about Yankeeism,
in respect of my having made quotations from the American
Constitution. Well, I pointed out that & great nation,
which has grown to be a power with £6,000,000 inhabit-
ants, originated the federal system of government; that it
was the system we copied, thatthe Australian colonies
were just adopting it, that it was likely to become very
wide-spread in the world, and that, inasmuoch as we
had copied the institutions of that country, it was
only proper that we should examine into their
worki and should endeavor to learn the lesson
that has been taught by the hundred years’ experience of
that nation. I pointed out that the United States had
adopted that very system of suffrage that we have had in
this country for eighteen years, that it had worked well
there, and that no public man had raised his voice against
it; and I think the example I quoted ought to have weight
with the hon. gentleman opposite, who has not been above
copying from that country.” With regard to the implied
charge of Yankeeism, I have this to say: I have been a
resident of this country for thirty-five years; I came here a
boy; and I am a British subject by birth. But leaviag all
personal questions to one side, if I were an annexationist,
which I am not, and if I desired to see the institutions of
this countiry changed, I would ask no better means to seeure
that result than to have hon. gentlemen who are now in
power, stay in power for five or six years longer. The
men who are involving this country in inextricable diffi-
culties, who are driving this country into debt, who
are violating the very principles of responsible Govern-
ment—these are the men to drive the country into
annexation, if that result is to be produced, and not the
gentlemen on this side. The hon. gentleman said I
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addressed myself to the French Janadians and warned
them, and then voted for female suffrage. Sir, I did
address myself tothe French Canadians, and warned them
that if they allowed this Bill to be fg.assed, the very thing I
voted for, as well as universal suffrage and perhaps other
objectionable things would be forced on Quebec, and that if
they wished to avoid universal suffrage or female suffrage,
it behoved them to keep in their own hands the power they
possessed, and not throw down the barrier that ﬂprevented
the other Provinces from forsing upon them a su e they
do not desire. Then the hon, %mtlemank says Oantario
demands that her suffrage shall be foroed on the Dominion,
Ontario demands nothing of the kind. Ontario demands
that her suffrage shall be respected in the Prevince of
Ontario, and that every other Province shall have the
liberty that Ontario demands of fixing the soffrage to
suit the wishes of its own people. That is what we demand.
We bave no desire or expectation that the suffrage of
Ontario shall be accepted in any Province except Ontario.
Then, the hon. gentleman says no person shall disfran-
chiged in Ontario who has a vote to-day, and that the Bill
passed by the Ontario Legislature last Session will not come
into foroe until the 1st of January next. When does this
Bill come into force ?—on the 1st of January following. In
making the assertion he did, the hon, gentleman sought to
create & false impression. The Bill now undesr consideration,
when it'comes into operation, will supplant the Bi!l lately
passed and then in operation in Ontario and will disfran-
chise scores of thousands of people who will then be enfran-
chised by the Ontario Act. So much for the points made by
the hon, gentleman. I rose just to refer to a fow statements
made by the hon. First Minister, and chiefly to the charge
that the Opposition have obstructed legisiation, which I
deny.

Mr, McCRANEY. I did pot intend on this-oecasion to
say a word ; but I feel that I owe a deep responsibility to
my constituents and to myself to say something on this
question. I have listened very attentively to the remarks
of the hon. member for Lincoln, and I must confess that I
have been somewhat surprised at some of the statements he
has made, The hon. gentleman referred to the Franchise
Bill that 18 now before the House, and to the Franchise Bill
which has been passed recently in the Ontario Legislature,
and drew a comparison between the two, and I tﬁink was
very unfair in that comparison. He stated there would be
none or very few disfranchised under this Bill.
also that there were only some 50,000 persons over twenty-
one years of age in this Province who were not already
enfranchised. I do not understand, for my part, how
the hon. gentleman could come to any such conclusion, I
find th , practically, under the Ontario Act, when it comes
into force, we will have manhood suffrage. I know of no
class of persons that will not be enfranchised if they are
earning $250 per anuum. Let me read some few clauses of
the Ontario Aoct. ’

** Firstly.—Every male person entered on the revised assessment roll
upon which the voters’ list to be used at the election is based for any
city, town; incorporated village or township, for real property of the
vaiue hereinafter mentioned, and being at the time ot the final revision
and correctioh of said assessment roll, and also at the time of the elec-

tion, a resident of and domiciled within the Electoral Distriet for which
he ciaims to vote.

(2) Such person must (subject to the provisions hereinafter contained)
have been rated on such assessment roll as the owner, tenant or occu-
pant of real property of the actual value of not less than the follow-

mg —

71.\ cities and towns, two hundred dollars ;

In incorporated villages and townships, ome hundred dollars:

(3) Where any real property is owned or occupied jointly by two or
more persons, and is rated at an amount sufficient, if equally divided
between them, to give a qualification to each, then each of them shall
:;: xgged rated within this Act, otherwise none of them shali be deemed

. Secondly.—Every male pergon who is residing at the time of the elec-
tion in the local municipality in which he tenders his vote- .and has
resided therein continuously since the completion of the last revised

He stated.

’meament roll of the municipality, and derives an 'ne¢>me from som
trade, ocoupation, calling, office or profession of 1ot less than tw)
hundred and fifty dollars aunnually, and has been s3sessed for suca
income in and by the assessment roll of the mupicipal.ty vpon which tbs
voters’ list used at the election is based.

Thirdly.—Every male person entered on the last - evised assessment
roll as & wage-earner who is residing at the time of :ne election in the
local municipality in which he tenders his vote, and Liag residei therein
continuously since the completion of the last revised assesament roll of
1he municipality, and who has during the twelve months next priox to
being so ente derived or earned wages or income from some trade
occupation, calling, office, or profession of not less than two hundred
and fifty dollars. ) .

(2) Inestimating or-ascertaining the amount of wages or income so
earned or derived by .any person go entered as & wage-esener in the
assessment roll of a mnuicipality, not being a city, town or village, the
fair value of any board orlodging furnished or given to or received or
had by sueh person as or in lien of wages or as part thereof shall be
considered or included.

So that any person who is earning, any farm laborer who
is earning $150 a year with his board, will be entitled to a
vote. Practically this means manhood suffrage, I will
also, with your permission, Sir, read the speech of the hon.
gentleman who introduced this Bill in the Local House, the:
hon. Mr, Fraser. He said :—

‘T say that this Bill is going far towards conferring the franchise
uﬂon every resident in the Province whe is twenty-one years of age.
The broadest basis of all is that which is included in the word house-
helder. Hereafter if this Bill becomes law every man who is a tenant,
every man who occupies.a separate dwelling houge, even though it ouly
be & part of one house, 80 long as it has a separate entrance, no matter
who occupies it, whether as & tenavt, occupant or owner, no matter
what ita value may be, will hereafter, provi that it is his residence
in the senge in which this Act requires, have the right to vote. Now,
hon. gentlemen on both sides of this House, will see what a vastadvance
that is on the law as it stands to-day. The Act now provides that no
man can vote unless he has $400 worth of property in cities, $300 worth
in towns, and $200 worth in incorporated villages and townships. Here-
after there will be no question of rental at all. Hereafter there will be re-
quired nothing of a voter except that he rates as & hounseholder. Well,
then, next to that the broadest basis, I think, is that which gives the right
to vote to every man who has $300 by way of income or wages. Here-
‘tofore the right to vote was limited to an income of $460
and then it ocoald only be exercised by those who were so
assessed who paid the taxes to which they were lisble to being asseased.
Soin these two features we have extended the franchise 80 ag to make it
almost equal to manhood suffrage. It would be extremely hard to find
any class in this country who, under one or other of these broad pro-
wvisions of which | am speaking, will not have the qualifications neces-
sary to entitle them to vote at parliamentary elections. But we are
extending the franchise in other directions. Hereafter every man
who is assessed for $200 in cities and towns, whether as owner,
tenant or occupant, will be entitled to vote, smi in inocorporated vil-
lages and townships the assessed value will be reduced to $100. The
tarmer’s gons franchise will be no longer known by that name, but by the
name of the landholder’s franchise. e have broadened the basis, until
not only the gone, but the grand-sons and owners, shall have the right
to vote; in other words, we intend putting & premium on mothers-in-law
in this country. Butwe proioae to give a vote, also, to the sons of those
who are tenants. Hitherto the franchise has been confined to the sous
of farmers who owned the land. By this Bill we propose to give to the
son of a farmer, even though his father is not the owner
of the land, provided the father is occu{)ying & separate dwelling,
In all the municipalities, the franchise will be of the same character.
That ir to say, that the son, grandson, or the son-in-law, or any man
who ig nmwi for $400 in cities or towas, or $200 in incorporated vil-
lages, will be entitled to vote with him on that A)roperty. on. gentle-
men will see that this is a very extensive addition to the franchise
because hitherto a farmer’s son could only vote provided he appeu.re&
a8 joint owner. In other words he could not vote unless the farm was
assessed for $400, and then only one son could vote. Two sons could
vote ou a farm assessed for , three on a farm a<gesped for $800, and
a farm had to be assessed tor $1,000 to allow four to vote. This Bill
will extend to every son of every father, who either owns, or who oecu-
pies land as a tenant, because it will be difficult to find any man who is
not assessed for $200 upon his farm, and it will be equally difficult to
find any respectable family occupying & house which is not assessed for
$100 in villages, and $300 in cities and towns.”

It appears to me, in comparing this Aet with the one now
before the House, that there are a vast number of persons
who will be disfranchised by this measure. During the
greater portion of my life I have been connected with the
laboring class; and I have employed, and have to-day in
my employ, a large number of laboring men; and, after
looking into the matter carefully, I can say that not more
than one-fifth of those men will be enfranchised under this
Bill, while they will all be enfranchised under the Act

passed last Session in the Province of Ontario. We feel
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that this Act is an infringement upon the rights of our Prc-
vince. I am speaking now as an Ontario man, The leader
of the Goveramentsiated this afternoon that the question
was whether the representative instituticns of our country
were to continue or not. We claim that this is a blow at
our representative institutions ; that the voters’ lists for the
Province of Ontario have been used ever since Confedera-
tion, and there has been no fault found with them, and we
claim that there is no system upon which you can obtain a
voters’ list that is as fair as the present system. We believe
that our municipal institutions in Ontario are superior, or
at any rato are equal, to any muricipal system in
the world. The member for West Yo'k (Mr. Wallace)
stated a fow evenings ago, in reply to a
remark which I made, that, if the Tory assessors were as
unfair as the Reform assessors, I ought to go in with him
and pass this law, That is not my experience, and I have
had considerable experience in reference to the matter.
While I believe there is a certain amount of unfairness on
the part of some assessors under the present system, it is
not to the extent that hon, gentlemen suppose. The hon,
gentleman may, perhaps, be a stronger partizan than I am,
which I believe he is, butI have found the assessors, whether
Counservative or Roform, usually, at any rate, moderately
fair in their assessments; and, rather than see this Bill
become law, I would see every assessor a Conservative in
the constituency I represent, because, I believe there would
be more fairness, and less danger of dishonest actions on the
part, especially, of the revising officer. Under this Bill,
the revising officer has the full control of the voters’ lists,
and is acting under instructions from the First Minister,
What is to prevent the First Minister, or those who have
charge of the appointment of the revising officer, saying to
him: I want John Smith to come from this county, and I
want Mr. Jones to come from that county, and I want
the hon. member for East Durham to stay at home, and
the hon. member for Huron need mnot apply, and so
on all the way through the chapter? 1 think this
Bill is, without exception, the most unfair and the most
dishonorable that has ever been brought before this
House. The hon. member for Lincoln (Mr. Rykert),
spoke about the Indian clause. Either he did not under-
stand the Bill or I do not understand it. I understand
that this Bill enfranchises tribal Indians in the Provinces,
Indians who are subject to the control of the agent, who
have no deed for their property, who cannot buy and sell,
who cannot sue and be sued. If an Indian owns his
property, if he has a deed of his property, and that property
is seperate from any other property, if he can buy and sell
property, and can buy and sell anything else, and can sue
and be sued, orccan be drafted as a militiman, then an
Indign has as much right to vote as a white man, Bat
that is not the way in which I understand this Bill. I have
made out a list of various industries of the Province of
Ontario, and while am not prepared to say that the state-
ment made by hon. gentlemen who spoke the other evening
is correct or is not correct, I am quite satisfisd that a large
ﬁercentage of the men who'are referred to in this list will

e disqualified. Hon, gentlemen will bear in mind that the
difference between $250 for the wage-earners, and an income
of $400, is a large amount, and that difference will exclude
a large number of persons who, under the wage earners
clause in the provincial Act, would be enfranchised. I find
that of the following classes nearly one-third will be disen-
franchised under this Bill :

‘ Cabmen and draymen, carders and weavers, carpenters and joiners
commercial clerks, engineers and machinists, factory operatives, fa.tmera’
sons, laborers, lumbermen and raftsmen, carriage builders, sailors,
millers, painters and glaziers, plasterers, railroad employees, black-
smiths, saddlers and harness makers, sawyers and millmen, male
servants, butchers, boot and shoemakers, stone masons, male teachers,
edge-tool makers, teamaters and drivers, telegraph operators, foundry-
men, tin and coppersmiths, tailors and clothiers.”

Mr. McCraNEY.

"1 am certain that so faras my own knowledge goes of many -

of the above classes—and I have a number of men belong-
ing to some of those classes in my employ—a large propor-
tion 1:})lf them will be disfranchised under this Bill—1I believe
one-third.

Mr. RYEERT. How much do you pay them a day?

Mr. MoOCRANEY. I pay my men as much wages as
other employers of labor; I have as good men as other
men have; I have men who have remained with me longer

erhaps than they would romain with the hon. member for

sincoln (Mr. Rykert). Now, Sir, I consider that in the
whole history of Canada this is the worst Bill that has
ever been brought before Parliament ; aud I believe hon.
gentlemen will find that the people of this country will
speak out in such a manner as will, perhaps, surprise some
of them. A few days ago a meeting was held in the city of
Toronto, and resolutions were passed condemning this Bill.
I am told that quite a large number of Conservatives are
signing petitions against the Bill. I have several letters
myself stating that certain Conservatives are strongly
opposed to this Bill. For the benefit of hon. gentlemen
opposite I will read this resolution passed at the Toronto
meeting : :

‘“ Thatg this meeting denounces the proposal of the Dominion Govern-
8ent to establish a separate franchise for elections to the House of

ommeons 3

1. Because it is entirely unnecessary, in view of the fact that the
Brovincial voters’ lists have been always used with complete success for

ominion elections ever since Confederation.

¢¢2. It will cause an enormous additional expense to the country to
prepare and keep up a separate set of voters’ lists every year in every
municipality.
acl{ Province is the best judge of the qualifications for parlia-

“ 3.
mentary voters to elect its members to the House of Commons. .
‘4, That the proposed qualification for Dominion voters is entirely

different from the qualification of the voters for the Provincial Legis-
}lgtt_up, and will create confusion and annoyance in every polling sub-
1vision.

¢¢5, In British Columbia and Prince Edward Island, where they now
have manhood suffrage, a large number will be disfranchised.

¢ 6. In Ontario the qualification as it now stands embraces s great
number of persons whom it is proposed to exclude from the right to vote
at the Dominion elections. In cities and towns owners and occupants
of property worth $200 have votes, but the proposed Act will prevent
them from voting unless they have property worth $300. In counties &
man can now qualify on property worth $100—it is proposed to deprive
him of & vote unless he has $150 worth. All who have an income of
$250 can vote now ; but it is proposed to exclude all who have not an
income of $400. .)Every householder can now vote, no matter what his
house is worth, but he will be excluded by the present Act, unless he can
show the value required above.

¢ 7. The Province of Ontario does not wish to dictate what shall be
the qualification for voters in other Provinces, and she will not submit
to have the rest of the Dominion dictate what shall'be the qualification
of voters within Oatario.

¢ And this meeting earnestly protests against the disfranchis-ment of
the large and intelligent body of electors who have been graated the
franchise by the recent Act of the Ontario Legislature.”

Now, I want to show the House what the people think
about giving the franchise to Indians. I think it is a great
outrage to give the franchise to Indians who are nowin
open rebellion against the Government of this country,
whilst you refuse it to the young men, to our noble vol-
unteers, who are fighting in defence of their country.

Mr. RYKERT. Will the hon. gentleman state what
section of the Bill gives a vote to the Indians of the North-
West Territories ?

Mr. McCRANEY. If the hon. gentleman will read the
Bill he will find out:

‘*1. That the Indians have not expressed any desire to become
enfranchised. -

‘62, That they are minors in the eyes of the law.

¢ 3. That they are wards of the Crown.

4. That they are declared by law to be incapable of managiog
their own affairs. :

‘6. That they are entirely under the control of the Government

ents, throngh whom they receive their annuities from the Crown.

¢ 6. That they do not share in the responsibilities of municipal or
federal government.

% 7. That they are not liable for assessment or municipal taxation.
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g That they are not qualified to serve as jurors, or liable for

service in the militia. i .

t¢9, That they have noth interest, beyond the receipt of their annu-
ities, in’ ment of the country.
m‘e‘s’l(‘)?ﬁed‘toh:‘;r:heyn can, by sevetr?hg their tribal relations, and con-
forming to the provisions of the Indian Act of 1880, assume the
duties of cit.izensgip by saccepti ithe responsibilities attached to the
t

rights and Ktﬂﬁeﬁs enjoyed by the whites, and thus secure the bene-

h :
ﬁt.“o 'i‘l:e;fore, this meeting heartily endorges the means that have been

i in the House of Commons to expose the
:;kﬂe;exi:h; oIt"llt)ﬁ;;l::I:::zr: which, if it became law, could not, in
its result, but be fraught with most serious consequences to the proe
gress, peace and permanency of this Dominion.”
Those are the opinions that are expressed throughout the
country, and hon, gentlemen opposite will find they are
more largely entertained than they are aware of. The hon.
member for Lincoln (Mr. Rykert) spoke in regard to assess-
ments, remarking that assessments were frequently lower
than the actual value. I know of my own knowledge that
in towns and villages the assessment is frequently above the
actual cash value; and so the hon. gentleman’s argument is
of very little value.

Mr. SPROULE. How is it in townships ?

Mr. McCRANEY. I am not so well acquainted with the
assessments in townships, but I believe they are about the
actual cash value of the property. Ilook mupon this Act as
one of the most hat.efnf ever submitted to Parliament. I
desire to express my strongest dissent from its provisions,
and I feel that this is a measure striking below the belt, that
it is & measure intended to centralise the whole Conservative
power of the country in one man, and in doing so, to secure
control of the elections.

Mr, DAWSON. There has been a good deal said to-night
about Indian enfranchisement, and all sorts of topics, and as
the discussion has taken such a wide range, I suppose I
shall be at liberty to refer back to what has occurred. This
question of Indian enfranchisement is not understood, or at
least it has been alluded to by hon. gentlemen who should
understand it, and especially by the hon. member for Both-
well (Mr. Mills), as if they did not understand it. Enfran-
chisement, as set out in the Indian Aect, simply relates to
Indians onreserves, and does not apply to Indians outside of
reserves; and it provides that an Indian shall be considered
enfranchised when he becomes possessed of a lot of land in
his own right within the reserve, and has gone through cer-
tain forms. But this enfranchisement’has nothing to do with
voting, If the motion of the hon, member for Bothwell had
pnaseﬁ it would have disfranchised the Indians who are
now enfranchised. The Indians of the older Provinces, who
are living outside of reserves like other people and who
now vote, would, if that motion had ocarried, have been
obliged to again go on reserves and acquire land before
they could exercise the franchise. I point this out to show
that some hon. gentlemen who have spoken do not exactly
understand what is meant by enfranchisement under the
Indian Act,

Mr,. DAVIES. How many are outside of Indian reserves ?

Mr. DAWSON. Not a great many; a few in all our vil-
lages and towns throughout the Dominion. I could give the
numbor in my constituency of those who live outside the
reserved. Another point to which I desire to call attention
is this, that the Act, as regards Indians, containg noth?
mew. The same thing occurs in the Confederation Act,
which in section 41 provides :

‘* That until the Parliament

tion for & member of of Oanada otherwise provides at any elec-

) T £ the Houss of Commons for the district of Algoma,
1;:) :‘:1:;0’;:& e?p&%ﬂuliﬁed I:yf tl:le law of the Province of Oanada to

i subject of the age of twenty-one years, or up-
wards, being a lmmeholder,J shall have sgvote. " T yoars, or ip

An hon. MEMBER. This Bill cannot affect that.

Mr. DAWSON. A househnlder is to have a vote. The
Confederation Act gives the Indian a vote if he is & house-

i

holder, and all this Bill gives him is the right to vote
if qualified like other people. I repeat it is plainly
said in the Confederation Act that every person of twenty-
one years and upwards, and being a householder, in the
district of Algoma, shall have a vote at elections there.
There are no exceptions made, and that is in & district cov-
ering one-half of the territory of Ontario. Some hon,
members have said, and more particularly the member
for Bothwell, that we have been exceedingly liberal about
extending the franchise to Indians. That hon. gentle-
man said it would enfranchise 50,000, 10,000 of whom
would vote, ‘but he is alone in that opinion, The hon.
member for Halton (Mr. McCraney) has spoken very
strongly on this subject, saying that it was monstrous
to give Indians votes. At the same time he quoted from
the Ontario Act to show how it extended the franchise and
how very liberal its provisions were as compared with those
of the Bill now beforo the House. ~What is the effect of
that Aet ? It goes quite as far in giving the franchise to
Indians as this Dominion Bill does. Such is the effect of the
Ontario Aoct, which is esteemed by the Opposition as such'a

erfect measure. In order that the House may understand

ow the Legislature of Ontario deals with this matter in its
election law, I will read from the revised statutes the clause
relating to Indians all over the Province of Ontario. The
old law of Ontario says this :

‘All Indians or persons with part Indian blood who have been duly

enfranchised, and all Iadians or perdons with part Indinn blood who do
not reside among Indians, though they participate in the annuities,
interest moneys and r:nte of a tribe, band or body of Indians, subject
to the same qualifications in other respects, and to the rame provisions
as other persons in the electoral districts.”
That law was interpreted and supposed to mean that all
Indians outside of reservations and living as other people do,
were at liberty to vote like other people, and also that all
enfranchised Indians within the reservations were at liberty
to vote. In 1882 a new election law was passed in Ontario,
and it provided that all Indians might vote who did not
receive interest moneys or annuities from the Government.
Tnis provision was made, notwithstanding that the annuity
was something which no Government had the slightest
influence over, and was money which was received from his
lands, and therefore, although it has been spoken of in this
House as a gratu'ty or a gitt to these people, it is not a gift
in any sense, but a payment to which they are justly
entitled, a payment confirmed to them by treaty, and a pay-
ment over which no Government oan exercise the slightest
influence. Now, what are the provisions in the last Bill
passed by the Ontario Legislature. It says :

‘¢ Where there ig a voters’ list, all Indians, or persons with part Indian
blood, who have heen duly enfranchised, and all Indians or persons
with part Indian blood who do not reside among Indians, though they
participate in the annuities, interest, moneys and rents cf a tribe, band
or body of Indians, subject to the same qualifications in other respects,
and to the same provisions and restrictions as other perscns in the elec-
toral districts.

¢ But the Indians or persons with part Indian blood who are entitled
to vote where there i no voters’ list, shall be only the following,
namely :—All Indians, or persons with part Indian blood, who have
been dnly enfranchised, and all unenfranchised Indians or persons with
part Indian blood who do not participate in the annuities, interests,
moneys or rents of a tribe, band or body of Indians, and do not reside
among Indians, subject to the same qualifieations in other respects and
to the same provisions and restrictions as other persons in the same
electoral districts.”’

That, in fact, enfranchises all Indians who are qualified as
other people are, or, in other words, all Indians who live like
white people. Now, all Indians pay taxes to the Dominion
Government. I saw a calculation not long ago by a gentle-
man who takes an interest in Indian matters, showing that
the indirect taxes which the Indians pay are greater on the
average than those paid by white men. Before now we
bave seen Indians in Parliament, and they have not shown
themselves to be inferior to other men. I believe that at
one time a large portion of the Legislature of Manitoba was
composed of Indians, and they did not show any inferiority
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to their white neighbors. In my opinion, the Ontario Act
does not differ very materially from the Bill now before us, and
on the whole, I think that the Bill is quite as liberal as the
former Ontario Act, thongh the Act lately passed by Ontario
extends the franchise a little farther. It looks much as if
the Ontario Government had this Bill before them and that
they wished to go a step farther than the Dominion Govern-
ment were willing to go. I am strongly of opinion that the
Dominion Parliament should regulate the franchise for the
election of its own members. 1 heard some hon, members
on the Opposition side almost agree that the Dominion Par-
liament should fix the franchise, if they made it suitable to
the different Provinces. Probably thereis a great deal of
truth in that, and instead of having a uniform franchise we
might make a franchise adapted to the different Provinces;
but, at any rate, I think it is highly injudicious that the
Provinces should regulate the franchise for the election of
members to this House. I heard an hon. member the other
night state his views very eloquently and clearly, and he
peemed to think that the last Ontario Act was a very proper.
one, where it provides that residence should be a condition
to a person voting who has property in different electoral
districts. I think there are circumstances where that might
act very harshly. Take the case of my own district. There
are there a great many absentee proprietors, if you may call
them so; that part of the country is divided into two sepa-
rate distriots, acd I think it would be very hard that people,
who, perhaps during the winter season live in some other
part of the country, should not be allowed to record
their votes where they have their property; and yet
the Ontario Act would not allow them to do so. I think
there &re some other cases in which this provincial
legislation for Dominion purposes would not be very
desirable. Take ome instance. Clause 19 of this Act provides
for a case in which a gentleman was unseated and dis-
qualified by the courts of the country, and yet by & clause
cf thig very elestion Act, which we are called upon to adopt
83 a law for th. Dominion—by thut very Act the decision
cf the court is vverruled. The cuurt declared the gentleman
1 be urseat=d, and the Legislature of Ontario steps in and
ceclares tha h: was legally elected, and shall take his seat
in Parliament, It goes 82 far ag to say:

% This Aet may be pleaded 8 & bar and discharge to any petition or
action pending or which may bs filed or brought against the said
gentleman for any matter, cause or thing mentioned in this Act, and
shall also be a discharge of any judgment, decree or order for any such

enalty as is mentioned in the next preceding section, with any costs
in sach judgment.”

Here, the law of Ontario, which weare called upon to adopt,
and which these bon. gentlemen admire so much, upsets a
jundgment of a court under the law of the land, and declares
a gentleman qualified to sit in the Legislature whom the
courts have declared not to be qualified. Are we to adopt
8 law of that kind as the law of the Dominion? If we adopt
it in one of its parts we must adopt it in all, and I do net
think that is desirable. Now, the hon, member for Both-
well has expressed himself in the most unmeasured terms
about the Indians being incapable of exercising the fran.
chise, and in speaking he took a very wide sweep, and
referred to the Mexioan and South American Republics. 1t
is curions that it did not occur to him, when he was so
speaking, that the Indians of that region showed capacity
for great development, and that, at the time of the invasion
of the Spaniards, they were very far advanced in civilisa
tion; they showed that they were capable of being civilised
and capable of seli-government; in fact, they were equal to
the people who coriquered them, exoept in the use of firearms.
If the Indians are not equal to the white man,whose fault is it?
I think the white man has a great deal to answer for in cor-
nection with the degradation in which the Indiaus ure kept.
The hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) says this question
should be placed before the electors before any deeision is
Mr. Dawson.

had upon it by this House. We heard the same cry in the

‘winterof 1881.82, when some resolutions were being passed

with regard to the Canadian Pacific Railway; we were
dared to go to the country and see whether the people
would sanction those resolutions. The Government went
to the country, and what was the result? We all know
they were sustained ; and I have no doubt, if they went to
the country on this Bill, and it was thoroughly understood
t%y the people, they would be in like manner sustaired.

he hon. member for Bothwell speaks very fluently about
an arbitrary Minister and a servile msjority. He might
apply the same remark to minorities. I think it is not
becoming in & member of this House to apply these terms to
those on the opposite side of the House. Members on one side,
I presume, have their ideas, and are quite as independent : 8
on the one side as on the other side; and for an hon, memb.r
o express himself in that manner, in the heat of discussion
—I suppose that must account for it—is, to say the least,
highly improper. The hon. gentleman went on to compare
the {)resent position with that of the Greeks before the
battle of Marathon. He went over the whole wide world,
and back into remote history. I think there is another
battle of much older date than the battle of Marathon,
and it ‘is told of in & very philosophic strain, from which
even the hon. member for Bothwell might have gained
8 great deal of knowledge ; that is the battle of the frogs
and mice. But supposing the Act, instead of inclading
Indians, had said ¢ excluding Indiansand Chinamen,” what
would then have been the course of the Opposition? They
would have said to the supporters of the Government : Oh,
you are excluding the Indians, who are well qualified to
vote ; here youare bringing forward an Act which shows
that you have no rympathy for the Indians; and those
troubles in the North-West have been caused by your
want of sympathy for them, and future trouble may arise
from the Indians seeing that the Government of this
country has declared that they are aliens an1 has placed,
them by this Aet, in such a position that they cannot exer-
cise the franchise or possess the same rights as white men,
That is what we should have heard from the Opposition, if
the Indians had been excluded from the operation of the
Aot; we should have heard loud lamentations about the
cruelty of excluding them. I only rose to say a few words
on this subject, and I shall no longer detain the House.

Mr, BAIN (Wentworth ) I certainlydo not intend to apo'o-
gise to the House for king on this question to-night, al-
though perhaps under different circumstances I might have
done so. When I listened to my hon. friend opposite, who
hails from Linocoln, I had censiderable doubt of the nature of
the resolution before the Chair. I remember, on a previous
‘occasion in this debate, we were reminded that it was son-
fined to clause 3, and some of our friends on this side were
somewhat summarily called to order when they wandered a
little away from that subject. I should like to ask where
that hon. gentleman travelled this evening. Why, he gave
us the history of legislation in Ontario ever since Confeder-
ation, We were treated to the usual stock of extracts,
which my hon. friend is so notable for collecting, displaying,
a8 he remarked, the inconsistency of hon. gentlemen on this
side, notably the hon. member for Brant (Mr, Paterson)
and the hon. member for Perth (Mr. Tr.w.) These gentle-
men are perfectly able to take care of themselves and
their constituencies, but I wondered, when he began
to discuss the revising barristers section, where it came
under clause 3, and concluded he had some how or other
widened out very considerably the argument. I should
have, at the same time, been very sorry if some one had
called the hon. gentleman to order, becamse it was very
pleasant to hear an hon. gentleman on that side rise and
express his opinion in any form on this Bill. The hon. the
First Minister said this afternoon that representative insti-
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tutions were on trial here ; I think they are, but I wonder
if the systematio attempt, not to use a disrespeotful word to
hon. gentlemen opposite, by which they persistently refuse to
discuss the features of the Bill,show their ideaof representative
institations, I wonder if that was the mode in which repre-
gentative institutions were eatablished in this House. It
seemed to me that if the hon. gentleman’s argument was
worth anything it lay in the direction that the minority
were entirely to give up their views and sentiments in refer-
ence to any measure, the majority believed was in the poli-
tical interests of their party, and tamely having that mea-
sure thrust upon them, whether they liked it or not, If I
understand representative institutions at all, the power
we_have here is delegated by the people; we are sent
here by the people for the purpose of voicing their
sentiments, not for the purpose of sitting down quietly,
accepting any measure that may be presented to the House
by the majority, without discussing it on its merits, How
many gentlemen opposite have attempted to discuss this
question on its merits ? During the famous three days dis-
cussion, when they broke out from their silence and on
Satarday night discussed the issues before the House, I ven-
ture to say that there is not one of those gentlemen who
spoke that evening who would not gladly recall the words
he then uttered. I believe representative institutions are on
their trial on this occasion, because I believe the first ele-
ment involved in them is that we should have a full and free
opportunity of discussing the questions before the House. So
far as my opinions are concerned, I do not regard this
measure with any favor. The circumstances under which the
hon. First Minister introduced that question to us this after-
noon were not calculated to strengthen our respect for the
mode in which hon, gentlemen opposite have handled the
question. The hon, gentleman now suggests it is time to
discues the measure in & calm, dispassionate manner, and
was willing to accept any suggestions that would make the
measure perfect, and shadowed forth, as I understood him,
some serious changes he proposes to introduce. How
different that ground is to the grouad he took up at the
commencement of the debate. When the measure was
first brought down we were told distinctly that it would be
a measure to estsblish a uniform suffrage throughout the
Dominion, that we were to have equitable representation
through all parts of the Dominion, and that no longer the
system of Provinces selecting their representiatives under
their own systems should obtain. Another distinguished
teature of this measure, the woman franchise clause was aban-
doned by the First Minister, without & word of protest. He
made no attempt to defend it, bat left it to the tender mer-
cies of his own followers. How did he deal with the
next important section, the one more directly affect
ing Ontario? T refer to the Indian question. Was the
same freedom granted to his followers in that matter ? No,
Sir. It was something remarkable, in connection with that
whole discussion, to witness the persistent attempt being
made by certain members in discussing that question to
cover up the issues involved in the discussion of the parti-
cular word “Indian.” There is another point in connec-
tion with this, to which I would like to call the attention of
the committee. At first the leader of the House told us
that all Indians were to be enfranchised if they came under
the qualification clause. After a while, when this matter
was turned over, and I suppose troubles began to spread in
the North West, the Government saw it was not desirable
that the Indians who are in open rebellion should be
entitled to vote, and the Indians in the North-West, Mani-
toba and British Columbia were excluded from the op ration
of this Bill. It was somewhat strange that out of the
Lndians that remained to be enfranchised, as this Bill calls
it, over one-half are fresident in Ontario, and & large
‘portion are scattered in little bands on reserves in various
secti;z; ;f the other Provinces, In eonnection with this

feature there orops up the inference that one prime object
of this Bill is to reach, in certain connections, certain mem-
bers of the Opposition in Ontario who otherwise could not be
readily defeated. We have been told by the hon. member for
Lincoln and the hon, member for Algoma that this was an
enfranchisement of the Indians, and that if the amendment
of the hon. member for Bothwell had carried it would dis-
franchise all the Indians. All I have to say is, that in turn-
ing to the amendment of the hon. member for Bothwell
(Mr. Mills) I find it reads :

“ That after the word (Indian) the following words be added : who has
been enfranchised under the Indian Act and Las had conferred upon him

the game social capacities as other persons who are qualified to vote in
this country '’

I give my hon. friend from Algoma (Mr. Dawson) credit
for having the welfire of the Indian at heart, but it was
not the intention of this Aot to bestow upon the Indian the
qualifications of citizenship in the ordinary sense of the
word. He is simply to vote under the occupancy olause, by
which it is not necessary that he shonld have any control over
the portion of the reserve on which he is located, excepting
that he must live in & bark hut, or a tepee, or any kind of
residence which enables him to occupy a piece of ground,
which the revising barrister may be satisfied is worth $150.
It is not enfranchising the Indians, It is simply creating
a number of voting machines. We do not enfranchise a
Chinaman or a negro, or any other man, white or black,
mixed or colored, unless he has qualified himself for the
duties of citizenship, by taking all the responsibilities
attached to it. Other men can be sued for their debts, but
you cannot reach the Indian under the ordinary contracts.
He is as much aminor as a child, and is absolutely under
the control of the Government of the day. When we
remember that more than half the Indians in the older
Provinces of the Dominion are located in the Province of
Ontario, on reserves which are within the bounds of
existing constituencies, it is easy to see the reasons
for introducing this inmiquitous measure. It is & gross
wrong to tho electorate of those ridings. The Indians
have nothing in common with the rest of the people,
politically, socially or industrially. In any of those
counties there is more than enough of an Indian vofe to
swamp the free choice of the people of the 1iling, and thus
a great injustice ig being done to the people. Hon, gentle-
men say the{r are anxious to elevate the Indian. So are
we; but will they tell us how giving him an opportunity
once in five years to deposit & ballot which, in half the
cases, he will not be abje to deposit for himself, without the
instructions to voters who cannot read or write, will have
that effect ? He is still under the control of the Govern-
ment of the day as much as ever. Yet they pretend to say
this is enfranchising the Indian, I say it gives him no
rights of citizenship whatever. He takes no responsibilities
with it, It does not enable him to go out into social life
and take any of the various positions that are open to every
citizen. He is still an Indian on his tribal reserve, and
except for the opportunity of having his ballot marked for
him once in five years, he is no nearer elevation than he
was before. 8ir, I despair of the Indian ever being elevated
if these are the elevating influences that are to surround him,
The hon. member for Northumberland (Mr. Mitchell) the

other night, had the independence to express his opinion with
reference to the quality of the Indian vote in his riding.

He said one thing, which I think expresses more than any-

thing else the feeling he had in reference to the power

involved in that and one or two other claunses of this Bill.

He said he wanted the leader of the Government to remain
the leader of this House for many years to come, but he
must say that if the Liberal party came to control the
affairs of this country, and had the-power conferred upon

them by this Bill, he would dislike to have that applied to
his own county if he werea candidate, Sir, could there be a
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more emphatic condemnation of this Bill? Yet they call
this elevating the Indian to a position of citizenship, and
giving him equal rights and privileges with the rest of the
electorate of this Dominion.

Mr. HESSON. Give us something fresh. We have had
that already four times from you.

Mr. BAIN. Hon. gentlemen opposite will need to hear
it four times more before they can understand it.
If my hon, friend will get up and say this is
placing the Indian in & position of citizenship,
the same as he and I occupy, them I will abandon
any attempt to make him understand this question.
But he knows right well, and the leader of the Govern-
ment knows right well, that the Indian’s hands will be tied,
and they do not expect that he will exercise the Franchise
freely and independently. Sir, if intelligence should regu-
Iate the adjustment of the franchise I would ask the leader
of the Government how it was that he so readily abandoned
the principle of giving the franchise to women who repre-
sent property, and who show that they have the intelligence
to take care of it, while he is yet so tenacious of giving the
Indian & vote, when he dare not trust him with control of
his own property ? Is not that a proof that on this occasion
intelligence does not count, and that something else
made the right hon. gentleman so tenacious of the
Tndian vote and so easy to abandon woman suffrage.
There is another feature in this Bill which shows that,
after all, it does not secure & uniformity of franchise in this
Dominion, I refer to Prince Edward Island, and while
the hon. gentleman declined to give it the concession that
its members asked for, he hoped yet to broaden out the
Bill 80 as to qualify nearly all the people there who now
exercise the suffrage. Now, Sir, I think that if the mem-
bers of some of the other Provinces would speak out hon-
estly they would rise up and object to having what, in
former years, has been the parliamentary qualification of the
Province of Ontario obiruded upon their Province, jusi as our
friends from Prince Edward Island have objected to the
franchise of the other Provinces being imposed upon their
Province. One of the hon. members for King’s, P.
E. L, has shown his independence by placing ar amend-
ment in your hands that proposes to retain manhood
suffrage. The provision he proposes to insert would cer-
tainly te unique if it was placed in the Bill providing for a
uniform franchise in this Dominion. It is nothing less than
this, that in that clause which recites the qualification in
cities and towns for the various electoral districts in this
Dominion, after the words “ every person shall,” and then
the definition follows, he proposes to insert “except in the
Provimce of Prince Edward Island.”. Now, if this Bill
had met their approbation would these gentlemen have
asked that that particular clause should be inserted in it?
I confess that I felt & little amused at the report that Han-
sard has given of the hon, genileman’s remarks on moving
this amendment, He is reported as saying that it was
absurd to think that the various Legislatures should have
power to fix the franchise of the various electoral divisions
that elect representatives to this House ; and he went on to
say that in their island they had had manhood suffrage for
twenty-five or thirty years, both with respect to the Local
Legislature and with respect to this House, and that it had
worked well. Yet, while in one breath he said it was
absurd that the Provinces should fix thequalification for the
election of members to this House, in the very next breath
he says: We have a qualification different from what is
proposed to be established for members of this House, and
which, if he carries his amendment, will be retaired, and
he tells us it has worked admirably in his Province. I say
there is no gentleman in this House, if he spoke the honest
sentiments of his heart, who would not get up and re-echo
the siatement that the pravincial franchises in the various

Mr. Bain, '

Provinces had worked satisfactorily, both as respects the
election of members for the Provincial Legislatures and as
respects the election of members for the House of Commons.
I venture to prophesy that if the Govornment refuse, and
the leader of the Government has indicated that he will
refuse, to concede to Prince Edward Island the right to have
its own franchise, we shall not find the mover of the amend-
ment to the amendment continuing his opposition to the
Government Bill. He will quietly accept the situation and
support the Government, although they have perpetrated
this gross ouirage upon the Province. It must be remem-
bered that values vary in the different Provinces, and that
$300 will not represent the same voting power in the
Maritime Provinces as in British Columbia or the North-
West, so there will not be uniformity. The hon. member
for Lincoln (Mr. Rykert) had a peculiar dread of the Ontario
Legislature and seems to imagine that nothing should be
allowed in their charge. He undertook to tell the House
that the Opposition wished the Ontario franchise to be
imposed on the rest of the Dominion. But if the leader
of the Government copied his Franchise Bill from any
Province he copied the cast-off franchise of the Province
of Ontario, which he now proposes to usé as & mould
in which all'the rest of the Dominion is to be run.
We, on this side of the House, do not propose to
impose the Ontario franchise on the other Provinces
at all. But we say that in all the Provinces they
should pursue the same course which they have pursued
satisfactorily for the life-time of this Confederation—
leave the various Provinces to work out their own local
destinies and regulate their own franchises as they see fit,
The leader of the House is not only attempting to impose
the franchise of one Province on the rest, but he is attempt-
ing to resist the steps in advance which have been taken
by the Province of Ontario in the matter of the franchise.
His own friends in Ontario, represented by Mr. Meredith
and his followers, are ultra-Librals in this matter. They do
not, like this Government, propose to exclude all the wage
earners of the people below $400 income from the right to
have a vote, I remember when hon. gentlemen were
oxtremely soliticious about the wage-earners and the work-
ingmen of the Dominion, But, when it comes to the question
of who shall control the destinies of the country, we find
them going back to the old proposition that no man with an
income o? less than $400 a year should be entitled
to a vote, a provision which has been left far behind by the
Legislature of Ontario. I wish to tell hon. gentlemen
opposite that if they are true to the traditions and associa-
tions of their own political party in Ontario they will ste

out further in this matter of the franchise, as Mr. Meredihg
and his followers have declared themselves in favor of man-
hood suffrage, as applied to provincial legislation. I say,
if there is one case more than another where manhood
suffrage should be apjvlied it is not in the case of the
Provinces, where they deal with local rights and the rights
of proFerty, and when they have direct taxation, but in the
case of this Dominion, where our tazes are indirect, and
where every man who wears clothes, consumes groceries,
or, for that matter, smokes cigars or drinks liquor, contri-
butes to the taxation. We found that the hon. member for
Lincoln, with that modesty which characterises him, said
that he did not wish to blow his own trumpet, but that so
far back as 1868 he had advocated this income franchise,
and that two or three years afterwards he introduced a
Bill which the Ontario Gavernment of the day adopted, and
it became law. I would point out to him that this
Dominion has made immense strides within the past
fifteen years, and that the hon. gentleman, perhaps,owing to
his associations since that time, has not maintained his pro-
gressive instincts, because we find him now supportiag a
proposition that unless a man earns $400 a year income he
shall not be entitled to vote, Itseems to trouble that hon,
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ntleman very much that the Liocal Legislature of Ontario
g:ve devoted themselves to the management of their pro-
vincial affairs and the maintenance of their provincial
rights. 1 would ask him if it was not their boanden duty
to take charge of provincial affairs and to resist the encroach-
ments of the Federal Government, or of any other Govern-
ment which attempted to encroach upon their rights,
I think the history of the last few years shows that
their resistance has been just and equitable, and that
there has ‘been an unfair attempt on the part of the
Federal Government to encroach on the rights of the
Province of Ontario; and I say the leader of the Provincial
Government would have been false to the interests of
his Province if he had not taken every justifiable means
to prevent the Dominion from overriding provincial
rights. I fear that the result which was_demonstrated
80 often, that the Province was right and that the leader
of this House was wrong, is one reason why that hon.
gentleman has displayed such a dislike to the Province of
Ontario and its Government, and is determined that on no
opportunity shall that Province have anything to say or do
in vindication of its rights, where it is possible to avoid it.
1 say distinetly and advisedly that the action of the right
hon. gentleman and his associates has done more to place
the Province of Ontario in antagonism to the rest of the
Dominion, that his unjust and illegal demand have done
more to cultivate a feeling of dislike towards Confedera-
tion, and towards the Government now administering
the affairs of the Dominion in the Province of Ontario,
than anything else. I say this is only natural, and
I should despise the man who was & citizen of that
Province who would not stand wup for the rights of
his own Province against the federal authority, because
I say that just in proportion as they preserve those provin-
cial rights shall we strengthen this Dominion ; and it is the
best guarantee of the perpetuity of this Dominion that while
we are Provinces of the Confederation each Province shall
have absolute and distinct control of its own affairs,
With regard to the propositions before this House, so far
as my own Province is concerned, I say that no unbiased
man can come to any other conclusion than that
the Ontario franchise is the more liberal ome. Any
unbiassed individual looking at the two can only come
to this conclusion, that for taking in the largest number of
citizens and spreading abroad, as far as possi%]e, the right to
vote, the Ontario Act is far ahead of the Bill now proposed.
All we ask is that we be allowed to administer our local
affairs according to our own peculiarities, While I do not
dispute, and no hon. gentleman on this side has disputed,
the right of the Government to fix a uniform franchise for
this Dominion, I say their action will plunge the various
Provinces into many inconveniences, aside from the question
of expense. The hon, member for Lincoln says we have
caused more expense by this debate than the Bill will cost
in one year ; but the result will show differently, I never
knew the class from whom the revising barristers will be
taken to work for small fees if they can get better, and I do
not understand that the right hon. leader of the House is
going to ask his friends, to whom those positions will be
given, to work for a paltry pittance. Those gentlemen are
goin to'have extraordinary powers conferred upon them,
which will make it atterly impossibly for anybody who is
not in their favor to have his name placed on the voters’
list. They are to have autooratic power; they are
to say who shall and who shall not be on the lists,
and there is no provision for an appeal; they are the final
court of resort. Yet that is the mode in which hor. gentle-
men opposite Fro to work out free institutions, The
hon. member for Lincoln knows very well how that pro-
vision will operate in many counties I could name; and, I
fear, if the truth were knOwn about this Bill, that that is
one of its recommendations to the supporters of the

Government. That arbitrary provision in this Bill makes
it such an intolerable mesasure that I feel that I
would be false to tho best interest—not of the Opposition
of the day, because that is a small matter, in view of the
changes in political parties—but to the interests of the
people of this whole Dominion, did I not protest against any
such scheme as this being carried out. It is deliberately
designed to take from the people a right that belongs to
them, in which the Government step beyond the ordinary
ground that the majority of a deliberative body are entitled
to occupy. The provisions of this Bill are of a nature that
make it a gross infringement on the liberties and rights of
the people of this country ; and are we to be told that we
are to sit quietly here and submit, without raising & voice
against it ? [ do not so understand my legislative duties,
and I am satisfied that my people at home will not soregard
them, The principles involved in this Bill, while they may
bring a temporary success to the Government of the day,
are grossly unjust to the people, and have in them the
elements that will one day work destruction and ruin to our
representative institutions.

Mr. FAIRBANK. In the remarks of the hon. First
Minister, this afternoon—remarks that we have not often
been favored with in this discussion—doubt was expressed
as to whether we were in earnest, Had I the ability or tho
power, I should not leave that question in any doubt, so far
as I am concerned. 1 think, Sir, our earnestness has been
to a considerable extent tested already. Daring the week
before last it was put to the test of work day and night;
there was no let-up; applications for adjournments were
refused ; on one occasion, some ten days ago, we saw those
who evidently believed they had nothing to do, provide
themselves with pillows, saying to us very distinctly: Go
on, we will test your bottom. That test has been made, to
some extent, and I trust that gentlemen opposite are satis-
fied with it. 'We have been charged, during this discussion,
with designedly intending to destroy the health of the First
Minister, That has been emphatically repudiated; for my
part, I most emphatically deny it. I believe there are a
number of undertakings on -hand which it is very
desirable the Prime Minister should ecarry out.
This charge is reiterated in the Mail, wunder
the head “ Be Ready, Steady:” “ The attempt to ruin
Sir John A, Macdonald’s health in Parliament has been
accompanied with the same systematic attempt to ruin his
Eublic reputation in the Grit press.” Those charges may

ave some weight with those who were not in this Chamber
at any vime during this debate, but they will have little
weight with those on the floor or in the gallery, who wit-
nessed the proceedings. They must have noticed that at
an early hour the Prime Minister wound up the legislative
clock, put hisseal on his supporters lips, and went to, I hope,
comfortable rest. Certainly, he did not experience the
fatigues others did. We have been reminded of our
responsibility. But it is quite possible we have a pretty dis-
tinct idea of our own responsibility. The guestion involved
is not a question of money alone, although considerable
money is involved in it, Speaking for myself, it would be &
very important question indeed that wounld plsce me on my
foet after one o’clock in the morning to address any committee
on business questions. But we consider it to be of much
more value, touching principles which our people value
higher than even questions of considerable amounts of
money, and I believe the question before us is one which
‘“can only escape condemnation by avoiding observation,” I
believe it is our intention to do our duty in this respect, neither
more nor less, let the charges come in any shapejthey may.
Whether of obstruction, whether it unnecessarily pro-
longs the debate or otherwise, we intend to discharge our
duty. We were glad that one member on the other side, the
hon, member for Lincoln (Mr, Rykert), obtained permission
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from the First Minister io address the House. He spoke
at some length of what {hey were going to allow. We have
had illustrations of that in days gone by, We have seen
attempts to cripple this debate; on one occasion we saw nearly
the entire front rank hunting up authorities by which we
could be kept more clearly to the finest point under consider-
ation. The hon, member for Lincoln szid that Ontario was
assuming too much importance in this matter. Any one
can see that this is at the bottom of the whole measure, for
I believe if we could eliminate from this question the
antipathy to the Mowat Administration wou would
take a very large element out of the Act. If Mr.
Mowat would only resign or leave the country and
surrender to hon. gentlemen opposite the Government he
manages, one greal cause of disturbance and irritation and

- discontent would be removed from the Ministerial benches.

The hon. member for Lincoln (Mr. Rykert) gave as a rea-
son for this measure that the Provinces might pass new
franchises. Further on, he said that Ontario had passed an
Act which disfranchised non-resident property holders., Of
course, that was incorrect; Ontario did not disfranchise
them, but limited them in effect to one vote where they
reside. 1 shall not follow that hon, gentleman, who
went back as far as 1866, but will refer simply to his con-
tention that the people thoroughly understood the Bill; on
the contrary, I believe that not one person in a thousand in
this Dominion knew anything about the franchise Bill at
the beginning of this discussion. He said the statements
we were making with regard to the expense were as
exaggerated as those we had made with reference to the
cost of the Canadian Pacific Railway. Well, that may
come back to the hon. gentleman before long. If the
expenses under this Bill are indicated as clearly as were
the estimates of the cost of the Canadian Pacific Rail-
way, I fancy our predictions will not fall far short of the
mark, In discussing the Ontario Act the hon. gentleman
ignored a large number to whom it gives the franchise
under the provision of householders and wage.earners. 1
propose to address my remarke to the question of the
provincial franchise as against the franchise proposed by
this Bill. Cortainly, the constitution gave the Dominion
Parliament the authority to choose what franchise it would
have. But whether it gave them the right under exist-
ing circumstances is another question, In 1874, undor
Mr. Mackenzie’'s Administration, after the people had
received notice and their support had been asked, the mea-
sure was carried under which we are now acting. In first
submitting this to the people, Mr. Mackenzie acted like
himself and like the party he led ; in declining, first, to sub-
mit it to the people, the present action is like the party
opposite. It is not urged that the measure which wasthen
drawn by Mr. Dorion, a gentleman who possesses the res-
poct of everyone, has not given satisfaction, It is true that
the member for Cardwell (Mr, White) stated that the 13
members of the Government would be disfranchised
under the Ontario law. -1t was news for us, that the 13
miristers were all from Ontario, and it is not the case in a
single instance that one of those members will be disfran-
chised. The system which we have pursued in the past is
not a new one on this continent, but has been adopted by the
United States under circumstances as identical with ours®as
it is possible for a republican form of Governiaent to be with
that under which we live. I believe we might well consider
their experience in this regard, and 1 shall not be debarred
from the consideration by the sneers which have been made
in reference to the speech of the hon. member for North
Norfolk (Mr. Charlton), by the hon. member for Montreal
%en?nla k(Mr Curran), who said of the hon. member for North
orfolk :

¢¢The hon. gentlegman can never stand up 1n this House, he can never

speak on any subject, he can never deal with any branch of the public

affairs of this country, without dragging in the United States, without
Mr, FAIRBANK,

dragging in the practice of the United States, without dragging in all
the great and gloricus beauties of the constitution, without holding up
to us a8 models the great men of the United States, as if we had not men
in our empire, and especially in our own country, whose example ig
worthy of being . followed, as & bright shining light to guide us in the
way we shonld go.”’

Sir, there are great men in the empire. Great names
who never sneer at the great men of that country; that
work is left for small men, The great men of Hngland are
proud of their kinsmen in the United States, and rejoice
in the assistance they have given to the advance-
ment of oivilisation; they rejoice in the additions they
have made to the sum of human freedom. The question
of the franchise is not & new one with them. When
our grandfathers we-e young their ablest men had given
their best thought to it, and had decided it, and the result
has proved that they decided it wisely. 1 mention no
unknown name when I refer to Col. Alex. Hamilton, one
of the brightest intellects this hemisphere has produced,
one whom the United States desires to claim asall her own,
although he wasa West [ndian by birth. His remarks read
as if they were written during these debates. In relation to
the action of the founders of their institutions, Hamilton
said :

“ To have reduced the different qualifications in the different States
to one uniform rule would probably have been as dissatisfactory to
some of the States as’it woultf have been to the convention. * * *
It must be satisfactor{ to every State, because it is conformable to the

stanlge,z,rd already established, or which may be established by the State
itself.

Of those measures Bancroft has said :

“They disturb no more than was needed for the success of their

work.,"
In those two lines there is a lesson of wisdom that we would
do well to follow. Those genilemen who are in earnest in
desiring to perpetuate Confederation would do well to take
those words to heart, and in the action of this Parliament
disturb as little as possible the autonomy of the Provinces.
“ A State,” said Ellsworth, “is the best judge of the cir-
cumstances and temper of its own people.” Is not that
equally true of us ? Can we have a better maxim to go by ?
Are not the Provinces the best judges of their own circum-
stances, their own wants and peculiarities ? After careful
deliberation that convention ecame to their decision and
embodied it in the second article of the constitution :

“The House of Representatives shall be composed of members
elected by the people of the several States, and the qualification in each
Btate shall be the qualification recognized for electors of the most num-
erous branch of the State Legislature.’ )
Why the most numerous branch ? Because, in dealing with
national matters they were dealing with matters which
applied to the greatest number of people; in dealing with
local mattiers they were dealing with property mainly; and
their revenue, like ours, being derived from Customs and
Excige, it was very proper that it should have the most
extended franchise. They carefully avoided the error
which we seem to be about to commit, of curtailing the
franchise in many of the Provinces—in some regards, in
every one of them—because there is not asingle Province in
the Dominion, as the Bill stands now, in which & consid-
erable number of voters will not be disfranchised.

Mr. BAKER (Victoria). Yes; there is British Columbia.

Mr. CAMERON (Inverness). Nova Scotia.

Mr. FAIRBANK. There is not a single Province in
which this Bill does not disfranchise many.
Mr. BAKER. I take objection to the wo:

more particularly.

Mr. FATRBANK. I do not attempt to say to what extent
this Bill will disfranchise people in the Pacific Province,
but I believe it disfranchises in that Province to almost as

great as an extent as it does in any Province, and there is
certainly one class of persons in that Province which 1

% gonsiderable,”
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know must be disfranchised to a large extent, and that is
the miners. In the constitation of the United States there
was & disfranchisement of no one. Any person who had a
vote in any State retained it in the nation, Said M,
‘Wilson :

¢¢ It would be very hard and disagreesble for the same mrsena, at the
same time, to vote for representatives. in the State Lef‘ atare and to
be excluded from & vote for those in the National Legislatures.”

1Is not that equally ap(flicable to us? Trace it through, from
beginniug to end, and you cannot find & point in it that is
not applicable to as. If the slurs of the hon. member for
Montreal Centre and the talk about Yankeeism by the hon.
member for Lincoln constitute statemanship, then I do net
know what it means. The proposition is that many people
should have a vote in provincial matters but have nothing
to do with national affairs, beyond paying taxes. It resem-
bles the treatment some children receive when told: You
can git at the table when we have no company, but when we
have you must stand behind the door and wait. That was
not the way the Americans have bound their people to the
nation, and the history ot the last twenty-five years has
shown the wisdom of their action, as there is no nation whose
citizens are more attached to their country than are the
Americang, not even the English or the German. Would it
not be wise on our part to follow their example ? Is it not
desirable to give our citizens votes, and in no case to deprive
them of the power of voting, which they have previously
possessed ? The American system has withstood severe
test: It bas stood the test of the country containing
millions bondmen. It has stood the test of receiving an
immense of body of people who were untrained in the art of
civil government. But the foundation was laid broad
enough and abiding enough to serve their own people, and
all that came to them from across the sea. It served
for the homes of hundreds of thousands of Canadiabs.
It served as the home of millions of the race from which the
member from Montreal Centre came, and yet the member
for Montreal Centre sneers at reference to that nation, I

do not think that when the American fathers decided those.

constitutional matters they were influenced by any questions
a8 to the result of the next elestion. They were statesmen
aad patriots in the true sense. Some time ago the Mail
newspaper remarked editorially that it did not want to hurt
anybody’s feelings, but ¢ really the Opposition did not
connt.” I do not want to hurt anybody’s feelings, but the
sneers of the member for Montreal Centre and the “Yan-
keeism "’ of the member for Lincoln do not count. We have
reason to he thankful for the remarks made by the hon.
member for Montreal Centre (Mr. Curran), and when he
came down from his high pinnacle and condescended to dis-
cuss the questiun with this plebeian Opposition we were
pleased. Discussing manhood suffrage he said :

. ‘“Neither Ontario no~ Q3-ebec have for one moment thought of adopt-
ing, but which Ontariv, at the last session of its Liegislature, voted down
by & considerable majority.’’
*

If no one had thought of it who were the minority. With
respect to the Ontario Act, it is practically manhood suf-
frage with the assessment roll for registration. It is true
that the Government stepped just one step short of it. How
long tLey will leave that step untaken I do not know, but
I suspect not very long. ’_l?he hon. member for Montreal
Centre goes on to favor us with the character of those not
included in this Bill. He sayss

#Bir, 1 can eay to those people, and to the people of Canada genersll y&'

that if we have not in this Bill what i8 commonly known as manhoo
suffrage, we have, at all events, that which gives a vote to everyone who
desgerves to be called a man in this country.”

Those who are left out are not worthy of being called men.
He goes on to say:

¢t 1g it possible that you can go lower than the person who earns $300
n the country and $400 in the city, per annum?  Why, Mr. Chairman,

runder the provisions of this Bill every man who contributes in any ws,y&

by his wealth, or by his labor, to the good of the country, will be entitle
to be registered under this system.”’

Of course, there was a little mistake there, but probably he
did not read the Bill, But why should he read it, when
he was simply told that it had to pass, when the decree was
registered in caucus, and it was not necessary, even for a
legal gentleman, to read the Bill, and therefore he fell into
the error of making the qualification $360 instead of $400.
He says, further :

¢ iving here the vote to every deserving man in the count:
to ex%rmf‘w‘ﬁ‘g h:s sucoeeded in eh?wing, by l?ia industry, his I.orii
vity and his energy, that he is worthy of being recognised as a man
the eyes of the law of the land.”
Who are these men who are not deserving men, who are
not worthy of being recognised as men in the eyes of the
law. They are all those freeholders in the cities and towns
in the Province of Ontario who own property valued
between $200 and $300, and those in villages and townships
who own real property between $100 and%elbo. Iam pre-
pared to discontinue my remarks if there is any intention
of adjourning.

Mr. BOWHLL. Better not cut it in two, because we
could not follow you to-morrow.

Mr. FATRBANK, I am prepared to go on, if hon. gentle-
men 88y 80,

An hon, MEMBER. How long will it be ?

Mr. FATRBANK. If the sun gets up before I get down,
it will not be my fault,

Mr. BOWELL. So much the worse for the sun, I suppose.

An hon. MEMBER, The sun has further to go than you
have.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. I think we had better
rise and report progress, and I move accordingly.

Committee rose and reported:

Sir JOHN A. MAGDONALD moved the adjournment of
the House,

THE DISTURBANCE IN THE NORTH-WEST.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. Before the House
adjourns I wish to ask the First Minister if there is any
farther information from General Middleton.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. We have no further
informaticn. I suppose the hon. gentleman has seen that
the wires are down, but it is believed that they will be put
up during the night, and that we will hear to-morrow.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. Itis stated—1 do not
know whether on authority or not—that some further
regimenis have been put under orders to be ready to go to
the frox?mt. Can the Minister tell us whether that is the case
or not

Sir JOHN A, MACDONALD. I cannot speak exuctly,
but I believe the Minister of Militia has warned one or
two regiments to be rcady.

Motion agreed to, and House adjourned at two e’clock
a.m., Tuesday.
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TuEespay, 1%th May, 1885,
The SPEAKER took the Chair at half-past One o’clock.

PravEgs.
THE FRANCHISE BILL.

House again resolved itself into committee on Bill (No.
103) respecting the Electoral Franchise.—(Sir John A.

Macdonald).
(In the Committee.)

Mr. FAIRBANK. When the House adjourned at two
o'clock this morning it necessarily cut my line of argurent.
I am therefore forced to proceed to splice the line. I do not
propose a long splice, but I shall have to ask hon, gentle-
men to sit quietly on deck while I make the splice. As you
may remember, I had the hon, member for Montreal Centre
in tow, and I shall have to make the splice sufficiently
strong to continue towing him, not so much on account of
the size of the vessel as on account of the shallow water I
found him in. I was proceeding to review his description
of the persons who would be disfranchised by this Bill, and
it is not necessary to repeat the description he then gave.
He alluded to them as people who were not entitled
to be called men, or recognised in the eyes of
the law. I was proceeding to point out who those
parties were, and had called attention to the fact
that in the Province of Ontario they included all those
asgessed for real property in cities and towns between $200
and $300; that if they were assessed for $200 they would
have a vote under the Mowat Bill, and if of value of less than
$300 they would nut have a vote under the Bill before us, and
hence they came within the class who were not entitled to
consideration, unde)i the law. In villages and townships
those rated bétween'$100 and $150 come within that class,
and householders who, although owning their property, do not
appear on the assessment roll to the extent of $300, or is of
that value in towns and cities. If, however, they are tenants
of that property, no matter what its valne is, if they pay a
rental of $20 a year, they would be entitled to vote, and there-
fore this class also belonged to those who, according to the
hon. member for Montreal Centre, are not entitled to consid-
eration under the law. Again, in the matter of income; all
that class of persons whose income is between $250 and
$400 come within this class. Then we come to an immense
class—the entire class of wage-earners, whose wages amount
to over $250 a year—all such, under the Mowat Act,
are entitled to the franchise. 1 believe there is a very
prevalent mistake on this point — that wage-earners
are to be included under the income provisions of this
Bill. Now, Sir, I do not profess to be an expert in
these things; I have not studied law, but I understand from
those who have that the income franchise does not include
the wage-earner. I believe that to be the correct view of
it—certainly it was so considered by Mr. Mowat and his
Government, and I believe this House is prepared to regard
him as pretty good authority on law, including constitu-
tional law, at the present time, They evidently considered
that income did not include the wage-earners, and hence
they have given the franchise to all wage-sarners of
$250 ; they have inserted a special clause, providing for
wage-earners, and under that term au immense number are
enfranchised who are excluded by this Bill, and who, accord-
ing to the member for Montreal Centre, are not * entitled to
consideration under the law.” There are tens of thousands
of the people in Ontario who will be disfranchised by
this Biil; and I call the attention of the hon, member for
Lincoln to the fact, so that he may think it sdvisable
thoroughly to revise his figures of last night, In
Quebec the disfranchisement is less than in Qatario, Those,

Mr, FAIRBANK,

in cities or towns, forming a part of a county, and who are
assessed between $200 and $300, are excluded, and, accord-
ing to the hon. gentleman, are not entitled to consideration
under the law. Now, Sir, I was anxious to test the effect
of the Ontario law and this law in the Province of Ontario,
and I made an experiment, taking a certain class of men,
twenty-five men who are employed in concerns in which
I am interested. I could decide from my own knowledge of
their position. I found that under the Ontario Act every one
of these were enfranchised—every man of them had a vote;
some of them had it on two groands, but all had a vote
under the clause which provides for the wage-earner.
About half of them would also have had a vote under the
householders clause, which embraces, as I remarked last
night, 95 per cent. of the married men in the Province of
Ontario. Under the Bill before you there are three of
these twenty-five of whom I am not quite certain, as I do
not know exactly their position—whether they are occu-
pying their own property or are tenants. But eighteen
I know would be disfranchised, and four would have a
vote out of the twenty-five under this Bill. I submit this
to the member for Lincoln as a reason for revising his
figures; and I may say that there is not one of those
twenty-five men who, by industry, sobriety, obedience to
the law and readiness to defend the law, is not the peer of
any member in this House. Now, I shall, perhaps, be asked :
Are not some of these men so circumstanced that they could
be given the franchise? That is not the point; the ques-
tion is, does the law give it to them. Some of them are so
circumstanced that their employer could give them the
franchise, as some of them are householders without paying
rent, some have their dwellings on leased land which does not
pay a rental equal to $20 a year., That is the condition of
some of these men, and so they are cut off. I do not profess
to be as familiar as the members from British Columbia are
with the condition of their people; but I shall be much
surprised to learn if, they having manhood suffrage, this’
Bill does not cut off an immense number, particularly
of those who are engaged with drill and blast in
opening the vaults where nature has concealed her
treasures—I refer to the miners. From New Brunswick
I have seen an official statement from one county which
shows that 500 are disfranchised there of those who hold
the franchise as their fathers and grandfathers did. In Nova
Scotia the disfranchisement is less, but shipowners there
are disfranchised. We have to remember that in these two
Provinces personal property is recognised. This Bill does
not provide for personal property. Hence, those who may
have been in the habit of jexercising their rights as voters
since they came of age, and their fathers before them, are lo
be disfranchised. There are thousands and tens of thousands
in Ontario and in every other Province who will be
disfranchised by this Bill, and who, consequently, under the
law as laid down by the member for Montreal Centre (Mr.
Curran), are mnot entitled to be recognised as men. In
Ontario and other Provinces there are hu#dreds, I do not
know but thousands, of the young men who are now in the
field under arms who will be disfranchised, and tens of
thousands more who are ready to take the field if neceisary,
The member for Montreal Contre, I presume, is au excollent
authority on law, but I do not think much of his arithmetic.
For instance, he states that every man earning $1 a
day will be enfranchised. I did not know that they had
a peculiar kind of yedr in his section, but it is
a long year in Ontario that has 400 working days
in it. Even supposing the Bill did include the wage-
earners, the sum is a fixture at $400. The Bill might be
amended to include them; we are dealing with it as it now
stands and as it came from the hands of its framers.
Perhaps no rate of wages is so common all over the country
as the sum of $1.25 a day. Ifa man receiving that wage
works every day in the year he is just cut off; his wages
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would amount to $391; and the man who works .for'81.00
a day would, of course, be cut off. Yet, Sir, this is_the
kind of information that is given to the public. In the Mail
of a day or two ago, under the heading, “ Will They
Define It?” the writer, s ing of a member in this
House, asks: ,

' Was he justified in hinting that the people of Ontario would become
traitors if Sir John enfranchised more of the workmen of Ontario?”
When the Bill proposes to disfranchise tens of thousands,
this leading paper has the cheek to ask a question of that
kind. When the gentlemen occupying seats in this House
return to their constituents and stand before hundreds and
thousands of those who enjoyed the franchise up to this
time, but whom this Bill cuts off, or who would enjoy it but
for this Bill, if they never blushed before, I think that fact
will bring the blush of shame to their cheeks. 1 have not
referred to-Prince Edward Island, where every man who pays
his road tax is entitled to vote. The member for Montreal
Centre provided for that in his own mind, He said:

“Iam slused to find that the hon. gentleman who has just made the

sub-amendment is likely to earry it in this House, and that in the Island
of Prince Edward the franchise that hag existed there for o many years
is likely to be maintained.”
Fortunate Island! What a pity it is we do not gll live on an
island! We should all be exempt from this Bill; I could
then gladly vote for it. What deep heartrending regrets
must have stolen over that member when he heard the
statement of the Prime Minister yesterday that he could not
consent to that exception. But1suppose he will still support
the measure. The member for Montreal Centre closed his
remarks with an apology to the Province of Quebec, and
stated to them, by way of consolation, that their Local Gov-
ernment would not be interfered with, I hope, Sir, they
will make the most of this consolation. I shall now cut
the tow line and let the member for Montreal Centre go. Mr.
Chairman, how changed is the measure now before us, even
though we are only on section 3, from what it was when it
came to us, As that beautiful craft came sailing in, we saw
a fair spinster and a charming widow standing on the deck;
the “heathen Chinee” was in the cabin, and the banded
Indian was concealed in the hold. Sir, we have quickly
disposed of the;ladies; we have kicked them on shore; the
‘“heathen Chbince” we have strangled; the banded Indian
we have dragged from his concealment, and those of them
that were of no immediate use, we have put on shore,
but we will retain those in the old Provinces, We will
particularly retain those that may be useful in scalping the
member for Bothwell and the member for Brant. We have
been surprised, from time to time, at the silence on the
Ministerial benches upon these points, I have read in an
old volume I was taught to respect, but which is sometimes
neglected, the sentence : “ Brayeth the wild ass when he
hath grase, or loweth the ox when he hath fodder.” In
view of this silence, one is forced to enquire : Is this Bill
so friendless that it has no one to defend it ? Is it despised
in the House of its friends ? In well regulated courts,
whep a criminal is found to have no one to plead his case,
the judge appoints some one to defend him. It would seem
to be neceseary to do so in this case. In the absence of
defence from the Ministerial benches, we are forced to seek
it elsewhere ; and the next best authority we have is their
organs. There are some ple who do not read the Mail.
Itisa mistake. There is {;etg of fan in it ; it aids digestion ;
I bave tried it. I will give you an example, taken from a
recent number, in defence of this measure. It says, referring
to those who oppose the measure :

*‘They encouraged tbe dynamitish propagandism in every form.
They had friendly words for the Nihilimm? h%; adopted the g)ctrines
of Henry George regarding the confiscation of land. They enconraged
disaffected Nova Scotians to rebel. They encouraged British Columbia
to secede. They incited the Mauitoba settlers to rebel. * * ¢
It is the intention of the Grit party to break up the Confederation if
the; cannot rule it.” i

Then the writer proceeds to give advice’’to}jthe Minister.
He expresses some doubts as to whether the Minister will
receive it or not; I have more serious doubts than he, He
adviges a dissolation and proceeds to say : a8

““We should force through all the necessary measures, sacrificing every-
thing not essential to public business, and drag these Grit traitors and
treason-mongers to the foot of the polls, which the people of Canada
would epeedily convert into a gallows. That would teach them a lesson
in lo,}mlt a8 understood by the people of Canads, and especially by the
people of Ontario.”

The writer of that article is only joking. He does not
mean to erect a gallows ; he is not going into the hanging
business, Ho is not ignorant of the story of Haaman and
Mordecai ; he is not going to stand the chance of the parties
getting mixed at the gallows. He is not going to take the
chance of the people enquiring who it is that defend the
public treasury and who do not, who invade the people’s
liberties and who defend them. He asks in the same
number : “ What will they say at the front?”

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I think you are going very far from
the question before the House. You are not citing matters
relevant to the question.

Mr. FAIRBANK. I understand you, Mr. Chairman, to
rule that these articles are not relevant. You aud I, Sir,
exactly agree. 1 should bave said this article in the Mail
was not relevant to the question at all, but hon. gentlemen
opposite would not haveaccepted my decision. I hope they
will accept that of the Deputy Speaker. I shall, in
obedience to your ruling, have nothing more to do with the
Mail as an authority on this question, and proceed at once
to show that from the beginning of this discussion to the
present, there has been mno attempt whatever to
show dissatisfaction with the existing law. There
has been no call for a change. The present system
has stood the test of eighteen years successfully. From
this side of the House the charge has been made and
repeated that the object of this measure was to gain
political advantage. That charge has not yet been
denied. Ifit be denied, I should like to hear stated the
ground of ‘the denial, I believe this change is contrary to
the wishes of the people. If you would eliminate from the
question all consideration of party advantage, I do not
belibve one man out of a hundred in the whole Dominion
will approve of it. Let us apply to it the test, whether it
comes under that class of subjects with which the Dominion
can deal better than the Provinces, because in the Confe-
deration that rule should hold. Those things the Pro-
vinces can do best should be reserved to them to attend to.
We have in the Dominion serions disadvantages to deal with,
vastly greater than those the American States had to con-
tend against, They were a compact succession of Provinces
along the Atlantic coast, closely connected, not even a moun-
tain range separating them, while our territory stretches
from ocean to ocean with long gaps of “unbroken desolation
intervening.” Under any circumstances Canada is a diffi-
cult country to govern, and these geographical difficnlties
which cannot be overcome, add immensly to the difficulty.
Each Province has its local history, its local preju-
dices, its local business and interests, It is exceed-
ingly diffieult to weld them into uniformity., It
tends to block the advance of views in relation to the
franchise, and will anyone contend that the disposition to
exlend the franchise is not growing ? Any one who has
examined the Ontario franchise must come to the conclu-
sion that it is manhood suffrage, with the assessment roll as
a registration. In fact, the opposition to it was based on
the ground that it did not go fur enough, and that opposi-
tion fcame from those who entertain the political views
to hon. gentlemen opposite, If this Bill passes in its pre-
sent form, and is enforced as it is possible to enforce it, it
will cause a loss of a class of citizens te Qanada that we do
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not wish to lose, and that cannot be replaced by immigra-
tion machinery. The principles underlying this measure
are of far greater importance than any mere party con-
siderations. It strikes deeper than we can afford to go.
Once it was a proud privilege tosay: I am a Roman citigen ;
and it should be a proud privilege to say: I am a’Canadian
cifizen; bat if this Bill is put in foroe, that will be deprived
of -half its value. Party feeling is sufficiently intense in
Canada, but no measure has been passed in the last thirty
years which will tend to produce so intense a party feeling as
this, I believe it will even create persoral hatred, that it
will invade church relations, business relations, and social
relations, and will inflict irreparable injury upon Canada.
It is claimed that, the measure having gone eo far, it is
difficult to withdraw it. We were told yesterday, in the
mild speech of the First Minister, that represeniative
government was on trial. We glery in our representative
government, but whom does it represent? It represents the
people of Canada. We claim that the people of Canada do
not want this mezsure, and we are willing to rest our poli-
tical existence on this faet, we throw down our challenge
to submit it to the people. If they sanction it, our mouths
are forever closed. The feeling prevails that the measure
cannot be dropped withont a sacrifice of dignity, ‘bat it
wonld give the Government a claim to patriotism if they
would withraw it. I should be glad to see this measure
dipped in carbolic acid, sprinkled with chloride of limg,

and burnt upon the altar of the Dominion in atonement for
the sins of the people, and I recommend that course to be
pursaed.

Mr. PLATT. When the First Minister rose at the open-

ing of the House yesterday, I cherished the hope that he
was about to reveal to the House that he had realised the
situation and was prepared to remove this Bill from the
Orders, -or place it in such a position that it would relieve

the strain on those who have claim- d therightand performed-

the duty of diseussing it fairly; but the careful precision

with which the hon, gentlemun’s statement was given to the |
House, soon showed that he had some object in view other |

than that which I have indicated. Before he had proceeded
very far, his remarks led me to the conclusion that he
wished to relieve himself and, to & certain extent, his fol-
lowers, from a threatened ccnsare. He had not talked very
long before he referred to the word “ cloture,” and he took
oceasion to relieve himself from the censure of having sug-
gested it by stating to the House that he had resisted the

suggestions that had been made in that direction. I am:
very glad, for the credit of the country, that the Premier:
has relieved himself of the possibility of being accused |
of having intended to apply so odious and disgusting &:

measure to the people of this country, but he took occasion
later in the day to relieve his followers also from the cen-

sure of having suggested it. He told the House that such a;
course had been suggested, and that he had resisted it, but:
later he said that he wounld not say that it was his followers |
He did not tell us who had; he did:
not tell us that the people of this country had suggested the |
application of the cléture, or that it had come from anyone |
outside of this Honse. We know that, in the corridors, we'
have heard the word cloture floating in the air, and I am’

who had suggested it.

very glad that the Prime Minister has stated that there is
no intention on his part to adopt such a means here. I am
also glad that he has relieved his followers from the imputa.
tion of suggesting such an odious measure in this
free country as the ¢ cl!oture " or the  previous question.”
The people of the country would not submit to it. The
opposition which this measure is receiving is not the
opposition of a faction.. It is the opposition of a small

pumber of men, to be sure, but they represent as near as |
The fact that |
ly opposite views upon this question |

may be one-half the people of this country.
they hold diametri
Mr, FAIRBANK.

to the views of hon, gentlemen opposite, is the reason why
this discussion has been -prolonged to eo unusual a length.
This opposition arises from a firm conviction that our duty
to the people is to continue this discussion, even at the
hazard of being accused of obstruction, until the Govern-
ment realise the fact that a majority of the people of
this country look upon this measure as unnecessary and
offensive. The last speaker has given us one reason
why there is no necessity for applying any of the gag-laws
that have been attempted in other countries. In this country
the policy of arbitration to settle disputes, is decidedly
popular. We know that if this discussion were carried out
to such a length as to produce a dead lock in this House, so
that it would be impossible for either the Government or
the Opposition to yield, we could submit the matter to
arbitration, and the people of this country would be the
natural arbitrators to whom we could appeal. If we cannot
succeed in any other way let us adopt this suggestion and
appeal to the people to decide for us. Now, the discussion,
instead of being narrowed by the remarks ofthe right hon.,
gentleman, has been very considerably widened, and has
taken & wider scope since the right hon. gentleman
addressed the House. He, in fact, reopened the question,
It almost seemed to me, from his remarks, that he wished
the discussion to go on, and to take a still wider scope.
Now, there is another remark of the right hon., gentleman
to which I wish to enter my earnest protest, and that is
that the discussion on this side of the House is the result of
an organised obstruction, I presume I know as much of

{that matter as the hon. gentlomen on the epposite

side of the House; and I challenge them to look
at the history of this debate and say if, on a
single occasion during the first twelve hours of
any sitting, there was the least attempt on our? part
to drag it to an unseemly length, or to bring in irrelevant
matter, After the fatigne we endured in keeping up a
legitimate debate, and after fatigue had rendered us unable
to continue it, the only constitutional means we had at our
command was to prolong the discussiva until we could get
an adjournment of the House, in order to refresh ourselves
and renew a legitimate discussion; and I repeat that that
cannot be called, in any sense, the result of an organised
olstruction. Wehave succeededin ourdesigns thus far, and
we have, from time to time, succeeded in getting an adjourn-
ment of the House, which, bear in mind, was denied us at the
first. Weheard the order given fromn hon. gentlemen opposite
that there should be no adjournment of the House until such
and such vote were had, that we were to sit from dayto day
until this measure became law. These threats were hurled
across the House after the last csucus of the Government
party. But we were not the men that our constituents
took mus to be when they sent us to Parliament if we
were to yield to those threats, and allow half-a-dozen of the
principal clauses of this measure to be passed at any single
session of the House. Now, Sir, the hon: gentleman from
Westmoreland (Mr. Wood), in his short and pithy address
of a few nights ago, with a great deal of preci-ion, went
over the arguments that have been adduced in favor of the
Bill. He seemed to think that the arguments which he
recapitulated on that occasion were sufficient to convince
every member of this House of the unnecessary length to
which the debate was extended. At the commencement of
his speech, however, he used these words :

¢ I desire, before the debate reaches its termination, that my protest
shall he recorded against the manner in which this discussion has been

conducted, against the length of time that it has occupied, and against
the heavy expense imposed on the people.”’

Now;, I, in common with that hon. gentleman, desire to
enter my protest against the manner in which discussion
bas been conducted. Public discussion is of very little use
where one side do all the talking, as has been the case with
this debate, We have met with no opposition, and the arga-
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ments we have adduced have remained unanswered. Seven
or eight hon. gentlemen on this side of the House have
spoken consecutively, and no attempt has been made to
reply to them. That 'weakens the debate, and, to a great
extent, prevents us from receiving that benefit from dis-
cussion which usually is derived from it. I agree with
the hon. gentleman also in condemning the expense to
which tbe country is subjected by this measure. He spems
to desire io curtail the expense by curtailing the
Jength of this discussion, while we of the Opposition wish
to curtail the expense by preventing a measure being forced
on the country, the result of which will cost an enormous
sum of money to the people. It has been pointed out that
if this Bill is carried the cost of it in one year will be
greater, indeed, than the cost of this entire Session of
Parliament. It must be borne in mind that if this Bill
becomes law, that expense will be continued from year to
year, and if, at a single Session of Parliament, we can pre-
vent its becoming law, we shall have saved the country a
great sum of money. The hon. gentleman said still
further:

1 think, Sir, that this discussion has been useless, unnecessary and
unstatesmanlike.”

Now, I cannot agree that the discussion has been useless.
Has it been useless because the hon, gentlemen who support
this Bill have no other duty to perform than to record the
wishes and the decrees of the Government? Is it because
Ephraim is joined to his idols, and that we may as well let
him alone? If that be the opinion of the hon, gentleman
when he used that expression, so far as he himself is con-
cerned, he is correct in saying this discussion was useless.
He said, further, that this discussion was unnecessary.
The explanations made have shown that it was not
unnecessary. On the contrary, it was necessary in order to
obtain a true understanding of this Bill. It is said this dis-
cussion is nnstatesmanlike, It is so only in so far as it has
been limited to one side of the House. To the objection
that this measure is being brought before the country
at a time when the people were not asking or expecting it,
and at an nnreasonnbﬁa period of the Session, the hon,

entleman replies that the measure has been three times
introduced, that there has been ample time afforded to dis-
cuss its principles, and that a large number of members came
to this Session with their opinions largely formed upon
the question. Those hon. members who so came were
members who came to register the opinions of the Govern-
ment. Hven the First Minister had not his opinions
thoroughly ripened at the opening of the Session. The
hon. gentleman had not the same opinion as to the view
which would be held by the House on the woman suffrage
question three or four months ago as he has to-day, other-
wise he would not have inserted it in his Bill. - The hon.
genileman says:

“I support the measure because Parliament has a right to say who

shall elect its members.”’
That has been said by every hon. gentleman opposite who
bas spoken and has not been denied by any one on this side.
It is & stock argnment without force. The hon. member
for West Darham (Mr. Blake) did not deny the right of
Parliament to construct its own electorate; but he urged
that it was inexpedient and we were not obliged to do all
woe have power to do, We have power to disfranchise
nine-tenths of the people, but it is not expedient to do so.
The hon. gentleman says farther:

‘' L support it, secondly, because I believe the measure which was
adopted in 1867 was adopted as a temporary measure, that it was never
designed by those who framed the constitution that the provincial
franchiges, or the franchises which might exist, from time to time, in
the various Provinces of this Dominion, should form the franchise by
which members of this Parliament should be elected ; that the reasons

whieh led to its adoption then have long ceased to exist and that there-
fore the syatem itself should be abandonged.g’ d Bk pnd Tt et

Altht;!gi it is said this is & mere temporary measure it has

continued 18 years. During that period there has been no
desire for change expressed. The hon. gentleman further
says :

‘¢ T support this measure, thirdly, because I believe that the pregent

system is lacking in the essential elements of certainty, stability and
permanence, and the important element of uniformity, and therefore it
should not be continued.”
Who wantsstability ? Isit intended that the measure should
be unchangeable ? Is there to be no advancement? The
present system is not stable,because it was not the wish of the
people that it should be stable, because we are constantly
advancing in this age. The hon. gentleman says that the
opinions of this side of the House are that the proposed
measure is unnecessary, that the present system is working
well and that no change is demanded. If those three
assertions can be substantiated, the strongest reasons have
been brought forward why this Bill must be set aside. The
hon, gentleman says that these are weak arguments; but I
maintain they have all possible force to show why it is
necessary and desirable that this Bill should be withdrawn.
If this Bill is unneocessary, if the present system is working
well, there ia no reason for seeking to force this measure npon
Parliament and the country, The hon. gentleman went on
to say :

“‘If an evil exists are we to wait until its consequences are proved to

be so disastrous that public indignation forces us to adopt remedial
measures.”’
I apswer no; butIask where doesthe evil exist? The hon,
gentleman has not attempted to show the evil, and yet we
are asked toremove an imaginary evil and adopt a real evil.
The hon, gentleman said further :

‘I feel, when a reform measure is presented to this House, if the prin-
ciples upon which it is based are sound, if they are just and equitable
snd right, if the changes which are proposed will improve the existing
state of things, if the system which it is proposed to introduce is an
improvement on the system which now exists, it is the duty of Parlia-
ment, under such circumstances, to adopt that measure without delay.”
There is not an hon. member who does not heartil ?gree
with the hon. gentleman in that expression, If a ﬁe orm
mesasure is founded on principles of justice and right, then
it becomes the duty of Parliament to adopt that measure
without delay. But the hon. gentleman deals in general-
ities and in unmeaning platitudes, The hon. gentleman
holds that this Franchise Bill is based upon principles of
justice and equity. Such is not the fact, and the hon. gen-
tleman has taken that for granted because the Bill
was ictroduced by the hon. First Minister, Because
it is the view of the Government of this country,
he assumes that the Bill is based on principles of right.
eousness, justice and equity, and that there is no question
about the matter. I am glad to say that a difference of
opinion exists in this country on that question. I believe
the majority of the people of this country think that neither
of these virtues, neither of these attributes of righteousuness
and justice, to which the hon. gentleman alludes, have even
cast a shadow on the measure which is now before the
House. 1 believe it is looked upon, from one end of the
country to the other, to be a measure just such as has been
described by gentlemen on this side, and I ask hon. gentle-
men if it is fair, if it in keeping with the true principles of
parliamentary government that when we are face to face with
an ezg)ression of public opinion, such as has already reached
this House, we should attempt to force this measure through
Parliament. The hon. gentleman, like a Daniel come to
jndgment, not only finds fault with the action of the Legis-
lature of his owa Province, with regard to the franchise,
but he refers to the Province of Ontario and the other Pro-
vinces, he looks abroad over the whole Dominion to see where -
wrongs are to be righted in every Province. He tells the

ple of Ontario and New Brunswick that they do not
now how to construct their own franchise. Now, 8ir,Ido
not think it well becomes an hon. gentleman, coming from

any one Province of this Dominion, to sit in judgment on
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the doings and sayings of the people of some other Pro-
vince. I take it, Sir, that this attack on provineial rights
—for 1 think it is nothing less—goes further and that it
becomes an absolute insult to the people of the Province so
attacked. If & popular franchise does not exist in the
Province of New Brunswick, who are to blame forit ? Are
we in this House at fault? No, it is the people of New
Brunswick, and are they not sufficiently interesied in the
welfare of their own Province to adopt a franchise which
" is best suited for themselves? Hon. gentlemen may say
that the Parliament or the Goverfiment of that Province
are at fault, but they are the representatives of the people
of that Province just as the Legislature or the Government
of Ontario represent the people of Ontario, and I say that
anything that is said against the recent Act passed in that
Provinoe i8 an insult to the people of Ontario. Have the
eople of that Province ever asked us to take part in this
arll)iament in the conduct of their own affairs ? No;
the people believe they are competent to do so
themselves and they do not ask us to interfere. They
have the power to arrange the franchise for their
own Province, and if the recent Act is not what it should
be, the people of that Province will find it out and they will
remedy the evil by the repeal or amendment of the Act
through their own representatives. The hon. member for
Lincoln, who seems to have Mowat on the brain whenever
he speaks, has characterised that Bill in the most odious
terms. But why does he not go to the people of Oantario,
who have the power to say that the Bill shall be changed,
and that their wrongs, if they have wrongs, shall be made
right. But whether or not it is that the hon, gentleman’s
influence is declining in that Province, or that he thinks he
has a better chance here to say harsh words against the
Premier of that Province, I do not know, but instead of
exerting his influence in favor of a just and righteous fran-
chise Bill he comes here where he has no right to deal with
rovincial affairs, and he speaks of Mr, Mowat in a manner
insulting to the people of the Province from which he
comes. The hon. member for Westmoreland says :

¢ Then, Sir, another important feature of the present system is its
uncertain and uachaoging character, the constituencies which elected
us may before another election may be entirely swept away.”’

Well, Sir, that is a very strange theory to be proposed by
hon. gentlemen opposite. We know that fortunately it is
not in the power of the Provinces to sweep away constitu-
encies, but unfortunately it is in the power of this Parlia-
ment and Government, and if the hon, gentleman for West-
moreland had had a seat in this House, in 1882, he would
have had a chance to see that under a measure proposed in
this House it would not be impossible that before another
election some of us would find that our constituencies had
been swept away. He says further:

1 for one, Sir, feel that the present system is not caiculated to pre-

serve that harmony, bat that it is calculated eventually to promote
provincial discord and provineial strife.”

And now I take issue with the hon, gentleman in that part
of his remarks. I believe that the present system has been
conducive to provincial harmony, and that the principle
which is now sought to be forced on the people of this
coantry will be productive of provincial discord and strife.
He goes on to state, that under the existing system, mem-
bers may be sent from the different Provinces, with parti-
cular parties, largely in a majority, by reason of franchise
adopted to that end,and that therefore we may have parties
_in this House divided by provincial lines instead of on lines
of public policy. Now, the very principle of our federal
system is that we should have federal representation, and
that the party which is in the majority in one Province
should have the largest representation in thig Parliament,
and so on with the other Provinces, The reason why

provincial discord will be produced by the measure now
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before us is, that it is not & measure of permanency. Before
long we may have, and I believe we will have, in one Pro-
vince or another, a stiong feeling in favor of manhood
suffrage or of woman’s franchise. The feeling in favor of
these mesasures in a particular Province, will find expression
in this Parliament, and the resnlt may be attempts to force
the views and wishes of one Province on the other Pro-
vinces in the matter ot the franchise; that is the manner
in which strife and discord will be most likely to arise, and
more strife and discord on this subject of the franchise than
has existed from Confederation down ‘to the present time.
He says:

¢In one Province, where one party has a large majority in the Local

Legislature, an Act may be passed adopting & franchise which will
give that partg a large representation for that Provinee in this Parlia-
ment ; in another Province, where another party may have a large
majority in 1the Local House, a different franchise may be adopted, with
a corresponding result ; what have we then?"
I wish hon, members on both sides to listen to that remark ;
I am not sure that there is not something in it, and if there
be anything in it so far as the Local Legislatures are con-
cerned, what is likely to take place under the measure
before us here? Is not the same thing being attempted in
this Parliament ? Here is an attempt made by a Govern-
ment having a large majority in Parliament, to secure the
adoption of a franchise that would give them more than
their fair share of representation in this Chamber. Now, I
do not think there is anything more in the remarks of the
hon. member for Westmoreland to which I need address
myself. The hon. member for Prince County, P. H. I,
(Mr. Hackett) followed him a fow days later, aud I wish to
make a few remarks concerning hiy address in the same
manner in whichI have reviewed the rather admirable
address of the hon, member for Westmoreland. The hon.
member for Prince says:

‘1t is of vital importance that this Parliament especially should not
be subject to the whims and fancies of the Local Legislatures, and that
we should take out of the hands of the Local Liegislatures the right to
5‘:: xt:tl;e’ ,frs.nchise for the election of membegs to the Dominion Parlia-
He strongly supports the principle of this Bill, that this
Parliament should use the right of constructing its own
electorate, Then, he says:

“ Another reason why I support the Bill is that it provides for the
registration of voters in all the Provinces of this Dominion.”

That is another principle of the Bill he supports,

“ Now, Sir, I ask what reason or right has this Parliament to provide

for registration for the election of members to this House? If we want
voters’ lists, is it not the duty of this House to pay the expense of pro-
viding those voters' ligts?”
That seems one of the strongest reasons the hon. gentleman
gives for supporting this Bill—the fact that this Govern-
ment will have to pay for the construction of the voters’
lists in Prince Edward Island; for the sake of getting that
small pittance from the Canadians, as I suppose he would
term them, he is willing to forego the privileges and to
sacrifice the franchise, which he says the people of his
Province hold most near and dear to themselves. First, he
says, he is in favor of the principle of this Bill, and a
moment afterwards he expresses the hope that the principle
of the Bill will not be applied to his own Province, Then
he says: ’

“ Another reason why I support this Bill is, that it extends the fran-
chise in most of the other Provinces.’’

I daresay most of the other Provinces will be thankful to
the hon. gentleman for making that discovery. Although
supporting this Bill, he goes on to say :

¢ For the last twenty-five or thirty years we have had in the Province,
Prince Edward Island, a system of manhood snﬁ"raie. Every man in
that Province, twenty-one years of age, and a British subject, having
paid a certain poll tax and performed a certain amount of statute labor,
ig entitled to & vote. That system has become very popular in the Pro-
vince of Prince Edward Isiand; the people there have become very
much attached to it; they bave made great progress under it, and they

.
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are very tenacious of their rights in that direction. There is no privil-
?ge oltl" ngkt that they cherish so dearly as the right of exercising this
ranchise.

But notwithstanding that they so highly prize and cherish
that right, this hon. gentleman seems willing to sacrifice it
tor the paltry gain of a foew dollars out of the Dominion
treasury for the construction of voters’ lists in Prince
Edward Island. The hon. gentleman then proceeds to pass
judgment on fellow members. He tells us of an outrage that
was sought to be perpetrated upon Prince Edward Island
by an Act passed in 1874, which he says deserved condem-
nation because it sought to apply a different rale to Prince
Edward Island from that applied to the other Provinces,
and he sayg that at that time the hon. First Minister, to his
honor and credit, stood up and defended the rights of the
people of Prince Fdward Island. Does the hon. First Min-
ister stand up to-day to defend the rights ot Prince Edward
Island in the same secse? And what has the hon. mem-
ber for Prince to say, who then condemned what he is
asking to have done now? The hon. gentleman made an
unprovoked attack on the hon. member for Prince (Mr.
Ye0) who sits near me, and eundeavored to arouse
religions prejudices against that hon. gentleman, who
has done nothing to provoke such an attack, who
has deservedly obtained the respect of both sides of
this House, and who during his long parliamentary
career has proved himself a strong and true friend of the
Province from which he comes. The hon. gentleman then
proceeds to give credit to an hon. Senator who, he said, in
1874 stood up nobly in defiance of his party in defence
of the rights of Prince Edward Island. But what does the
hon. member for Prince do? Is he standing up in defence
of the liberties that are held dear by the people of Prince
Edward Island? No; he is supporting hon. gentlemen who
are seeking to oppress and tyrannise over the people of
Prince Edward Island. The hon, gentleman then says:

‘¢ What will hon. gentlemen opposite say to that? How does it cor-
respond with their idea of provineial rights, that this Parliament, that
the Government of 1874, led by the Eou. member for East York (Mr.
Mackenzie), should, by an Act of Parliament, endeavor to coerce Prince
Edward 'Island into the expenditure of a large amount of moaey in the
preparation of voters’ lists to return members to this Parliamert 7"’

Does not this Bill coerce every Province in the Dominion
into the expenditure of a large amount of money in the
preparation of voters’ lists ? The hon, gentleman can con-
deu.m the Act of 1874, which coerced only one Province,
which placed one Province in thesame position as the others
with regard to the exponse of proparing but one set of
voters’ lists, but with strange inconsistency he can support
this measure which coerces every Province. The hon,
gontleman, then speaking of the revising barrister clause
which was in force in Prince Edward Island, and which was
similar to the Bill now beforo us, said:

*The people tried it for two or three years; it worked well enough,

but it cost a large amount of money ; it was too expensive a plaything
for them aud they repealed it."”
Will not this system ke an expensive one as well ? Will it
not prove too expensive to the people of Prince Edward
Island ? Will they not seek {o have it repealed? The
present Bill will impose restrictions and penalties upon the
people of Prince Edward Island far in excess of any which
the Government measure in 1874 imposed, and which the
hon. member for Prince Edward Island so strongly con-
demne, At the close the hon. gentleman becomes pathetic,
having spoken 80 long in defence of this measure, he is
afraid to see it applied to his own Province. He said: “1
hope tl.mt the House will support the amendment of my
hon. friend and exclude Prince Edward Island from the opera-
tion of this clause.” (The disfranchising clause.) He then
whispered across the floor to the Government : “ We think
it only proper that this Parliament should have the control
of its own electorate;” but he added :

“We think that Prince Bdward Island, under its pecullar oir«
cumstances, being apart, almost from the rest of the Dominion, sbut
out for a large portion of the year from the mainland by almost impass-
able barriers of ice. Having no floating population, being pretty well
filled up, there would be no danger at all in continuing to it the man-
hood sufirage 8o long enjoyed by its people. While I favor manhood
suffrage in grince Edward Island, I think it would bardly be right to

apply to the whole country.”

That is an example of—I will not say impertinence, but of
an hon. gentleman extending his judgment too far. He
thinks manhood suffrage is a good thing for Prince Edward
Island. Let him think so and fight to maintain it there,
but he has no right to express the opinion that it would not
work well for the rest of the Dominion. The rest of the
Dominion must have a Franchise Bill forced on it, whether
it likes it or not, but Prince Edward Island must be allowed
to have a law of its own. The hon. gentleman says his
Province stunds in the peculiar position because it is an
island. Well, with all my heart, I shall support the amend-
ment of the hon. member for King's (Mr. Macdonald), for
several reasons. First, because it is right that the Pro-
vinces should have the right of saying to whom the
fganchise should be given. Then he moved that
Prince Edward Island should have that right; but
by-and-bye there will be two Prince Edward Islauds,
Merely judging the question from that geographical point,
which the hon. member for Prince, P. E.I. (Mr, Hackett),
raised I may say that the county of Prince Edward,
Ontario, will, by-and-bye, when the Murray Canal will be
dug, will be also an island, and be entitled on that ground to
regulate its own franchise. The hon. gentleman has argued
so far in favor of uniformity, in favor of this Parliament
saying who shall be the electors, He says :

1 support this Bill again, because it very materially extends the

franchise to the different people of the different Provinoes; l.lthough it
restricts it, in a small degree, in the Province from which 1 come.’
He is willing that this Bill, because it extends the franchise
in the other Provinces, should apply to Prince Edward
Island, although it restricts the franchise there; but repent.
ing of this adhesion to the principle of uniformity, he goes
on to say:

i1 hope this Houge will support the amendment of my hon. friend,

which would retain the present tranchige ia Prince Edward Islard, and
then I think no harm can come of it.”
Then he thinks no harm can come of it. Of eourse not, so
long as Prince Edward Island is exempted. Leave me, he
says, outside, and I will assist in passing the measure for
the other Proviuces, He adds :

“ An exception made in favor of Prince Edward [sland can scarcely
be called a breach of uniformity, as that Island, un account of its insular
position, is, for a large portion of the year, separate from the rest of the
Dominion by the ice in the Straits of Northumberland. Theref e 1
trust that the Government will accede to the proposition of my bon.
triend. T can assure those who will vote for this amendment that they
will be long remembered and long revered and respected by the people
of Prince Edward Island, There is no privilege they cherigh so dearly
a8 th> privilege of exercising manhood suffrage. The man who will
continue that privilege to them will be held in the highest esteem by
them for all time ; and the maa who, a8 in the case of the Hon. David
Laird, attempts to rob them of their franchise will always be execrated

by them.”

The First Minister has thus recoived his sentenze. He has
said the Government could not grant the request made by
hon. gentlemen. What is the answer of the hon, gentle-
man? Those, he says, who deny that franchise will be
eternally execrated by them., What aboutus? We will
receive the unanimious support, no doubt, of the people of
Prince Edward Island, for we will, taking the ground we
do, support the proposition of the hon, member for King's
(Mr, Macdonald) ; and doing so, we are to be held in eternal
grateful remembrance, while those opposed to ms will
receive the eternal execration of the people of that Island.
The hon. gentleman goes further; and thisis the first time I
remember having heard & man read his own death warrant.
Hesupports the Government here ; he is going toassist the
Government in depriving the people of their rights. and
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privileges; and he therefore expects to receive the eternal
execration of the people who sent him to this House. He
sars that, Lo the creditof the hon. Senator of Prince Edward
Island (Senator Haythorne), when the measure of 1874 came
before the Senate, he rose superior to his party feelings and
stood out like a man for the Brovince he represented.. Will
the hon, gentleman follow that noble example? Will he
rise above party feelings? Will he, when he reads the

amendment of my hon, friend from North Norfolk, which

is a far better amendment than that moved by tho hon,
member for King’s, which gives the same glorious privilege
to all the Provinces, support that amendment and give to all
the Provinces the justice which he demands for his own ?
Will he support that measure of justice which he demands
for his own Province, or will he fold his arms and sacrifice
the interests of those who sent him to Parliament ?
I fear that the last of the clauses which I have read will
indicate that the hon, gentleman will do the latter.
Why does he not rise in his might, like the hon, Senator
whom he has praised, and burst the chains and fotters
which bind him to his party, and, when he sees they are
determined to force an obnoxious measure upon the people
of his Province, why does he not stand redeemed and di-
enthralled and, as the immortal Curran would say, by
the genius of self:emancipation? I have spoken to this
amendment, because it involves the question of provin-
cial rights. I think it may be fairly considered in con-
nection with the claims made for Prince Edward Island.
What those hon. gentlemen claim for that Province we
claim for every Province in this Dominion, and, if their
proposition be voted down, they are in duty bound to stand
up manfully ande+support the Opposition and the amend-

ment of the hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr. Charlton). |

I have heard it repeated that this is our own franchise. I
do not know how Ministers may use that pronoun  our,”
but, if the First Minister spoke for himself and his col-
leagues, I think the Bill will meet what he wants and
will create, a franchise for the Ministry. If the members
of this House want a franchise of their own, they have one
to day, because the provincial franchises were adopted by
an Act of this Legislature. They speak of uniformity, but
that means that the people of any one Province may be
placed in a position to have forced upon them, at any time,
the opinions and the prejudices of other Provinces. ~In the
attempts to get uniformity you are paying altogether too
dear for the whistle. If there is anything wrong in the
ﬁrovincial franchises the people of the Provinces must be

eld responsible, and they have the power to remedy it.
This measure is annecessary, uncalled for, and unjust. As
to the expense, it must be borne in mind that this is not a
Bill to be used only at election times. It is an apnual
expense for the preparation of these voters' lists, and involves
five revisions for every general election under our Act. If,
therefore, the cost of each year be estimated at the moderate
smount of §400,000, each election will cost $2,000,000.
There is no justification for that, as we already have lists
which are prepared without any cost to the people, as repre-
sented in this Parliament. This discussion has given rise
to a stronger argament in favor of manhood suffrage than any
discuseion which has ever taken place in this House. The
very idea of a Dominion franchise gives us the idea of man-
hood suffrage. If we are to have uniformity at all, the only
way in which it can be reached is manhood suffrage, and
that fact will force itself upon the minds of hon. gentlemen
in this House to such an extent that, before another year
comes round, the opinion will be so largely entertained that
an effort will be made to amend this Fianchise Bill by giv-
ing us manhood suffrage, there is where I see the danger of
provinoial discord. If the Province of Quebec is not as far
advanced as the other Provinces in re to that question,
what danger threatens that Province? One Province will
be ingPto force its opinion on another Province, and by
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the force of the msjority the smaller Province will have to
yield, It would be far better to retain our present easily
worked and satisfactory system, and to leave the .present
Bill until the people demand it. In justification of the con-
tinued discussion which bas been going on in this House, [
will read the following extract from Bailey’s * Political
Representation " :

¢* The peculiar advantages of oral discussion are that, from the number
and variety of minds, simultaneously handling the subject, it is rapidly
turned on all sides and scratinised in every part; and, secondiy that a
state of clear-sightedness is produced in the understanding, which is
seldom to be purposely created, and is only the occasional visitant of
the closet. In the grocess of debate, the doubt whieh. hung over the
mind clears away, the information wanting and searched for in vain is
supplied, the absurdity before uunoticed is made -palpable, the fond
conceit blown up by some partial experience melts into air, the attention
is animated and the perception sharpened by the alternate exposition
and reply, attack and defence.’”’ .

1 say that we should have alternate exposition and "reply;
we should have alternate attack and defence.

It can hardly be questioned that if a number of men with adequate
information come together and freely discuss a subject to the best of
their ability, they will arrive at & truer coaclusion than the same men
could attain in the ssme time by any other means.”

We have here the very strongest opinions expressed by this
writer in favor of discussion. Now, Sir, as to the manner in
which the people should be brought to an understanding of
the provisions of this Bill, I wish to quote an expression of
Hume:

“ In all cases it must be advantageous to know what i3 most perfect
in the kind, that we may be able to bring any real constitution or torm
of government a8 near it as posgible, by sach gentle alterations and
innovations as may not give too great disturbance to society.”’

The author then goes on to say :

‘*If we narrowly examine the subject, we shall find that the condition
required for the introduction of & measure, whether of abolition or posi-
tive innovation, may be comprised in two; 1st. That the measare shall
be for the public good. 2nd. That the majority of the people shall
have a clear and steady conviction that it is so.”

Now, I ask hon. gentlemen opposite if they believe that the
majority of the people of this country have a clear and
steady conviction that this measure is in the publiointerest.
I say we have no evidence that sach is the case.

‘¢ The latter condition, indeed, is more than is absolutely required in
all cases. To justify the introduction of some mesasures the negative
condition might be alone sufficient; namely, that the majority of the

eople should be exempt from any prepossession againsgt them. In
aying down the second condition, therefore, in_ its positive form, we
agsume less than would probably be conceded. Either the absence of all
obstacles in the way of introducing & measure is implied in these two
conditions or, if there are, the absence of which is not implied, they
cannot be obstacles of much resisting force. It is, for example, implied
in the conviction of the majority as to the expediency of any proposed
alteration that their feelings and prejudices, if they ever were, are no
longer arrayed in opposition to it.”
Now, Sir, we know from the opposition this measure is
receiving in this House, and from the excitement it has
caused outside the House, that a large number of people
have feelings and prejudices against this measure,

“ It is also implied in the conviction the people at large entertain
of the expediency of a measure that they no longer rrgard it, if they
ever did, a3 inimical to their interests. . . . i
This statement of the matter, again, brings round to our view with
more vividness, and in ampler magnitude, the importance of publicly
-digcussing, incessantly repeating, and intrepidly urging, all great
principles and measures of policy ; certain as we are that & true know-
ledge of the measures will continually spread, and animated, as we
cannot {ail to be, by the consideration that all which is required to
enable them to Ksss into laws, is that general conviction of their
iztigi}y which public discussion will soonmer or later inevitably estab-
ish.”

Now, Sir, I ask hon. gentlemen opposite to assist in this
discussion. 1f they have arguments to bring in favor of
this measure, let the ablest men on that side of the House
rise and explain its provisions, and show why we are called
upon to pass this measure, We demand reasons, and no
reasons have been given us, and because no reasoms have
been given in favor of this measure, the eountry is becoming
aroused from one end to the other in such 8 manner as
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justifies us in continuing the dissussion on this Bill. T have
petitiors in my desk, which I shall present at the Fmper
time, signed numerously by men of both parties, people who
believe this is not & necessary measure, who know thatthey
have never asked for it, who believe that our present
system works well; and they desire that this Bill may not
become law. I believe that every hon. member on this side
of the House can say the same, who has receivod petitions
at all; he will find tho namwes of Conservatives amongst the
signers, Therefore, I judge that a large portion of the
peoplo of this country see no necessity for this measure, and
believe it is inimical to their intereste. For those reasons I
think we are justified in opposing it at every stage.

Mr. GIGAULT. (Translation.) Mr. Chairman, I desire
to offer a fow remarks in answer to a statement which has
been made in this House with regard to Sir George Etienne
Cartier. It has been rightly said that that statesman, for
whoso memory we have a great deal of respect, had
admitted the principle of a franchise law, which was pre-
sented in this Honse in 1870. But that statesman, whose
energy wss well known, would certainly never have con-
sented to withdraw that measure if he had been convinced
that it was necessary and indispensable to the proper work-
ing of the Government. He showed deference towards the
opinion of the representatives. and he acted wisely, because
eighteen years have elapsed since tho establishment of Con-
federation, and theee eighteen years have proved that mo
juconveniences and no abuses have resulted from the elee-
toral system which i3 in force to-day. Besides, Mr. Chair-
man, it we read the measure which was supported by Sir
George Etienne Cartier, we find that it is the condemnation
of the Bill which is now before the House. Is it to be sup-
posed that Sir George HEtienne Cartier would bave abandoned
the principle that property ought to be the basis of the
%ualiﬁcation of voters ? Is it to be supyposed that Sir George

tienne Cartier ever intended to drag the women into the
electoral contests ? Is it to be supposed that he ever intended
to introduce into families & new element of discord, by
Fiving the right to vole to the sons of owners who are

iving under the paternal roof? Isit to be supposed that that
man would ever have consented to clothe the revisers with
the arbitary powers which are conferred upom them by the
law which is now under our consideration ? [sit to be supposed
that he would have put the whole electorate of Canada at
the mercy of one man ? No, Mr, Chairman ; I do not believe
it, and the measure of 1870 proves that I am right in mak-
ing this supposition, becanse that measure did not enfrar-
chise the women nor the sons of farmers living under the
paternal roof; it did not give the right of voting to Indians
who are not emancipated, to people who are not allowed to
manage their own business, and who, under the new law,
. will be allowed to take part in the most important admin-
istration—the administration of public affairs. The motion
which was made within a few days by the hon. member for
King’s, P.E.I. (Mr. Macdonald), fully justifies the position
which I have taken with regard to the Franchise Bill. This
Bill has hardly been introduced, it has hardly been submit.
led to the country, and already there has been a clashing of
interest and a state of uneasiness and discontent. The
motion of the hon. member for King’s, P.E.L, who has
given his support to the measure which we are now con-
sidering, shows that in Prince Edward lsland people are
not ready to submit, without grumbling, to the measure
which the Dominion Parliament wishes to impose on that
Province. That motion shows clearly that in a country
like ours, which is composed of Provinces which are dis-
similar in habits, customs, institutions and nationalities, we
shonld not look for uniformity in legislation, and especially
as regardq the electoral franchise, Mr, Speaker, when I
opposed this measure I did not think that a motion would be
made so soon, which would give so much force to the objec-

tions I have made to this Bill. If we desire to see this
Confederation remain powerful and solid, we mast grant
the other Provinces as many powers as it is possible to
give them. The Dominion Parl'amoent must only interfare
with the legislation which affects each Province when the
Provincial Parliament Las no right to enact laws which
specially concern that Province. Otherwise, if we use all
the powers which we have, if we attempt to rule every-
thing, we will bring to life again a state of things which
existed bofore 1867, Before that time, a part of the country
tried to rule another section of the country, and to enact
laws which were not in harmony with the character of the
people for whom they were destined. The result was &
state of uneasiness and trouble, which had led us into politi-
cal anarchy and whieh rendered government almost impos-
sible. Is it that same state of things which is sought to be
revived? Isit intended to do away with this spirit of con-
tentment which exists in Canada since 1867 ? The moment
we wander away from the federal system we &re sure to
give rise to clashing and discontent, such as have been
manifested by tbe motion of tho hon. member for
Kiog's, P.E.l. Mr. Chairman, the citizen should be
governed for his own benefit, and not for the benefit of
his ruler. When we are legislating we must seek to pro-
cure advantages or to prevent misfortunes on the comma-
nity, I wonder what bevefit is going to result to the com-
munity from the legislation which will probably be adopted
by this Parliament, The elcctors will certainly not roap
any benefit fromit. Oa the contrary, in order to carry out
this law we will impose on the people a burden of 100,000
or $500,000, Such is the great advantage which will
result to society from this electoral law. Not satisfied
with depriving the people of all control in the prepara-
tion of tEe voters’ list, not content with depriving the pro-
vincial Legislatures from & power which they have exercised
until this day, and which has bsen recognised as belonging
to them, both by the constitution and by the law of 1874, in
order to crown this policy, in order to substitate for a sys-
tem which works well a systom which is uoknown and
which has not been submitted to the orucial test of expe-
rience, we are to saddle our population with an additional
burden of half a million. The United States have main-
tained the most powerful and the most solid Republic that
ever existed in the world ; but in order to obtain this result,
cach State was allowed to govern itself according to its
own notions, to pass laws which were in harmony with the
character of the inhabitants of each territory., The
American public men have understood that the mode of
determining the qualification of voters, not only for State
elections but also for Congressional elections, ought to be
left with the local Government of each State; and it is
this policy which has contributed to maintain this harmony
which has made the Republic one of the most powerful in
the world, A member of this House has pretended that we
had no need to consult the constitutions and legislations of
other countries, that we have here prominont statesmen, to
whom we ought to give our full and entire confidence.
Indeed, I admit the ability and knowledge of the leaders of
both political parties in this country, but I am not ready
to admit that they have, between them, the monopoly of
wisdom. In order to guide ourselves in our legislation we
would do well to profit by the knowledge and experience
which have been acquired ia other countries. In France the
pernicious influence of that centralisation policy which is
sought to be introduced bere has been felt. 1 wasrecently
asking & French Conservative how it was that the policy of
the last Government in France, which is so arbitrary, so
unjust, so tyrannical, was always approved of by the people
at each election. The first cause, he answored is, in the
cities, universal suffrage, which gives to u Lost of persons
an electoral right, whose responsibility they do not under-
stand, and which they use t0 send to Parliament men of
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bad principles. The second cause is centralisation, and
the great number of public officials whom the Government
have under their control. These Government agentis, and
the candidates to public offices, prefer their personal inter-
est to publie interest, which causes the French electorate to
lose that character of independence which is 50 necessary
1o give & sound judgment on the measures and policy of a
Government, On that question I will take the liberty of
quoting Pontalis, the author of a work on electoral laws
and habits, This distinguished writer, after having studied
the position in which France happens to be, and after hav-
ing shown the difficulty of electing candidates who are
hostile to the Government, gives the cause and reason of
that state of things. He says:

4 0On this grouad, the contest is 80 unequal and 8o perilous that at first
sight it seems impossible to attempt it. = The moment it i8 the Govern-
ment who are openly fighting the electoral battles, they have in their
hands a marvellous weapon wnich ensures victory to all the candidates
in favor of whom they use it—it is the weapon of centralisation. In the
face of universal suffrage, which is deprived of the most elementary
means of education and deprived of training, to a certain extent, central.
jsation is the instrament which puts almost the whole country under the
dependency of the Government. ¢I have too much power. I guffer
from it, and France is suffering from it with me,’ said, one day, from the
tribane, a great citizen, Geaeral Cavaignac, who felt preoccupied with
the authority which he held in the Republic. Of course, from time to
time we hear about decentralication, but up to this day this decentralisa-
tion has only resulted in increasing, in each Department, the powers of
the wardens to whom- the Ministers confer a part of their powers ; it hes
only resulted in tightening the centralisation of all the Commoas of the
Empire, by fixing it in place, so as to render its power more irresistible.”

And forther on this author adds:

% At the first call made in favor of the Government candidate, whoever
filla & public office, no matter how low nor how high his functions may
be, no matter how foreign to political parties thege functions may be, by
their nature, has his post assigned to him to cut the way 1o all candida-
tures. The passing of all routes is thus stopped * * *7

Such is the unfortunate state of things which prevails in
France, If the electorate has lost its independence, if the
bad causes can always succeed, if the Conservative party is
always beaten in France, of late years, at all the elections
which have taken place, this is due, as that author says, to
centralisation and to the fact that the municipal authorities
have been deprived of the powers which they formerly had;
it is because the powers of the commons have been concen-
trated into the hands of Government officers, Is it to be
desired that this state of things should be sought to be
established here ? No, Mr. Chairman; and it seems to me
that we ought to reflect seriously before inaugurating here
a state of things which has produced such deplorable results
in other countries, Unfortunately, in the country of which
I have just spoken, the Conservative party, before 1879, did
something towards establishing that policy of centralisation,
and to.day they are reaping the fruits of what they have
rown ; they are going from defeat to defeat; and this result
is the disastrous consequence of a policy which they them-
selves have tried to inaugurate, The Radicals of 1879 have
continued that policy of centralisation, by depriving the
Provinces of privileges which they had enjoyed until then.
In 1800 they substituted to the directories of the Depart-
ments the wardens who are appdinted by the Government.
These corrupt men said : In order to maintain ourselves in
power we must necessarily corrupt the people by the exer-
oise of patronage; we must cover up the country with pub-
lic officials. The great number of Government agents and
candidates to public offices will deprive the electorate from
its independent character, and then it will be easier for us
to escape from a condemnation. Unfortunately, they have
succeeded. Unfortunately, to-day, it does not seem
possible that good principles may prevail again in
that country, where the source of legislation has been
defiled by the corruption of the electorate, And we know
what impurities have run out of that source, especially since
1871,  Mr. Chairman, I oppose this measure because I
think it is a dangerous weapon in the hands of a
Mr. GieauLr. .

Government. I will readily believe that the Ministers will
not use that weapon, that they will not take advantage of
the arbitrary powers which are putinto their bands by this
legislation ; but the men who are to-day on the Treasury
benches may be superseded, sooner or later, by men who
might be fanatical and unjust, and it is then that we will see
the disastrous consequences of the legislation which we
are about to adopt. These men may use this weapon ta
tyrannise over our population, to paralyse public opinion
and to prevent any resistance against abuse of powers.
This is a state of things which we ought to avoid. These
are misfortunes from which we should guard our country,
And if there is one thing under constitutional rule which we
should be anxious to keep, it is the independence of our
electorate, which should be free from all undue influence on
the part of the Government. I have heard several times
here the Conservatives of Ontario denouncing the Mowat
Government for having endeavored to establish administra-
tive centralisation, this same kind of centralisation whose
principle is consecrated in the measure we are now con-
sidering, The Mowat Government was denounced for
having deprived the municipal authorities of the power
of granting licenses to liquor dealers, and for having con-
ferred that power on Government agents. It has been
stated that great injustice had been the result, and that the
Mowat Government used that power to promote the
interest of their party. Well, if these men wish to be
logical, since they condemn administrative centralisation
in Ontario, they ought, for the same reason, to oppose, ia
this House, a measure which has the same defect, Boasides,
this centralisation was condemned by the First Minister
himself in 1883, in connection with the license law, which
enacts that the majority of the commissioners will be com-
pletely independent trom any governmental influence. One
is the warden ot the county and the other is an officer of
the Local Government. Well, Mr. Chairman, if it is dan-
gerous to leave the granting of licenses in the hands of
Government agents it is ten times more dangerous to charge
them with the duty of preparing the voters’ lists. AsI
said at the beginning of my speech, if we desire o see this
Confederation of ours remain great and prosperous, we
must remain faithful to the federative system ; and it is by
being faithful to this idea that we will avoid all causes of
uneasiness and discontent. It seems to me that a part of
the centralising character of this measure might have been
removed from it, by having the voters’ lists prepared by
the secretary-treasurers of the municipalities. I may be
told that the Dominion Government have no control over
the municipal officers, Neither had they, in 1883, when
they decided to appoint the wardens as commissioners, and
left the granting of licenges in the hands of the latter, It
is just, and it is in the interest of society, not to deprive the
people, for that reason, from all control over the prepara-
tion of the voters’ lists; The preparation of these lists should -
be left to the secretary-treasurers, and then the lists should
be revised by a superior authority. If we take this course
we will have a law about similar to that which exists in
England, where the lists are prepared by officers who are
absolutely independent of the Government. It is-the
officers of the local authorities who prepare these lists, and
these lists are revised, not by Government agents, but by
revisers who are appointed by judges. Besides, this is the
principle jwhich is followed by all countries whose elec-
toral laws we have been studying, and it is that principle
which I would like to have carried out in the legislation
with which we are dealing to-day.

Mr. McINTYRE. Before the vote is taken on this section
I wish to say a few words in reference to the manner
in which it is going to affect the franchise in Prince
Edward Island. As is well known to hon. members on both
gides of this House, we have in Prince Edward Island two
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gots of franchises, one for the Legislative Cou.ncil' and one
for the Assembly. The franchise for the Legislative Coun-
cil is that each elector shall hold freehold property to the
value of £100, or $324, or & leasehold interest to the
same amount. This entitles him to vote for a candi-
date for the Legislative Council. The eandidate requires no
qualification, For the Assembly we have what is known as
manhood suffrage. Each elector who is 21 years of age or
over, and who has performed his statute labor, or paid
$1 in lien thereof, has a right to vote. On the pro-
duction of & receipt showing that the labor has been
rformed, or the money paid, he is entitled to vote.
his system has been in force in Prince Edward Island for
the last thirty years, and has given the greatest possible
satisfaction to all classes. It is a franchise of which the
people of Prince Edward Island are extremely jealous, and
I am sure that they will be very much grieved to see that
there is an attempt made in this House to deprive them
of the privilege they have enjoyed, and for which they
fought thirty or forty years ago. I wish to refer, for a
moment, to a few of the classes who are going to pe
affected by this Bill—who are going to be completely dis-
franchised. There is that large and intelligent class—which
is known to every hon. gentleman in this House—the
teachers. Under this Bill, teachers of public schools will
be disfranchised, for the reason that they depend on their
income for a vote. Indeed, there are few, if any, teaehers
outside the city of Charlottetown, who receive an income of
$100, anl the most of them do not receive over half that
amount. That large and intelligent class will be disfranchised
by this Bill. There is an equally large class known as clerks
in stores, young men who have no property, who are
unmarried and pay no rent, Most of those young men do
not recoeive the amount of $400 which entitles them to a
vote under this Bill. They will, therefore, form another
large and intelligent class who will be disfranchised,
Then, again, we have young men who are learning trades.
These have no qualifications under this Bill, and will be
disfranchised. There are men servants in families, and
laborers who are dependent on their incomes. They will
also be deprived of the power of voting which they for-
merly had. 1 observe that & fisherman who has boat and
tackle to the value of $150 is entitled to vote; but there is
no provision under which his sons will be allowed to vote,
Each and every one performing statute labor formerly had
aright to vote. It is a rather lamentable state of affairs
when the young men of the Island, and in fact some of the
older ones, are going to be entirely disfranchised, and a
new class is going to be introduced, namely Indians, In
fact, under this Bill the Indian is the coming man and
oung white men will have to take & back scat.
o far as the amandment of my colleague is con-
cerned. I think he would have done much better
bad he accepted the amendment of the hon. member for
North Norfolk (Mr, Charlton), that amendment which has
for its object to leave the provincial franchise to each Pro-
vince, and the hon. gentleman would have secured all he
desired, because in singling out one Province the hon.
gentleman is likely to arouse a certain amount of opposi-
tion from both sides of the House. I shall vote for the
amendment of the hon. gentleman, and also for the amend-
ment of the hon. member for North Norfolk. I wish to refer
for a moment to a speech made by the hon. member for
Prince County (Mr. kett), a few evenings ago. The hon.
gentleman took occasion to refer to the election law of 1874,
and he stated that the clause referring to the franchise in
Prince Edward Island was introduced for the purpose of
disfranchising a large body of the people, 1 refer to the
Catholics. 1 believe that statement is utterly incorrect. I
will read the clause, which that hon. gentleman took good
care not to read, because it explains itself. We had no
registration at that time, nevertheless there was a clear and

distinct qualification, Every farmer knows who is the
owner of 50 or 100 acres in that Province, and there is no
difficulty, The Act provided for a registration. It was
well known at that time that the Local Government
of the day, which was a Conservative Government, was about
to introduce a registration list. The clause in question reads
ag follows :

4 In the geveral electoral districts in the Province of Prince Edward
Island, all persons qualified to vote for the election of members of the
Legislative Oouncil of that Province, under the law in foree in that
Province at the passing of this Act, shall henceforth be the eléctors
qualified to vote for the election of a member or members ot the House
of Commons of Canada ; but whenever the Legislature of that Province
shall have provided for the registration of voters and for tbe making of
lists of qualified voters for the election of members for the House of
Assembly of the said Province, and when lists of voters shall have been
made and prepared, then the persons qualified to vote under such pro-
visions for the election of a member or membera of the House of Assem-
bly ot that Province, shall be entitled to vote at the election of members
of the House of Commons of Canada for the several electoral districts
in the said Province; and all lists of voters so made and dprepa.red and
which, according to the laws then in force, would be used in the said
several electoral districts, if the election were that of a representative
or representatives to the House of Assembly for the said Province, shall
be the list of voters which shall be used at the election of members of the
Hous? of OCommons to be thereafter held under the provisions of this
Act.”

This clause was of a merely temporary character, and was
inserted only to make provision until the Local Legislature
gassed a Registration Act, which they did the very next

ession, So, whatever difficulty was caused by inserting
this clause, was completely removed by the Act of the
Local Legislature. This clause would never have been
inserted had it not been known that the Local Legislature
was about to pass a Registration Act. This was a merely
temporary clause, and whether it was thrown out by the
Senate or not, made no difference in regard to the Island.
How very different is the present position. In this Bill we
have no provision of & temporary nature, and the onus is
not thrown on the Local Government. If it were, we
would be very glad of it. But the present Bill is final, and,
being so, will remain on the Statute Book of Canada. So
far as there being any intention to disqualify any sec-
tion or denomination in Prince Edward Island b,
the clause I have read, the charge is utterly unfounded.
There was no such intention at any time, and there
was no reason to do so, because the Government of that
day were largely indebted for their election to the very
denomination to which the hon, gentleman alluded. The
Opposition, indeed, are largely indebted to-day for their
seats to the same class. The hon. gentleman also made
allusion to revising barristers. Probably the hon. gentle.
mun has very good reasons for approving that provision of
the Bill. He is not, however, alone in this House in that
respect. 1 hope the Government will come to some
arrangement 80 as to retain the franchise at present exist-
ing in Prince Edward Island. If not, they will have com-
mitted a grievous act of injustice against those people who
had in former times underwent a very severe struggle in
order to obtain the enfranchisement of so large a body of
the people.

Amendment to the amendment (Mr, Macdonald, King’s
P.E.L) negatived. Yeas, b1 ; Nays, 12.

Mr. CASGRAIN. (Trapslation,) Mr, Chairman, I have
an additional motion to make in amendment to the main
motion, and I shall read it, in order that its nature may be
understood :

That all the worda after ‘‘ that’’ in the amendment, be struck out, in
order to add the words : That clause number three be amended by
ingerting after the words ‘‘ every person shall”’ at the begincing of the
same, the words : * except in the Province of Quebec.”’

Now, that the nature of the amendment i8 known —
Some hon. MEMBERS. Speak louder.

Mr. CASGRAIN, (Translation.) I believe I am speak-
ing distinctly emough to be understood. Those who are
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trying to make noise will not prevent me from speaking.
I believe they hear me well enough; my voice is strong
enough to be understood, and I am going to continue in the
same key. I wish to make a preliminary remark on this
discussion, which may seem to have been a little too
lengthy; but if it has been lengthy, this is due to the

osition taken by the Government. When I speak of the

overnment, I mean the leader of the Government, who is
responsible, being the first promoter of the mode of discus-
sion which has been followed. Hon, members on this side
of the House have been charged with havirg been t00 long
in their remarks, with having endeavored to obstruct
legislation, The least that can be said of this attack is that
it is unfair; and I may say here that if the discussion has
been protracted it is due, to a large extent, to the position
taken by the Government, and especially by the First
Minister, who told us that he would pass the measure and
force it upon us de die in diem, without leaving off. For
my part, and I speak for myself only, I will never submit
to any threat, to any violence, to any oppression,

Some hon. MEMBERS, Question.

Mr. CASGRAIN. (Translation.) As I said, we have
resisted the pressure which has been brought to bear
against us, and I rise again to say that I will oppose it to
the bitter end. It has been attempted to wrinrg a vote
from us through length of time, by exhausting our physical
strength ; there was an attempt to starve us out, so to
speak, but our opponents were mistaken; and if it is
intended to starve us out, I believe that will be another
mistake. We can porfectly well discuss the Bill as gentle-
men ought to do, but not during unreasonable hours, like
we did a few days ago, but during proper hours. Now, Mr.
Chairman, let us consider the subject of the debate. The
object of this Bill is to deprive the Province of Quebec
from a right which it possesses; and I hope that the hon.
members trom that Province will break the silence which
they have observed until now, saving two or three honor-
able exceptions, which I cannot help noticing with praise.
But it reems to me that the other members who support the
Government have observed a forced silence. Never since
I am a member—and this is my fourth Parliament—have I
witnessed such a silence, such crouching, as I witness now.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Order; question.

Mr. CASGRAIN. (Translation.) The best proof of
what I state is that the shots take effect. The best proof is
the yells I hear from the other side of the House.

Mr. LANDRY (Montmagny). In French.

Mr. CASGRAIN. (Translation,) If the hon. member
for Montmagny, instead of doing like the bird in the fable,
iostead of repeating what he hears, like & parrot, would
himse/f answer the objections which have been raised
againet the Bill, he would do better than he does by making
obstruction, Bat, on the other hand, if there has been
obstruction, I am glad to notice—arnd I do not know
whether & watch-word has been given—that for some time
past these poises, this cock-crowing, which we were wont
to hear, has ceased. Bat if it is intended to renew them I
believe these gentlemen who are accustomed to it, who are
sheep-like, will not gain much, and, for my part, it does not
make a bit of difference to me.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Question, question.
to the amendment.

Mr. CASGRAIN. (Trapslation.) Well, Mr, Chairman,
I was saying, when I was interrupted, that I was in hopes
that the members from the Province of Quebec, on so
important a question, which concerns them directly, and
with regard to which they will be called to account
by the electors at the mnext election, and even
before, because it is the ocustom to go hefore one's

Mr, CagoRraIN,

Speak

constituents after the Ssassion, to give an account
of one’s parliamentary condact—I say, 1 believe that they
will have to explain the vote which they are going to give
to-day. It is true the vote will not be recorded to-day, but
it will be recorded ultimately, and that record will tell who
supported the amendment and who opposed it. I said that
a more unpopular measure in the Province of Quebec could
not be brought down ; and I here declare that if I had
a bad wish to make to the Government, it would be
to have that measare passed, which would be the crown-
ing point of a host of other measures which are now
before Parliament and which will go further than any-
thing else towards destroying the e(}n'estige with which the
First Minister has been surrounded up to this day. Now,
taking public sentiment in the Province of Quebec for a
basis, I openly declare that I am happy to find, even in the
ranks of the Conservative party, the real expression of the
sentiments of that Province, a8 given a moment ago by the
hon. member for Rouville (Mr. Gigaunlt). That hon. mem-
ber has explained in firm, calm and moderate language the
position he has taken, and I completely endorse what he
has said. I should like to hear from the other side of the
House a reply which would be an answcr to the arguments
he has brought forward, Hisarguments appear to me to be
incontrovertible. Will they be answered on the other side ?
I do not know ; but if the obstinate silence which has been
kept until now is persisted in, it is quite clear that hon.
gentlemen will not try to answer them, or wiil refuse to
answer them. I was struck—I am still struck—with the
enormity of the cost which this change of system will
involve. Taking, for the five years, the minimum of the
costs of the preparation of the lists at $300,000 for each
year, for the counties, you will have $1,500,000 of expenses,
mercly to have the voters’ list for a new Parliament, I
say this expense is euntirely out of proportion to the
resources of the country. I do not even add the ordinary
expensos of the whole number of general elections which
will take place, and which will necessitate another expense
of $300,000 to $100,000. So that, if we reckon up the
bye-elections, we have an amount of nearly $2,000,000, I
say this is out of proportion with the resources ofthe country.
Now, why should we change the present system ? Is there
any advantage whatever to do this? The only advantage is
that which the Government hopes to get out of this law.
There is no other for the Province of Quebec, nor for the
other Provinces in Canada. - As to the clause concerning
qualification, & mechanic, a school teacher, a good citizen,
will be deprived of their right of voting, and an Indian,
who will happen to own a small property, worth
8300 or $400 will be brought forward and put
alongside of the civilised and reasonable man who has a
direct interest in the State. Our population is going to
revolt against such a proposition, and I believe that it has
a perfect right to do so. Mr. Chairman, I believe that if
we would only give to the people of the country time
enough to express their opinion we would receive, before
long, a host of petitions against this Bill. The more it is
known in some Provinces the more it is unpopular. And
if the discussion is prolonged for some time yet, I am sure
that the Province of Quebec—as the Province of QOuntario
has already done—will not fail to send in its protestation
against the Bill which is now submitted to us. Perhaps
before the end of this Parliament we will have occasion to
reccive a host of petitions, which will express the views of
the people on this question; but still, if the people cannot
be warred and informed in proper time on the true bearing
of this law, at least during vacation, I have no doubt, that a
host of petitions will be sent to the new Parliament, asking
for the repeal of the law, Now, as the Government wanted,
on this occasion, to create a precedent, by depriving Prince
Edward Island of its electoral franchise, I believe I can see
what is the intention of the Government towards the Pro.
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vince of Quebec, and I can foresee that the effect of this
precedent will also apply to the Province of Quebec. I am
afrpid of the weakness of the members from the Province
of Quebec, who are going to give up our last safety plank.
Isee, by the example which I have bad under my eyes, that
they are going to sacrifice the Province of Quebec. Neverthe-
Jess, a8 far as I can protest in my own name, and on behalf
of the electors of the Province which I have the honor to
represent, I protest, with all my might, against this Bill,
and I specially call the attention of the French Canadian
Ministers who represent the Province of Quebec in the
Cabinet, to this Bill ; I entreat them to examine ocarefully
the bearing of the vote they are going to give on this ques-
tion, before they continue to support this Bill. I entreat
them, for the sake oftheir personal interests and for the sake
of the interests of the Province. The vote they are about
to give will be a vole which will be a regroach to them
hereafter, and which will always be on their conscience.
But, in spite of my humble efforts, I believe that I will not
be able to persuade them to retrace their steps. I know that
it is difficult to give up a settled purpose, but whatever may
be the result I shall have fulfilled a daty, and 1 am proud of
fulfilling & solemn, grave and important duty towards my
fellow citizens. I do not wish to be charged with taking
advantage of the indulgence of the House by prolonging this
debate beyond the ordinary limits, but I desire to enter here
my mott emphatic protest against this Bill. Many members
on this side of the House have given the reasons why
the Bill ought not to be adopted. I do mot wish to recail a
host of arguments which have been used, and which should
have induced the Government not to persist in this Bill. I
will simply say that one of the strongest objections is that
which relates to the Government officers, who are <called
revising officers, and who have the control of the voters’
list, while we have the municipal officers who, in good faith,
legally, without any prejudices nor any preconceived ideas,
prepare voters’ lists which give full justice to the Province
ot Quebec. Consequently, I do not think that it will be
bereficial o the Province of Quebec {0 change its franchise,
On the contrary, we have the greatest possible interest to
keep the present system, and Ig desire that it should be
maintained, until there are abuses of such a serious charac-
ter as to nccessitate a change. Until now, not a single case
has been pointed out in this House which would show that
the system led to abuses. On the contrary, it has been
asserted, and the fact was not denied by the other side of
the House, that the system has worked perfoctly well until
now. I trust that we may expect that this Bill will not

ass; but, on the other hand, if it passes it seems to me that
it is a mental abberation on the part of the Government to
insist on the adoption of such a Bill. With these few
remarks I leave the amendment in your hands, and I hope
it will meet with the assent of the House.

Mr. PATERSON (Brant). I desire to embrace the
privilege which bas been kindly conceded io members of
the House, to make a few remarks upon the amendment
which has just been moved, and in doing so I shall endea-
vor to speak pointedly to the quession under discussion.
The First Minister yesterday charged members on this side
of the House with obstructing the passage of the Bill. He
seemed to have formed some misconception of this matter.
Taking the First Minister’s own defiuition of the latitude
that pertains to a minority, I claim that we are quite within
that limit. He says there should be full and ample time
given 10 & minority to discuss the question in all its
features. Sir, that is all we want, all we ask. He says
afler that full and ample time has been afforded for dis-
cussing & measure, and ajter the minority have availed them-
selves of the opportunity which is afforded them, the will of
the majority must prevail, And so it will in this case. All
that t2he Opposition are doing—those who are opposed to this
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[ Bill in ite principle and details has been that a number of
them~—not the whole of them, though everyone has a perfect
right to express his opinion on this Bill—but some members
of the Opposition have expressed themselves with reference
to the principles of the Bill, some addressing themselves to
the discussion of a particular clause, and others may per-
haps do 8o yet. While the Bill itself is objectionable in its
principle, t.ge olauses that we hold to be very objectionable,
to be, in fact, almost dangerous in their nature, require
ample discussion before the Bill becomes law, and so that
we do confine ourselves within the limits laid down by the
First Minister. I am sorry that hon. gentlemen opposite
have found it necessary to charge us with a desire to destroy
parliamentary institutions, and have stigmatised the course
which has been taken by the Opposition in this debate as
one which tends to bring parliamentary discussion and
responsible government into disrepute. do not think we
are amenable to that charge. As an instance, showing the
unfounded nature of the charge, let me bring a circumstance
to your notice. On May 2nd, I find the following editorial
in the Mail newspaper—and I hope you will not look so
sternly at me, Mr. Chairman, because it is not very long.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I hope it is relevant.

Mr. PATERSON. 1t is pertinent, as you will see.
On the 2nd May the Mail said: (The hon. gentle-
man then quoted from the Toronto Ma:l, of the 2nd May.)
Now, that is the plan followed by hon. gentlemen opposite,
In the first place, the correspondent of the Mail sends to
that newspaper a statement which is incorrect. I listened
to the hon. leader of the Opposition criticising this Bill, and
I noticed that he read largely from the Indian Act; but 1
do not think it can be truly said that he read that Act from
beginning to end, with the other Acts amending it. There-
fore, an incorrect statement is sent out: an editorial is based
upon it, and it is given to us as true. Now, it must be
within the knowlege of the members of this House, though
some people in the country might be deceived by the
editorial, that when it was charged by the bon. leader of the
ggrosition, when he spoke at t%e very introduction of this

Mr. CHAIRMAN, Order. I think the hon. gentleman
is going beyond the record, when he is discussing what
has taken place before. The question now is, the third
clause of the Bill, Mr, Charlton’s amendment, which has
been read over and over again, and the amendment which
Mr. Casgrain has just put into my hands; and the discus-
sion of subjects outside of these is, I think, irregular.

Mr. PATERSON. I will bow to your ruling, Mr. Chair-
man ; but I think you will admit that, in closely replying
to the argnments used by the hon. First Minister on these
same propositions, I am quite within my limit.

Mr, CHATRMAN, The question is not whether the time
of the House has been delayed or not. It is the question of
these amendments,

Mr. PATERSON. I trust, Mr. Chairman, that you will
not find it necessary to attempt to restrain me beyond what
I consider proper bounds if I convince you that I am within
my rights, ) ‘

Some hon. MEMBERS, Chair, chair.

Mr. PATERSON. 1 feel that I am entitled to refer to
this matter, and I think that the sense of the House and of
the hon, First Minister himself would be against the state-
ments he made on precisely the same motions on which I
am speaking now being considered in order—proceeding
with the quiet hearing and the pleased hearing we gave him
on this side—and then my being told that in replying to
his statements I am out of order. I am replying to the charge
that in the speeches made and the course pursued by the
Opposition they have endeavored to obstruct this Bill, and
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the same charge might be made against him, Sir, that is not
my motive or intention, and that will notbe my act. Iam
here to speak to the amendments in your hands, and inci-
dentally I may have occasion to refer to the sub-amend-
ment. Now, speaking of the course of the Opposition, and
having reference to the remarks 1 am aboat to make, I
would challenge hon. gentlemen opposite to point out
how they can be considered factious or obstructive
when I am addressing myself closely, as the
other members of the Opposition have done, to the prin-
ciples involved. Sir, the charge is as foundationless as was
the charge made against the hon. leader of the Opposition,
who, I think, spoke only & little over an hour altogether on
that occasion. I think I have a right to allude to that
charge, and I allude to it as an answer to the statements
made by the other side.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Chair, chair,

Mr. PATERSON. Yes, I admire the spirit of fair play
of the hon. member for Richmond and Wolfe (Mr. Ives),
coming back from his ranches, where he has been enjoying
himself.

Mr. IVES. I rise t> Order. You have ruled that the
hon. gentleman is not following the rules of the House. I
merely called his attention to the ruling of the Chairman,
and now he proposes to read me a lecture which I shali
not submit to. There is no pertinency or relevancy in it.

Mr. PATERSON. 1 think there is a pertinency in refer-
ring to an impertinent interruption. The Chair is able to
maintain order without suggestions from the hon. member

for Richmond and,Wolfe. The hon. gentleman came back here | (

yesterday, and he heard the hon. member for Lincoln
travelling over the whole history of the Local House, from
1867 to 1878, and there never was a word of exception
taken. I am speaking in precisely the same line as was
taken by the hon. the First Minister himself, While
there is no member who respects the Chair more than I do,
and while I will endeavor to confine myself closely within
the proper limit, the hon, First Minister, I am sure, will not
contend that I should not be allowed to touch on the
ground which he has covered himself, I am within the
rules of debate when I refer to charges which have been made
against myself, and which may be made against me whenI
s1t down, that I have endeavored to obstract the business of
the House.

Some hon, MEMBERS. Order; Chair.

Mr. PATERSON. If the idea of hou. gentlemen is
to break the thread of a discourse that might prove very
interesting and instructive to them—

Mr, CHAIRMAN. Question.

Mr. PATERSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, would you kindly
give me an idea of the words I should use and the senti-
ments which you want me to express, before I finish the
sentence | was about to ‘make. It is quite impossible, of
course, to proceed if we are to be hampered in that way ; it
cannot be done, The hon. First Minister assured us that
there was to be an opportunity given for full and ample
discussion. He discussed the principle and the details of
the Bill. The hon. member for Lincoln did the same.

Mr. RYKERT. No,1I did not.

Mr. PATERSON. If I bad spoken beforeon this amend-
ment, there might be some justification in hon. members
calling me to order in the summary manner in which they
are disposed to do it, but I submit, under the circumstances,
latitude greater than I desiro to take, having been allowed
to others, that itis not a very fair thing that they should
avail themselves of points of order, which they really fail to
maintain. Now, a resolution you have in your hands, pro-
poses that the provincial franchises shall be retained for the
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Dominion elections, and, in discussirg that proposition, we
have been told that we are ivjuring representative ingtitu-
tions—that if a course like that is permitted, responsible
government is at an end. The hon, First Minister took
that line, the hon, member for King’s, N.B. (Mr. Foster),
took’ that line. Sir, responsible government is not
thus easily destroyed. In order to maintain responsible
government in this country, the hon. First Minister was
quite right in turning, as he told us, a deaf ear to those of
his supporters—for I suppose it was his supporters, it cer-
tainly was not gentlemen on this side—who inti-
mated the desire that the cléture of some kind
or other, Einglish or American, should be applied to
us, There is no danger of parliamentary institu-
tions being brought into disrepute by this debate.
The safety of responsible government in this Canada of ours
rests on the good, sound, common sense of the people. If
an Act is before the House that is a wise Act, an Act in the
interests of the people, designed for the general good of the
people, and if a party in the House, a minority, were to set
themselves to prevent its passage by resisting it at every
stage, such a course would be fatal to the minority. There
is where the safeguard of responsible government and Par-
liamentary institutions rests; it rests in the fact that the
people will not countenance, will not support or endorse the
course of men who would offer obstruction to a measuare that
is in the public interest and designed for the public weal;
and the people will be the judge of that. Therefore, the
First Minister is safe; he need not tremble for responsible
government, and the hon. member for King's, N.B.
Mr. Foster), need not vex his righteous soul with refer-
ence to that point, because responsible government is safo
in the hands of the people. If the policy which has been
pursued by the Opposition were, and I deny it is, one of
obstruction to a measure designed in the interests of
the country, such a policy would be fatal to us, individnally,
and as & party, and the remedy lies in the handsof the First
Minister., If the Government and their supporters believe
the charges they make, let them apply the remedy
that is in their own hands; let them dissolve the House
and appeal to the people. ILet them say: We wanted to
pass a Franchise Bill, and the Opposition took occasion to
debate it, clanse by clause ; they objected to it in principle
and in detail ; for days and hours they continued to debate
it, though we made them sit up three days and nights con-
tinnously to wear them out. That is the course the Gov-
ernment should take. Will they dare to take it? Will
they, as their organ advised, dissolve the House? Then,
when the people pronounced on the guestion, we would
willingly accept their decision, because they are the final
arbiters. They say they should not be asked to dissolve
the House. 1 tell you it is my fixed opinion that this is a
more important question upon which to appeal to the
people at the polls than the reason assigned for the prema-
ture appeal to the people in 1882, namely, that a few
millions of dollars were waiting investment in this country
to know what the National Policy was going to be. Is
tbis not & more important question, when the whole control
of the people, as far as election lists are concerned, is to be
taken out of their hands and placed in the hands of
irresponsible men, nominees of the Crown, not even
responsible to the power who appointed them, with
power given them to strike off or put on any
name they please? A Bill which proposes to give a vote
to the untutored savages of the West as well as those who
are bound down under the Government of the day in the
older Provinces ? Is not the enlargement of the voting
power to these people a question of more vital interest to
the people than to ask them whether they should pro-
nounce again on the National Policy, so that a few millions
of money might come to be invested in the country, but
which never came in. There is every reason—if we had
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any reason in 1882 —why this question should be submitted
to the people. If our course be as hon. gentlemen say, if
a8 they claim as they would feign claim, though not openly,
this Bill is all that is good and fair and decent in the public
interest, then let them appeal to the people to send them
back and justify respinsible government and secure the
safety and permanence of parliamentary institutions. No;
the charge does not lie. I think one great reason why the
amendment of the hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr.
Charlton) should pass is this, that if it prevails, this Bill
will be disposed of virtually, and we will be enabled to pro-
ceed to the transaction of the public business of the country
which is imperatively demanding attention at our hands.
That leads me to look at the present condition of the coun-
try ; for looking at that, I can give you a very strong rea-
son why the amendment of the hon. member for North
Norfolk should prevail. On this point allow me to bring
into the discussion the views of the organ of hon. gentle-
men opposite. I do not often read extracts, but as the
minority secmed to be blamed by the majority for urging
the Government to drop this measure and proceed to pub-
lic business, let me read some of the views of the friends of
the Government outside. On April 28, the organ of the
Government said :

“ The illness of the Finance Minister, the preoccupation of the Premier,
and the absorption of the Department of Militia, make it obvious that it
will be wise to get parliamentary business finished, to drop what cannot
be carried, and then to ororogue. The public have really ceaged to take
interest in parliamentary proceedinga; and though these are not
intended for public amusement, the lack of interest in them ought to
render winding up easy. The Oppozition may take objections; but the
Opposition in times like this does not count. Indeed it is probable that
there does exist & decent degree of pride and enthusiasm in our troops
among the Opposition; and that the rank and file are willing to act
generously towards the Government. The country would respond to
generosity much more readily than to hostile criticism just now. And
in any case criticiam is almost useless since it can find no echoes in the
press. The newspapers that published speeches now would be doomed
Thus both the Guvernment and the Opposition seem to have the same
interest in & prorogation; and it is to be hoped that business will be
pushed, and the Ministers left free to devote themselves to the serious
duties of the situation. ’

These are serious duties the Ministry have to attend to and
it is desirable Parliament should be prorogued in order to
do that business. If the amendment of my hon. friend
from Norfolk were to prevail, one Bill that is not demanded
by the public, and is not in the interest of the country
would be disposed of, and we would be able. to proceed to
other basiness. On glancing at the Order paper, further
reasons will be seen why this amendment should pre-
vail. Supposing it did prevail, and that the reason was
that the amount of business that had to be done. I had the
curiosity to take up the journals of 1878, when hon. gentle-
men opposite were in Opposition, and being in Opposition
of course behaved themselves with the same noble conduct
that distingunishes them as a Government majority. Anything
they may have done in Opposition certainly would not be
called obstruction or delay of public business; there could
be no objection taken to the course they pursued. Therefore,
I looked up their record, in order that I might influence
hon. gentlemen opposite in coming to a determitation as to
the amount of business to be done and the time it would take
us to discharge it even if we were not troubled with
the consideration of this Bill, as we would not be
if the amendment of my hon., friend were carried.
I found that, in 1878, when hon. gentlemen opposite were
in Opposition, we were in committee on the Estimates
twenty days, apart from the days spent in debate on
motions in amendment to Committee of Sapply. This
House has been in Committee of Supply three days. In
.that case seventeen days more are necessary for us to be
in Supply, taking our precedent from the course of hon.
gentlemen opposite when they thought it was necessary,
and who will say it is not necessary now, when the Esti-
mates embrace millions and millions more than they did in

1878, Then we have to concur in the Estimates, and I
think I shall not be extravagant if I say that we ought to
take three days in doing that, Then we have the Manitoba
better terms, arranging terms with one Province of this
Dominion, which will bring up a discussion that is very
important, and may introduce the financial condition of
many other Provinces that are even now asking for addi-
tional grants. I think it would not be unreasonable to
say that three days would be required to do anything like
justice to those resolutions. They would have to be adopted
first, to be formed in a Bill which would have to pass its
first, second and third readings, and to be considered clause
by clause in Committee. We are still in Committee of Ways
and Means, No concurrence has yet been taken in matters
affecting the whole industries of the conntry, It would not be
unreasonable to suppose that two days would elapse before
we could finish the gzsiness of the Committee of €Vays and
Means. Then there is the Insolvency Bill. I think I shall
be quite within the mark if I say that we ought to take
three days in discussing that Bill, putting it through all its
various readings, and settling a matter which is of the
deepest interest tothe mercantile people of this country,
on which great diversity of opinion prevailed in the com-
mittee, and on which a similar diversity of opinion will
prevail in this House. I do not think I am Eeyond the
mark in saying that three days should be given to the dis-
cussion of that measure,

An hon, MEMBER. Six days.

Mr. PATERSON. No one would charge upon this Houte
anything like a desire to obstruct public business if it took
six days to discuss this measure, but I have only put down
three days. Then we have the Insurance Act. We know
the diversity of opinion that exists in regard to that mea-
sure, but [ have ventured to put down only one day for that
Government measure, and I think the House will agree
that I have not estimated too much in that case. Then
there are the resolutions respecting the Court of Claims,
and the first, second and third reading of the Bill to be
founded on them, and the consideration in the committee.
I have put down only one day for that. Then there is the
Bill in regard to the North-West Mounted Police, enlarging
the force, which may bring up the whole question of the
North-West. Who will say that one day will be too much
to give to that subject. Then there is the Chinese Bill. An
expensive commission was sent out last year to enquire into
that matter.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Question.

Mr. PATERSON. I am speaking to the question. I am

iving my reasons why the amendment of the hon. member
%r North Norfolk should pass, and the hon. gentleman is
not following me closely, or he would see how pertinent
my remarks are. In & measure of the magunitude of the
Chinese question, which required many weeks to decide in
the neighboring republic, I think 1 am very reasonable in
limiting the discussion here to two days. Then we have
the representation of Canada at the International Exhibition
in London. Who will say that we should not have one day
to discuss that? Certainly we should have a proper exhi-
bition before the assembled colonies and the Indian Empire,
and we require a certain amount of time to discuss that
matter. Then there is the Bill for the Consolidation of the
Statutes, with all the lawyersin the House anxious to speak
in reference to it, and in regard to these two large volumes
that are before us now. Will not two days be reasonable
for the consideration of that matter? Then we have the
Act suspending the operation of the McCarthy License Act,
a question which has thrown the whole conntry into confu-
sion, but I have only put down one day for considering that
matter, Then we ﬁave the Library of Parliament, where
we are puiting in an extra head and changing the whole
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programme; but I put down only one day for that. Then
there are the Canadian Pacific Railway resolutions, which
are o important in their nature that it would not be a waste
of time, in the interests of this country, if ten days of this
House were given todebating that question, when the Com-
pany has come back, for the third time, for & re-arrangement
of the terms that we made with them and of the bargain
which we supposed was final.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Question.

Mr. PATERSON. AgainI say that hon. gentlemen are
not following the thread ot my argument, which is perfectly
pertinent to the question before the Chair. There are
many other Acts which hon. gentlemen have to consider.
There are six notices of motion by members of the Govern-
ment, the resolutions for which have not yet been taken,
but, leaving them out altogether, I find that there would be
forty-eight days consumed in the business which I have
enumerated. I am within the sense of the House when I
ask whether the House should not take that time to dis-
charge its duty in regard to these matters. You have but
forty-three days from now to the 1st July, giving every day
to the Government, for we will not sit on Sabbath. You
have on your paper business thatcannot be done satisfac-
torily, receiving the attention which it ought to receive at
the hands of Parliament, and finished before the 10th or
15th July, even if you do not go into a discussion of the
more important matters before the House, even if the
amendment of the hon. member for North Norfolk should
prevail and should relieve us from further consideration of
this question. I think I have shown that there
is business enough on the paper to demand the
attention of the House, even on every day except
Sundays, even if this amendment should prevail
Sir, T have another reason to offer why the amendment of
the hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr. Charlton) should
prevail, and that is, I believe that the people of the country
desire to retain the provincial franchises as the basis for an
election to the Dominion House. Why do Isay so? I think
go because there has been no demand from any quarter,
from any Province, from any municipality, from any of the
people of this land, from any individnal in the land, so far
as I know, asking to have the present state of things
changed. If there are any, hon, gentlemen opposite ought
to know it, and it will be something new for them to rise
and give it to the committée. We find that no section of
the press has asked for it, which is the great moath of the

eople. There have been no petitions presented, there
Eave been mno requests from any direction, not only from
any Province, or from any municipality, but from any
individual, asking for it. Has there been any indication of
the popular will un the other hand ? Yes. I believe there
is not an independent political paper in Canada to.day, that
I know of, that does not say that thie Bill is not demanded,
that this Bill is not in the interests of the country,
that this Bill ought not to become law. I say it ought
not to pass, either, because hon. members in this
House have mnot been able to defend this Bill.
Neither in the House, mor in the ocountry, nor
in the press, have they been able to defend the Bill, or the
provisions of their Bill. Any hon. gentlemen opposite
who have risen to speak in reference to this Bill, have
spoken aside from the question, have not confined them-
selves to the question, as I am doing at the present time.
And their press has not dared to defend it, and whenever
their press have sttempted a defence of the Bill, they have
misstated its provisions, and have not stated what the Bill
really is, and their defence has been no defence. They
have misstated the effects of the Indian clause, they have
misstated the revising barristers provision, and the clauses
that pertain to that. There has been no defence of the Bill,
properly so called, made either in this House or by the
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press of hon, gentlemen opposite. And petitions are before
the House demanding that it shall not become law; meet-
ings are being held, and the people pronounce against it,
Yet in face of all that, hon, gentleman, with their organ
advising them to drop useless measures, and go on with the
48 days’ business before us, outside of this Bill—hon.
gentlemen are disposed to vote down the proposition, I sup-
pose, of the hon. member for North Norfolk (Mr.!Charlton),
which, if it prevails, will render this Bill unnecessary.
For 18 years we have beep working under the old
system, In 18 years, so far as 1 am aware, there has
never been one single complaint heard in this House
or out of the House, in reference to it working unequally,
with reference to it doing any injury to any of the people
of the country. Under the law, as it has been in the years
past, hon. members opposite, a8 well as hon. gentlemen on
this side of the House, find themselves in their seats as
members of Parliament. The only pretension they give is
that we have a right to regulate our own franchise.
Granted; and we have done it. The hon. member for Both-
well (Mr. Mills) pointed out, in the clearest manner yester-
day, how this Parliament, recognising its rights, had
declared its rights, and had placed on the Statute Book its
willing reference to this matter. Parliament has main-
tained its rights, and therefore the only argument we have
heard—if argument it may be called—that we have a right
to do it, was most effectually disposed of by my hon. friend.
Now, 8ir, we have been blamed because we do not come
down to what they call the enacting clauses. The First
Minister blamed us yesterday, and other members have
done so, as having spent too much time discussing the inter-
pretation clauses, saying that if we bad come down to the
enacting clauses and diecussed them there, we might arrive
at conclusions. Now, what were the facts with reference
to that? We discussed the whole woman question
on the interpretation clange at the request of the
leader of the Government, and yet he found fault with us
immediately afterwards because we discussed the Indian
question on precisely the first interpretation clause. But
more than that: In the very section of the interpretation
clause on which we were discussing the Indian question,
and for which we were rebuked for discussing the Indian
guestion in the improper place, what did the First Minister
0o ? It wason that very same section of the interpreta-
tion clause that the First Minister dealt with the whole
Chinese question, for it was in there that he put in the words
* excluding the Chinese.,” Such is the consistency of hon.
gentlemen opposite. They undertake to lecture us for bring-
ing on the discussion at improper places, and yet the very
same gentlemen settle the whole Chinese question in pre-
cisely the same sub-section of the interpretation clause
and on the previous one they settled the woman question,
Now you can see how captious the objections are that we
do not discuss these questions in their proper places. But
hon. gentlemen say : If you go on, as you get further down,
we will listen to the arguments that have to be advanced.
On this point I see the right hon. gentleman is reported in
his or%an, the Ottawa Citizen—for I have not seen the Han-
sard of yesterday—as saying what I did not exactly under-
stand him tosay. I understood him to say that it could
perhaps, be give and take when we got done; that he could
meet the views of hon. members on this side of the House.
But I see the Citizen reports the hon. gentleman as saying:
¢ If the Government and those who supported the Government
desired that every clause of the Bill ghould be fully and fairly discussed
by the hon. gentiemen opposite, and that there s ould be a give and
take in settling the detauls of the Bill—'’
That is the whole thing. If the Governmen and their sup-
porters desired it, there might be give and take. Well,
now, thai ¢ if "’ there is rather an uncertain thing. Ido
not know, even, that if that “ if ” was left out, and the
proposition were made by hon. gentlemen opposite to say :
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We will have a little give and take on this matter. I do not
know, from past procedure in Parliament, whether we would
be warranted in anticipating much of the “ give ” on their
part unless we had something & little more definite with
reference to what it was to be. I am afraid their division
with us would be something like the division of the man
who was all the time quarrelling with his family, and who,
one day, surprised his neighbors by saying that the quarrel
had ceased, and that he had settled the matter
satisfactorily now, because he had divided the house
with his family, They asked him : How he had managed
that? “O!” he says, “ I gave the family the outside of
the house, and I took the inside.” Now I think that is
about the way hon. gentlemen opposite would do in this give
and take business. They would be willing to take the inside
of the House and give us the outside—give it to us wil-
lingly, there is no doubt about that; because they under-
stand that the Bill will do that for them, and that is the
design of it. They mean to get us out. We have succeeded
in getting back here in spite of them, under very difficult
circumstances—many members of the Opposition; and now
they design to make it still more difficult; they design by
their Bill to secure for themselves almost the entire repre-
sentation in this House for the Conservative party. Sir, we
want something a little more definite about that give and
take, before we could have very much faith in their offer.
Now, Mr. Chairman, I want to read you a comment
from the Montreal Gazette with reference to the Bill before
the House. I propose to answer that, and in the answers I
shall give, you will see our reasons why the motion of the
hon, member for North Norfolk should prevail. The Mon-
treal Gazette, I quote the article from another paper—but
no doubt it is correctly given—says:

¢ There are three principal objections urged by the Opposition against
the measure: first, that it enfranchises the Indians of the plains;
secondly, that it contracts the suffrage, taking the country over;
thirdly, that it gives over absolutely the preparation of the voters’ lists
to the henchmen of the Government of the day; and we are bound to
say that, if these objections were. well taken, the measure would deserve
to be rejected by Parliament.”’

As to the firat question : That it enfranchises the Indians of
the plains, if it is true, what will hon. gentlemen do with
the definite statement made from his place by the First
Minister when he said the Bill wouldp enfranchise the
Indians of the plains; when he said, in answer to a direct
question put to him, that it would enfranchise Poundmaker
and Big Bear. I ask hon, gentlemen opposite, if it is not
true, how was it that the First Minister, in reply to a
direct question I put to him on Monday last as to whether
it would enfranchise the tribal Indians, he replied, to the
amazement of many of his followers, that it did if they had
the same property qualifications. It is & mere technicality
to say that the North-West is not represented in this
House. The North-West is to be represented. At all
events, the Indians on the plains of Manitoba, dwelling on
their reserves, ignorant and besotted as they are described
by many, are, under the provisions of this Bill, enfran-
chised—that is, if you may so degrade the word ; they are
given the same privilege as the white man who has the
responsibilities of mashood upon him. If the First Minister
has subsequently, when he found himself sorely pressed,
announced that he would exempt British Columbia and
Manitoba from the operations of this Bill when he came to
the clauses, that statement proves that under the Bill they
are not exempt. They are there, and the Montreal Gazette
can make up its mind that the Bill gives the vote to Indians
on the plain. This statement has been made by the First
Minister ; hon. gentlemen opposite have heard it from his
own lips ; they can read it in Hansard.

Mr. MITCHELL. The hon. gentleman has given a chal-
lenge that no hon. gentleman can deny that the decision of
this House as regards this Bill has been to enfranchise the

Indians of the plains. That may be so; but T do notso
understand it. I understand that what was done in relation
to the interpretation clauses was to make a declaration in
regard to the Indian that he was a person ; but the House
has yet to declare when it comes to the section dealing with
the question whether they will enfranchise the Indians of
the plains. If they enfranchise the Indians of the plains or
anywhere else unless qualified a8 white men are qualified
either by intelligence or property it will meet with my
hostility, and I do not believe this House will do it.

Mr. PATERSON. 1 am very glad to hear it but
the hon, gentleman did not catch the statement I had made.
My statement was that they were enfranchised under the
Bill as drawn. With the great inflaence of the hon. gentle-
man and his independent position, and with the influence of
supporters of the Government who may hesitate to accept
such a proposition now that it has been pointed out may lead
to some change ; but the very fact that any exemption
needs to be put into the Bill shows it is not there.

Some hon, MEMBERS. Oh, oh.

Mr, PATERSON. If hon. mombers utter tones of
derision they are deriding the explicit statements of the
leader of the Government. We now come to the next
point: That it contracts the suffrage, taking the country
over. That has been abundantly proved by hon. gentlemen
on this side of the House. No one can controvert the state-
ment. Does any one deny that this Bill contracts the fran-
chise in British Columbia, where there is manhood suffrage,
or in Prince Edward Island, when members who support
the Government are moving and supporting an amend-
ment declaring that the Act does injustice to them ? The
hon. member for Lambton (Mr. Lister) and other speakers
have abundantly proved that in Ontario it will not give the
suffrage to thousands who are enfranchised under the Act
passed by the Mowat Government. In Nova Scotia [ am
told it will contract the franchise. In New Brunswick it is
claimed that the Bill will contract it.

Some hon. MEMBERS. No, no.

Mr. PATERSON. It is very well for hon. gen-
tlemen to say no, but let them rise and show in what
particulars our statements are wrong. In the Province of
Quebec the franchise is not contracted. With respect
to the third proposition, which runs as follows:
That it gives over absolutely the preparation of the
voters’ lists to the henchmen of the Government of the day.
I do not use the term “ henchmen ;” I do not know what
the connection may be. No one can deny that the clause
with respect to revising barristers hands over the power to
make and revise the lists to nominees of the Government,
I have conclusively proved the truth of the three.proposi-
tions set out in the Glazette, and therefore I am justified in
opposing this Bill, for the editor himself says that we are
bound to say that, if those objections are well taken, the
measure deserves to be rejected by Parliament. Hon. gen-
tlemen opposite cannot deny that the Bill as drawn, without
considering amendments that may have been suggested in
caucus, will enfranchise tribal Indians, They cannot
deny that the suffrage is contracted in Ontario, that
it is contracted in Prince FEdward Island, in British
Columbia, in Nova Scotia, in New Brunswich, and in Mani-
toba if they can. Until they do maintain their case we hold
that our case has been proved by the statements and facts
which have been elicited by hon. gentlemen bn this side.
With regard to the revising barrister, I would like to see a
man on that side bold enough to say that the control of the
list is not handed over to these gentlemen. Their news-
papers, which do not feel the same responsibility that is
felt by members of Parliament, may say so, but I do not
think any hon. member will venture upon such astatement.
I do not know what changes may be made, but changes -



1798

COMMONS DEBATES.

May 12,

have been promised, because the Opposition in this House
stood up for the rights of the people and pointed out to the
- amazement of hon, gentlemen opposite, what the provisions
of the Bill are, but we have had only one amendment of
those which have been promised, thus far. There may be
an amendment with reference to the revising barristers,
but we do not know what it is to be, we are discussing the
Bill as it is now, we have no such amendment before us, and
I repeat is any hon. gentleman here bold enough to say that
the control of the voters’ lists will not be handed over
absolutely to the gentlemen who are appointed revis-
ing barristers? I say that a more shameless provision
never was found in any Bill. Hon. gentlemen talk about
English practice and precedents, but can you mention any
English statesman who would so far forget himself and the
duty he owes to his country as to introduce a Bill into
Parliament to give to the nominee of a Government the
control which is given by this Bill to the revising barrister ?
These hon. gentlemen say in their papers that it is the
same system that is in force in England, but hon. gentle-
men do not say so here, because they know that it is not
the same system. They know that the revising barristers
in England are not appointed as it is proposed to appoint
them here, and have not the power entrusted to them so
absolutely as these men will have it if the Bill passes. Mr.
Chairman, have you thought that the gentleman who rose
last night and attempted a defence of this Bill—L refer to
the hon. member for Lincoln—ecould be appointed a revis-
ing barrister under the provisions of this Bill.

Mr CHAIRMAN. T do not think that is the clause we
are discussing.

Mr. PATERSON. Yes.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. How does it come under the clause
or the amendment ?

Mc, PATERSON. It comes under the amendment, because
ifthisameudment prevails the revising barrister clause would
be wiped out.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Not at all.

Mr. PATERSON. Besides, Sir, 1 am only following
the line of argument adopted by the hon. member for
Lincoln, and so I cannot be out of order—it is impossible.
1 am alluding to his argument with reference to this clause,
I am speaking to the same motion, and [ say that it must
have struck you, Mr. Chairman, that under the provisions
of this Bill, that gentleman being a barrister of over five
years' standing, could -have himself appointed as revising
barrister for Lincoln, could fix up the rolls for himself,
could then resign his office, and could run as a member of
Parliament.. The rolls might be fixed up by himself; no
one could appeal against them ; and that any man should
support and defend such a proposition in connection with
the amendment of the hon. member for North Norfolk, is
something very difficult of comprehension. Shall it be said
that it would be a shameless thing for a man to do anything
of that kind? Granted; but how much more shameless
would it be than that a member of Parliament should sit
here and use his power along with the power of others,
before a general election came on, to have Reform town-
ships thrown off his riding and Conservative townships
thrown in, in order to make his seat secure. I say there is
a danger that, under this Bill, any hon. gentleman who is a
barrister of over five years’ standing might himself be
appointed to that position, might make up the lists, might
then resign, and be elected as a member of this House on
those lists.

Mr. CHAIRVMAN. The hon. gentloman will see that
we are not discussing the Bill as a whole, but the third
clause, and that the revising barrister does mnot come up
under that clause,

Mr, Parerson (Brant),

Mr. PATERSON. There is the amendment,

Mr. CHAIRYWAN. Yes, there is the amendment, but
the revising barrister is not discussed in the amendment,
and T hope that the hon. gentleman will observe that I have
so ruled.

Mr. CASEY. I do not think, Sir, you have ruled as to
whether the amendment affects the revising barrister clause
or not. If the amendment of the hon. member for Norfolk
carries, change must necessarily be made, and the revising
barrister clause must go out with the others, so it is cer-
tainly in order to discuss that provision in connection with
?n amendment which proposes to substitute something else

or it.

Mr. MILLS. The amendment of the hon. member for
Norfolk is a proposition to adopt generally the provincial
franchise, instead of the third clause of the Bill, and one of
the provisions of the provincial law relates to the way in
which the voters’ lists are prepared. I think it is quite
open to my hon. friend in arguing this question to argue
that you should get rid of this objectionable feature, the
revising ba:rister, by the adoption of the amendment. It is
an argument to show why the amendment should be adopted.

Mr, LANDERKIN. TUnder the provincial franchise we
hold courts of revision whose functions are somewhat the
same as those of the revising barrister, and it will be impos-
sible to discuss this question of a provincial franchice with-
out having to refer to the revising barrister, who is the
chief functionary under this Bill.

Mr. WHITE (Cardwell). It seems to me that the ques-
tion of the provincial franchises has nothing to do with the
manner in which the lists are prepared. It has simply to
do with the question of the qualification of voters under a
provincial franchise. The third clause of this Bill declares
what shall be the basis of the franchise in cities and towns.
It is moved in amendment that the provincial franchises—
that is to say, the qualifications under the provirc'al f-an-
chises—shall be substitated for these qualifications. That is
all.

Mr, CASEY. No, no.

Mr, WHITE. That is all, as I understand it. The
question therefore as to how those provincial franchises
are to be embodied in voters’ lists does mot come up under
the amendment.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I would call attention
to the faet that on a precisely similar amendment—unless
I misunderstood it—the hon. member for Lincoln undoubt-
edly adopted a line of argument which would fully justify
the reply of the hon, member for Brant.

Mr. RYKERT. Not at all.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I so understood it and
others beside me understood the same, I have not Hansard,
or I think, Mr. Chairman, I could convince you, on that
question. No doubt you have not been as able as some of
us to follow closely the intricacies of this discussion, but
when Hansard comes, I think you will find that the hon.
member for Lincoln took & great deal more latitude than
the hon. member for Brant has taken,

Mr. CASEY. In answer to the objection of the hon.
member for Cardwell, I would say that the amendment
says that all persons qualified to vote shall be qualified and
enrolled ander this Act, Now, no personr is qualified in
any Province where there is a voters’ list until his name is
on the list and it has been revised with his name on. I
think, therefore, the whole machinery of making the
voters’ lists comes up on this amondment,

Mr. LANDRY (Kent). Ifyou say we are all out of
order in this discussion, I am perfoctly satisfied to take
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your ruling and to sit down; but if I understood you to
invite discussion, I will go on.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I am roady to hear discussion.

Mr. LANDRY. Then, I think the hon. member on this
side of the House has taken the proper stand. The amend-
ment proposed by the hon, member for North N orfolk is
in precisely the same words as the law at present. It has
been copied from the Act of 1874. What it says is that all
persons qualified to vote for members for the Legislative
Assembly shall L e those who vote for members of the House
of Commons. How are we to arriveat who the persons
qualified are? How are we to get the evidence ? If this
amendment should be adopted, cannot we establish our own
tribunal for the purpose of ascertaining who are qualified ?
Cannot we say wgo shall be the tribunal to determine those
who are qualified to vote, either revising barristers or muni-
cipal councils. or anybody you like? You may adopt the
lists in the Province of Quebec or in the Province of New
Brunswick, but that is not adopting the tribunal. Look at
the law of 1874, and you will find that, in the same para-
graph that contains the words of the amendment, it says:

« And all Hsts of voters made and prepared, and which would,

according to the laws in force in the said several Provinces, be used if
the election were that of a representative or representatives to the
House of Assembly or Legislative Assembly ot the Province in which
the election is held, shall be the lists of voters.”
" It was thought necessary to say what list should be used,
and in this amendment nothing is said about the lists. It
simply =ays that we shall take the qualifications in tbe dif-
ferent Provinces. If we adopted it, I claim that we could
still eay what tribunal shall establish, who possess those
qualifications ; and in view of that, it is entirely improper
o d’scuss now the provisions of this Bill which refer to the
tribunal which shall establish what persons shall vote.

Mr, RYKERT. Hon. gentlemen opposite have entirely
misunderstood my argument of yesterday, In all their
speeches, hon. gentlemen have complained that the revis-
ing barristers would cause a great deal of expense. In
reply to that, I stated that they had always been in favor of
reviring barristers, and I quoted extracts from speeches to
show that they had. I said nothing more nor less than that.

Mr, MILLS. In reply to what the hon, member for Kent,
N.B,, has gaid, I hold that the adoption of the amendment
does necessarily imply the adoption of the voters’ lists and
the machinery of the Provinces. How is it possible to say
that the party who is qualified under the law of the Pro-
vince to exercise the franchise shall be qualified under this
law unless you adopt all the machinery that the Province
provides ? Suppose you adopt the revising barristers under
this Bill, and they came to a different conclusion from that
of the provincial anthorities ; you would have two voters’
lists different from each other. If you adopt the amend-
ment, which provides for adopting the qualifications that
prevail in the different Provinces, you adopt the lists of the
Provinces. Therefore, under that clause, you have the
whole question brought up as to the revising barristers, and
it is an argument in favor of that policy that by the adop-
tion of it you adopt the local macginery and save the cost
of this operation.

Mr. EDGAR. Surely it will be admitted that we are
discussing the gualification under the amendment of the
hon. member for North Norfolk. The qualification of voters
in the Province of Ontario, for example, under the present
law, is entirely based upon the assessment roll; if a per-
son’s name is on the assessment roll, he is qualified, other-
wise he cannot be qualified. When we are discussing that
we discuss the assessment roll as against the other machin-
ery provided in this Act for making the lists of voters, It
is proposed in this new law to base the lists on something
different from the assessment roll, and how we can discuss

the qua'ifications without bringing that into the discussion
I fail to see. This very clause 3 provides that & person to
be entitled to vote must be registered on the lists of voters
for any electoral district ; and in the interpretation clause,
which we have passed, we find that * lists of voters means
the lists of registered voters to be prepared and revised
under the provisions of this Act in each year.” 1f there is
anything that it is plain on the face of this section is to be
disousses, it is the creation of that voters’ list, and that can
only be done by discussing the mode of revision provided
by this law.

Mr. TROW. Custom should, in a great measure, govern
your ruling. Members have often travelled out of the
record in this debate, and you have to take their conduct
into consideration in ruling upon others. The hon. member
for Lincoln last night travelled all over creation and part of
the States. No one can deny that be invariably travels all
over the world.

"Mr. BOWELL. I think any ono reading this amend-
ment must come to the conclusion that your raling is
strictly correct.

Mr. CASEY. He has not ruled yet.

Mr. BOWELL. T understood that he had ruled. How-
ever, I am ready to admit with tho hon. member that
nearly every speaker has travelled beyond the record ; but
a8 I understand, if the amendment to the amendment be
carried, it exempts the Province of Quebec from tho opera-
tion of this law so far as the qualifications for voters are
concerned. If you adopt the amendment of the hon. mem-
ber for North Norfolk, it substitutes the qualifications for
voters in the different Provinces for the quualifications which
are contained in the clause under discussion, and nothing
more. We will suppose, for argument sake, that this motion
is carried, and that clause No. 3 is striken out of the Bill.
That clause provides what will be the qualifications of
voters in towns and cities of the Dominion. Strike it out
and substitute the amendmeont which says:

“That all the words in section 3 be struck out and the following

substituted in place thereof: Bubject to the exceptions herein con-
tained, all persons qualified to vote at the election of representatives in
the House of Assembly or Legislative Assembly of the several Provinces
compriging the Dominion of Qanada, and no others, shall be entitled
to vote at the election of members of the House of Commons of Canada
for the several electoral districts comprised within such Provinces
respectively.”
That affirms the qualification for the voters in each of the
Provinces, as it exists at present in towns and cities, and
nothing more. It has nothing whatever o do with, nor
does it refer even incidentally to, the modé in which the
lists hereafter may be made up. The hon. member for
West Ontario (Mr. Edgar) says a person is not qualified to
vote unless he is on the assessment roll. That is true, but
he must be qualified under the law in regard to property
and age and to being a British subject and in other respects
before he can be placed on the assessment roll, so that the
asgessment roll is only evidence that the mfn whose name
is entered upon it has all the qualitications necessary to
enable him to vote. If improperly placed on that roll he
can be taken off it; if it be shown that he cast an illegal
vote he can be struck off in the scrutiny, I am of opinion
that all that should be strictly discussed is the qualification
of voters in the cities.

Mr. WELDON. The qualification is composed of two
things: first of a certain amount of property, and then of
the fact that the name is recorded on the assessment roll.
A man must have the qualification before he can be
assessed ; and for the purpose of ascertaining the qualifica-
tion, we have to ascertain whether he has a certain amount
of property and whether he is assessed. His qualification
is that he is not only an owner of property, but that he is
& qualified voter on the register.
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Mr. LANDRY (Kent). After the voters’ lists are made up,
and a gentleman has managed, somehow or other, to get his
name on the roll, who is not entitled to vote, through his
not being a British subject, or through his being an alien,
or not being of age, or from other cause, is put to his oath,
his vote then can be rejected. Therefore the evidence is
not the list but the qualification.

Mr. WELDON. Ifheis on the register, ho is entitled
to vote; that is not the place to test the qualification, -

Mr. MITCHELL. My hon. friend says that is not the
place to test the qualification. True, that is not the place
the law has provided to test the qualification; but if when
a man goes to vote, knowing that he is not entitled to vote,
and the test is put to him, be cannot take the oath without
perjuring himself, and therefore does not take it.

Mr. LANDRY. By the oath he swears he is a qualified
voter, 21 years of age, and a British subject, and a resident,
etc. He must sweur to the three things, if called on.

Mr. WELDON. He has got to have the qualification,
showing where he resides, and that he is the person named
on the register. If not on the register he cannot vote.

Mr. DAVIES. The proposition is that this debate shall
be confined simply to the qualification of those who have a
vote. That clearly confines it in much narrower bounds
than even the original proposition before the House. The
hon. member for West Ontario (Mr. Edgar) has already
pointed out, that by the propositions already submitted in
the 3rd clause, every person shall be entitled to be regist-
ered on the list of voters if he pcssesses certain qualifica-
tions. What is the list ? You have already passed a clause
defining what that is. ¢ The list to be prepared and revised
under the provisions of this Act.” In discussing the 3rd
clauee we must discuss therefore in what manner the lists
are to be prepared and revised under the provisions of the
Act. To determine whether a man can vote or not we
must ascertain in what manner the list of voters is to be
made up. The amendment of the hon. member for North
Norfolk deals with all persons qualified to vote. Bat no
one can be qualified to vote unless he be on the list of voters.
It is essential to be on the list of voters as to be possessed
of the qualifications.

Mr. LANDRY. You may be on the l’st and cannot vote.

Mr. DAVIES. TUnless he is on the list he cannot vote.
What we must discuss is the system of putting him on the
list, whether that system put in force by the Provincial
Legislatures is cheaper than the one proposed. It is neces-
sary tberefore for him, before he can give an intelligent
vote, to contrast the one with the other, and, if he comes to
the conclusion, as he was pointing out to the House, that
this system was much more extravagant than the local
system, he will vote for the local on that ground alone.

Mr. MULOCK. It surely cannot be contended at this
stage of the debate that any don. gentleman could be out of
order by veferring, incidentally at least, to the revising
officer, because there seems to bave been no limit to the
latitude allowed previous speakers. Yesterday, the First
Mipister was permitted to have as much latitude as he
desired, and 1 think my hon. friend trom Lincoln (Mr.
Rykert) was in no way controlled. If I remember rightly,
the hon. member for Algoma (Mr. Dawson) also dealt with
some matters that did not relate to the franchise in cities
and towns. I think that yesterday we discussed the whole
question of Indian franchise over again, and that was con-
sidered in order. .

Mr. LANDRY . That is no good reason why there
should be disorder to-day.

Mr, MULOCK. 1Ido not think that hon. gentlemen on
one side should be allowed a latitude which is not given to
those on the other side. :

Mr. WeLDON.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. 1 do not think the hon. gentleman
has any reason to complain of my not having allowed every
latitude to any remarks which could be at all considered as
having a bearing upon the question before the Houmse. I
have given that latitude from the commencement of this
debate, and I have never raised & question of order in
regard to any incidental reference to the revising barrister
provisions, but, when the hon. gentleman took that up as
the main question before the House and discussed it in that
way, I think it was out of order, and therefore I have called
the attention of the hon. member for Brant (Mr. Paterson)
to the fact that the question is not whether the persons on
the lists to vote for the Provincial Legislature should be
those who should be entitled to vote at the Dominion elec-
tions, but as to “all persons who are qualified to vote,” not
all persons who are on the lists. It does not raise the ques-
tion as to the lists.  Of course, the question of the manner
of preparing the lists for the Local Legislatures has been
fully discussed, but I think hon. members ought to consider
what is the amendment mainly before the House, and
should refer incidentally to other matters, but not as if they
were the main questions before the committee. I thought
the hon. member for Brant was addressing himself to this
rather as if it were the main motion than as an incidental
question arising out of the motion before the House.

Mr. PATERSON (Brant). Itis unfortunate that I was
unable to let you see that I was alluding to the revising
barrister incidentally. I was not proposing to discuss the
revising barrister clause at all, but was only alluding to it
incidentally and endeavoring to point out how it bore on
the clause under consideration.

Some hon, MEMBERS. Six o’clock.

Mr. PATERSON. Time is precious, so I will speak up
to six o’'clock. It is something admirable to witness hon.
gentlemen, who listen for one whole hour to a gentieman
on one side of the subject, continually taking points of order
when a gentleman on the other side is speaking.

Some hon. MEMBERS. Order.

Mr. PATERSON. I feel that gentlemen who act in such a
way deserve to be enlightened and to have information given
to them. That is what such gallant and chivalrous conduct
demands, I hope they will continue to maintain the pro-
prieties of debate and will call me to order at every possible
opportunity. In this way they may become educated as to
the bearing of clause 3. There is a difference of opinion
between the learned gentlemen from New Brunswick as to
how this clause affects their lists, and that is a question
which should be discussed, because, when lawyers do not
agree, it can hardly be expected that laymen will. The
hon. member for Cardwell (Mr. White) has not spoken
except on a point of Order, but I should like to hear him
speak on this subject to see if he could keep in order. 1
think that, at this late period of the Session, every minute
we have is valuable, and when, after hon. gentlemen have
consumed 20 minutes of valuable time in arguing a point ot
order, they want to make it six o'clock at five minutes
before six, that manifests a desire to waste time which
should be reprehended.

Committee rose, and it being six o'clock, the Speaker
left the Chair.

After Recess.

House again resolved itself into Committee,

Mr. PATERSON (Brant.) I shall have to trespass on
the patience of the committee for a short time only, while
I allude to one or two other points which I was unable to
treat before yon left the Chair at six o’clock. In doing so,
I will endeavor to conform to what you have laid down as
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the proper subjects that may be discussed. I desire to say
a few words with reference to the Indian question; as the
Indian is te be included in this word “ person,” and as such
be entitled to be registered on the voters’ list, it is pertin-
eat that we should enquire in what_condition he is found.
In the remarks of the hon. member for Lincoln (Mr,
Rykert) last night on this question, I find a justification for
the lengthened debate that has taken place upon that sub-
ject on the interpretation clause, It appeared from the
remarks of the hon, gentleman, that while we thought that
question had been thoroughly discussed a week ago last
Monday, we find that the hon. gentleman’s mind is still in
the dark as to the difference that exists between the person
Indian, and the other persons that are mentioned in the Bill.
My hon. friend from Lincoln also referred to some remarks
of mine with reference to my advocacy of the enfranchisement
of the Indians in the year 1880, and in 1876, Perhaps he
was away when I went fully into that explanation of my
position, which, I think, satisfied most hon. gentlemen
opposite that we occupy precisely the same position now,
with reference to the matter, that we have always done. It
must be clear now, that in the Bill before us, the names of
Indians that it is proposed to enter upon the voters’ lists,
are not the names of those who are in the same position as
the hon, member for Lincoln thought, and are not in the
same position as their white brethren.. 'The proposition in
the Bill is that the word “ person ” shall include an Indian,
and that being so, we would find that under section 3, he
would be entitled to be ranked on the list of voters. Now,
if that referred to the enfranchised Indians, the House
would agree with it. No one pretends to deny that the
Indian who is enfranchised, and in the same position as
other citizens of this country, should not have the same
rights. The Bill under consideration, however, does not
enfranchise the Indian; it is impossible for the Bill to
enfranchise the Indian, If the Indian's name be entered
upon the list of voters under the operations of this Bill, he
is not thereby enfranchised, he does not thereby assume the
responsibilities of other citizens. The Indian will be on the
list of voters, but he will be there in a state of tutelage,
a ward of the Goverpment, his actions controlled
by the Government, unable to make any contract
on his own account, and unable to deal with his
own property without the direction and supervision of the
Superintendent General, not liable to the duties that devolve
upon other classes of citizens; he will simply have his
name entered upon the list of voters and be entitled to vote
while he maintaios his tribal relation, while he is still
under the operation of the Indian Act, while he is still the
ward of the Government. The clauses of the Indian Act
have been read by different members of this House, and
every one of those clauses declare that in almost all his
actions he is subject to the control and will of the Superin-
tendent General ; and therefore, I hold, Sir, that Indians in
that position are not entitled to have their names entered
upon the list of voters, The Indian can only be enfran-
chised under the operations of the machinery provided in
the enfranchising clauses of the Indian Act, and whenever
he is thus enfranchised he is entitled to all the rights and
privileges of other citizens of this country, including the
right to vote. The distinctions between him and other
citizens are then wiped out, and until they are wiped out,
and until he has assumed those responsibilities,
it is an injustice and an inequality to give him
a vole. Buat my hon. friend from Lincoln says that the
Indian pays his share of taxes by way of customs and
excise revenues that are collected in this country on the
goods he consumes and the clothes he wears. Granted;
but, as I said to him last night, the son of the hon. member
for Lincoln, my son, your son, the sons of all the whitomen
and all the freeznen in this country, take them at 18 years
of ageé gay their taxes to the general Government, They

wear olothes on which duties are paid, they consume goods
on which taxes are levied, they contribute as much—in the
vast majority of cases, they contribute more—to the rev-
enues of this country than the unenfranchised Indian.
Who will deny that the young men of this country over 18
years of age do not contribute more to the revenue of this
country than the Indian. Yet this Bill proposes to give to
the unenfranchised Indian who is & minor in the eye of the
law, who is & ward of the Government, whom you cannot sue,
who assumes none of the responsibilities of citizenship, the
right to have his name put upon the voters' list, and to
exercise the franchise; but your son, and my son,
and the sons of all the freemen of this country,
under 21 years of age, may not be entered on that list.
Your boy, Sir, 18 years of age, and the boy of every other
man contributing to the revenues, is subject to the Govern-
ment laying its hand upon him and saying: We want you
to march to the front to defend the life and property of the
citizens of this Dominion. When he is over 18 years of age
he is subject to military duty, and though he contributes to
the revenue of this country {e is denied the franchise. Sir,
if there is any effect in the argument of the hon. gentlemen
opposite that the enfranchised Indian, while continuing his
tribal relations, and in a state ot subjection to the Govern-
ment, is to be permitted to vote, I say there is no reason-
able ground upon which you can stand and deny that vote
to the young men over 18 years of age in this country, who
pay more taxes than the unenfranchised Indian, who
are liable to military duty, when the older members
of the community are exempted; and yet the Bill
does not propose to give the franchise to them,
I suppose a proposition to that effect would be voted down
by the hon. member for Lincolr, and at the same time he
proposes to give a vote to unenfranchised Indians who have
not se much control of their actions as have young men of
18 years of age, You cannot bind youths without the con-
gsent of their parents; but in the vast majority of cases they
are allowed to make what arrangements they can with
their employers, to draw their own pay, and spend their
own money, and control their own actions, and such young -
men who have been educated in our public institutions, who
are the first to volunteer in defence of the country, who
read the newspapers and study political history, are not to
be allowed to vote ; but the unenfranchised Indians under
the control of the Government to a greater degree than the
boy is under the control of the father, unable to read or
write, who, in many cases, take the position that they are
not subjects but aliens, are to be given the franchise, These
are questions that must suggest themselves to members of
the committee. I desire to repeat that hon. gentlemen on
this side of the Honse desire to see the Indian enfranchised.

That is the only solution of the matter, but I
sgree with the First Minister that it does not
do to force measures on the Indians, to declare

that the unenfranchised Indians shall be enfranchised, shall
have their own property and look out for themselves. That
would not be & wise course when they have been so long in
a state of tutelage. But there should be votes given to
them under the operation of the enfranchising clauses of
the Indian Act, and I wonld be glad to assist the First Min-
ister in such a measure, which only could be carried by
amendments to the Indian Act. But this Bill gives Indians
the right to vote, and still leaves them in a state of tutelage
and dependence upon the Government. In respecttoclause
3, members of the committee cannot have failed to observe
that in the history of Parliament we have had questions of
assessment rolls and assessments, and voters’ lists, brought
before the House for the first time. It is not to be won-
dered at that so many of us require so much information and
discussion in order to enable us to rightly understand them,
We have to get to understand the machinery, the mode of
assessment and the qualifications, not in one Province, but
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in all the Provinces of the Dominion. I do not yet under-
stand the system in vogue in Nova Scotia and New Bruns-
wick, and even with respect to other Provinces. When a ques-
tion of this kind is discussed it is absolutely necessary that
members should understand how the voters’ lists are made up
in every Province. The committee will therefore see there
is & vast field of information with which members have to
make themselves acquainted. We are now being simply
trained in the matter ; the question was uvever before Par-
liament at any previous time; When this Bill becomes
law, when the will of the majority shall prevail, as prevail
it will, after there has been reasonable and full discussion,
the difficulty has not been wiped out. Every single year,
for days and days, if not weeks and weeks, the attention of
this House will be occupied in discussing this measure. It
cannot be supposed that if the Dominion franchise is adopted
and Parliament settles the matter this year, it will
remain settled for all time to come, It will be quite open to
every hon, member, and hon. members will avail themselves
of the privilege, to propose amendments.. Can it be sup-
posed that the indomitable member for Northumberland
(Mr. Mitchell), who has given notice of an amendment to
adopt manhood suffrage, will not bring up, at subsequent
Sessions, amendments embodying that principle, if he should
fail to secure its incorporation into this Bill? Will not the
First Minister, having failed to incorporate the ladies fran-
chise into this Bill, bring up the question again ?
It may be that this very Chinese question, decided
in this Bill, may again be brought up, and there
may be a revalsion of feeling with respect to it; and
any member is at liberty to bring it up as to who shall or
who shall pot vote, and having done so we may depend upon
it that it will be discussed warmly in this House. So with
%‘(I)ur Indian proposition and your property qualification,

ho will say that on some future occasion a man who
believes that $250 is a high enough income franchise, will
not introduce an amendment to that effect. So it must be
seen that such amendments will come up, that they will be
dealt with by this House, and consume the time of this
House, for days if not for weeks. That is one of the cer-
tainties of the passage of this Bill and the fixing of the
franchise as it is proposed. I wish to refer to the question
of expense, a8 to which you have ruled that it is in orderin
the present discussion. My hon. friend from Lincoln doubted
the figures which have been given with reference to the
expense of this Bill, and he said that the discussion which
had taken place on this Bill—the time wasted, I think he
said—by the members of the Opposition, would cost the
country more than one year's preparation of the voters’ lists
under this Act. I differ from the hon. gentleman. It is
trae there is some expense, but not as much as hon. gentle-
men want to make the House believe. - If members of the
Opposition are here discussing this Bill at length, they are
discussing it at the expense of their own pockets. I presume
they will draw nomore sessional allowance if they spend six
months here than if they spend three. The officers of the
House, the messengers and the vast bodies of the employés
will not draw one dollar more salary if we remain here six
months in the year than if we remain here three. Where,

then, is the additional expense? It is mot coming out of.

the country. There is, I suppose, a little additional sum
for gas, and there will be some addition for printing, but
what will be the amount? Will the hon. member for
Lincoln give us the figures ?

Mr. RYKERT. In due time,

Mr, PATERSON. When the hon. gentleman undertakes
to say that the extra expense which the country is being
gut to on account of the two weeks the Opposition have

een discussing the Bill comes to more than the total cost
of the machinery required by this Act for a year, he should
be able to give us an estimate now. Members of the Oppo-

Mr. Parerson (Brant).

sition are staying here at as great financial loss as hon.
gentlemen opposite; but what do we care for that? We
have engaged to discharge our duties as members of Par-
liament, and there is no fized time by law as to when
our labors shall- be completed here. Do we hear
any grumbling or complaining that we do not get
enough for our work? We might fairly grumble at the
Ministry keeping the House sitting for a total of only
some sixty odd hours for several weeks at the beginning of
the Session, and keeping us fifty-six hours in one continu-
ous session on this Bill, but we do not complain or whine
about it. Ouar business affairs demand our attention at
home, and if the Ministry had brought down their mea-
sures at the proper time, we might have been at home
attending to our business, But we do not complain. A
majority of the House voted down the proposition that this
Bill was brought in too late for a full and fair discussion of*
its provisions, and they declared by their vote that it was
broaght down in ample time, and that ample time would
be given. Why, then, not give us ample time? The dis-
cussion was needed not only by the people of this country,
but by the members of this House, as shown by the remarks
of the hon. member for Lincoln ; and why, then, say that we
are pursuing a policy of obstruction. We feel it our duty
to remain here and discuss this Bill, as we will feel it our
duty in regard to all other measures which are brought
before us, and we do not stay here with a view of obstruct-
ing this Bill, or discussing it or any other Bill further than
the public interests demand. How can a Bill which is not
understood by hon. gentlemen in this House be understood
by the people of this country, until more light is let in upon
it? How can this Bill be understood by a large number
of the people of the country, who take their information
from one set of political organs, none of which have stated
fairly and correctly the issues at stake in this Bill. Some
of them declare that the Indian clause means the giving a
vote to Indians who are in the same condition as white
men, a statement which is absolutely incorrect, not to say
untrue, and still you will find that stated in the ministerial
prints. They say that the revising barrister is the same as
under the HEnglish system, which is not true, and hon.
gentlemen know it. So that we must either speak with
tones loud enough to be heard from this House, or wait
until the attention of these people who are restricted to
one source of information is drawn to the provisions of
this Bill by discussion with their neighbors, or until they
see a copy of the Bill, as hundreds of them are now sending
in requests for copies of the Bill, that they may see it for
themselves, The people have a right to see and understand
this Bill, which is subverting the electoral system and
introducing a new system in the place of the one that has
worked so long aund so successfully in the Provinces. The
assessor in Ontario is sworn to do his duty, and besides
there is the appeal to the court of revision, the members
of which ars directly responsible to the people, as they are
members of the municipal councils; and if they do not do
justice the people have the remedy in their own hands, and
can exercise it within twelve months. Besides, there is
provision for an appeal to the county judge. The
elector lays his case before him, and if his case is good
his name is entered on the list. That is the provision we
have in Ontario. Who will say it is not a wise provision,
or that under it the people have not the whole control of
the voters’ lists in their hands? But who will say that
under this Bill the people have any control over the lists at
all, when the provision is that there shall be one man, nomi-
nated by the Government of the day, practically a supporter
of hon. gentlemen opposite, who will make the list ap from
such scurces as he pleases, and having made it, will revise
it, and from his revision there will be no appeal on points
of fact ? If he does any injustice, the people have noremedy,
because he is to be appointed for life, and they have no
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control over him at all. Tell me that is & measure that
ought to be introduced into a free Parliament! Tell me
that is & Bill that has had ample discussion in the course of
two weeks, when every man in this House and the consti-
tuents of every man in this House are so vitally interested
init! Tell me that we are obstructionists in discussing it
for two weeks, when we have the statement of the First
Minister, that a whole Session would be required to do
justice to it! Hon, gentlemen must understand that
we have a dauty to perform to our constituents, and
with a sense of that duty weighing upon our minds we
intend to discharge it. &’e do not desire to tyrannise over
the majority ; we recognise the fact that the msjority
should rule in a country whore representative institutions
prevail; but the majority have no right to use the power
placed in their hands by the electors, to take away from the
people the liberty they have of pronouncing on their con-
duct, and fortify themselves more securely in their seats,
The Bill ia the more reprehensible when we find that there
seems to be an intent on the part of hon. gentlemen oppo-
site, by means of it, not only to strengthen themselves in
their seats, but also to strike at the safety of the seats of
men who oppose them. A seat or two in this House is
nothing ; it matters not to a constituency what particular
man may represent them in this House; we may have such
an idea of our ability as we choose, but the country has
before got along without us, and no man is so valuable that
the country cannot do without him. If the principle
embodied in the Bill is a righteous or just principle, then
enact the law, no matter what man falls or what man is
elected; but it does matter to the people of this
country to take away their right to determine freely
in the future, as they have done in the past, who shall be
the men to elect their representatives, %Ve think we dis-
cover in the provisions of this Bill, I shall not say a design,
but something that will produce the effect I have pointed
out. Now, having shown that the hon. member for Lin-
coln has overrated the expense of this debate, allow me to
call your attention to the matter of expense in connection
with this Bill. It has been estimated variously by gentle-
men on this side; hon. gentlemen opposite have given us
no estimate, and therefore we have to fall back ob the
estimates made on this side. And in this connection I
would say that we have the satisfaction, at any rate, of
feeling that if the expenditure under this Bill is reduced
below half a million dollars a year, it will be due to the
thorough discussion it is receiving at the hands of the
members of the Opposition in this House. How many
officers will be appointed under this Bill ? Some gentleman
told us that we shall not need to have 211 revising barristers
—that one can do the work of more than one constituency.
We do not know how that will be ; but the hon. Minister
who has the charge of the measure made & remark the
other duy which leads me to believe that it is the inten-
tion to have a revising officer in each riding. When
he was asked if it was the inteution to make the county
court judges revising barristers, he eaid something like
this: “ We will endeavor to make the county judges bar-
risters where we can, but gentlemen must remember that
there are only some 40 judges in Ountario and some 92
constitnencies.” What was the inference from that remark,
but that there are not judges enough to give one to each
riding, and therefore he would appoint revising officers
outside of the judges. Therefore, f jodge that his idea is
that there must be one for each riding—not 211, because
there are some double constituencies, but something in the
nenghborhood. of 200 revising officers, 200 more lawyers
'saddied on this country —unheard of, almost undreamed of.
The country is satiated now with office holders, and with
lawyers in positions, If the number is any less than 200
it will be dae to the full and fair discussion of this measure
by the Opposition. What then ?—200 clerks, in addition to

the revising barristers, What more ?—200 bailiffs to serve
the noticea—600 sure ; and if you have 200 constables, 800
in ali, and the travelling expenses of all these officers in
addition. Sir, is the estimate made on this side of the
House a large one—that the salaries of 600 or 800 offi-
cials, their travelling expenses, and the printing conneoted
with this business, will amount to half a million dollars
a year ? What does it mean? Is there not in the matter
of expense alone a reason why the amendment of the hon.
member of North Norfolk should prevail? If it prevails,
what will it cost the country to get up these lists? Not
one single cent, because the expenses of the muniocipalities
are had in reference to their lists, and they will have to be
had whether this Biil passes or not. What is the expense
of a general election in this country? Is it not about
$120,0007 I think so. After every five years & Parlia-
ment has lasted the country is put to an expense of
$120,000, in order that a new election may be held, and
in order that & new House of representatives may be
chosen ; but pass this Bill and what will be the cost ? Five
years at $500,000 a year—$2,500,000 added to the $120,000.
The cost of a Dominion election without the Bill is $120,000,
with the Bill it will be $2,620,000.
An bon, MEMBER. No.

Mr. PATERSON. You will bave to answer it on the
platform if you do not answer it here. You will have
to meet these facts before the electors, If the cost will
be less it will be due to the efforts of the Opposition in
pointing out the nature of the Bill and enforcing economy
upon the Government. What does this $500,000 & year,
capitalised at 4 per cent., mean? It-.is equivalent to an
addition to the public debt of $12,500,000. This House
will, if my figure be correct, by the passage of this Bill,
%y voting down the proposition of the hon. member for

orth Norfolk, cost this country some $12,500,000, for it is
equivalent to voting that large addition to the public debt.
It is time the committee should hesitate ; it is not too late yet.
I want to give an idea, by comparison, what an amount is
involved in this measure, As far as I am councerned, the
people shall know what it costs the country to have the
views of the minority in this House voted down. No better
idea can be had of the vast amount of money added to the
public debt, virtually by the passage of this measure, than
by a comparison of the total earnings of the wage-earners of
the different cities in this country. For that reason I took
the census returns for 1881, showing the wages earned by the
different classes, comprising skilled labor and other labor,
in all 167 different kinds, inoluding the men who work in
saw mills, ship-yards, the employés in factories, and all that
are employed in manufacturing, and what is the result?
It would take the combined earnings of all the wage-earn-
ers of the city of Kingston, under the head, I have spoken
of, thirty-three years to make the amount that will virtually
be added to the publioc debt if the Bill should pass. It will
take the entire earnings of all the mechanics, artisans and
employés in saw mills in this city twelve and three quarter
years to make up the amount; it will take ten years
of the entire wages of all these classes of the city of
London to wipe out the debt you propose to add to
this Bill; it will take five and a-half years of the entire
wages of these classes in the great manufacturing city
of Hamilton to wipeit out; it will take three and one-third
years of the entire earnings of the vast army of workmen,
amounting to 12,708 in the great city of Toronto, to wipe
it ont, and yet there is to be a debt put upon these men, in
order to pay the interest on which they will haveto toil and
sweat—for the sake of what? For the sake of disfranchising
many of themselves. Let us go to our sister Provinces,
In the great city of Montreal, with ils immense army of
22,132 workmen, it will take one year five and a-half months
of their entire earnings to cover this debt; it will take
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thirteen and three-quarier years of the entire earnings of all
these classes in the city of Ealifax to come up to the amount
involved in this Bill; it will take seventeen years of the
entire earnings of the same people in the city of St. John to
meet this heavy charge. In the Province of Prince Edward
Island it will take fifteen and s-half years of the total earn-
ings of all these classes in order to get the inestimable
privilege of having this Bill, that is going, politically, to cut
off the heads of many of the men who will have to pay
for it.

Mr. CHAIRMAN, I want toread the hon. gentleman
a decision in the English House of Commons as to the right
of a man to weary the House with repetition. Mr. Speaker
Brand ruled: “1 have to suggest to the hon. member that
he is drawing too much on the indulgence of the House in
repeating observations which he has made more than once.”

Mr. PATERSON. I did not look up what Mr. Speaker
Brand said, but I koew the Chairman of the com-
mittee, who is now presiding, had ruled decisively the other
night that the question of expense could be gone into, and
he was quite sufficient authority for me; but I understand
now he prefers the decision of Mr. Speaker Brand to his
own, ’

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Ihave ruled that the hon. gentleman
is repeating what he bas said before in this House. That
has nothing to do with previous decisions.

Mr. PATERSON, I would ask you to read the rale which
prohibits a member from repeating what he has said.

Mr. CHAIRMAN. I have read the rule, according to
English practice, thé rule laid down by Mr, Speaker Brand,
that the Speaker occasionally appeals to hon. gentlemen not
to weary the House :

¢ Mr. Whalley, in making & personal application, was exceeding due
limits, amid cries of order. Mr. Speaker reminded the hon. member that
he was exceeding the bounds of personal explanation. The hon. member
continuing, and renewed cries of order being raised, Mr. Speaker: ¢ I
have to suggest to the hon. member that he is drawing too much on the
indulgence of the House in repeating observations which he has made
more than once.’ ”’

Mr. PATERSON. What proceedings were before the
House at that time? Was the House in committee? Was
it on & motion to adjourn? Or what was the motion ?

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Whether in committee or not, the
hon. gentleman is exceeding the rules.

Mr, PATERSON. I had not finished my observations,
but I will bring them to a close now.

Mr. FISHER. 1 feel called upon to say & few words on
the motion before the Chair: I, to-day, voted in favor of the
motion to exempt the Island of Prince Edward from the
operation of this Bill, believing it to be wise and right that
the provincial franchises should be adopted in place of the
new franchise proposed by this Bill, and I now feel bound to
support the motion of my hon. friend from L'Islet (Mr.
Casgrain), to exempt the Province of Qunebec—my own
Province—from the operation of this Bill. In that Province
we have a more restricted franchise than that now proposed,
but it is not principally on that account that I support the
amendment. I am not going to quarrel with the extension
of the franchise, if that extension were proposed in the
Provinecial Parliament, which I believe is the right body to
deal with the question. If the extension pro; by this
Bill were proposed in the Local Legislature of Quebec I
would advocate it, but finding that it is to be forced
upon that Province by the majority of this House, in
which the Province of Quebec is not represented in
sufficient numbers to hold its own, I consider it my
duty to oppose the over-riding of the desires of the Province
from whbich I come, Propositions have been made in the
Local Legislature of that Province to extend the franchise,
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and I believe they have generally emanated from my own
political friends in that Legisiature and have been voted
down by the successors of the Secretary of State in the
Government of that Province. Knowing the position which
the Secretary of State and his friends have taken on this
subject, I expect that, if they are true to their traditions,
they will support the proposition of my hon. frierd from
L'Islet. It may by some be considered that I am incon-
sistent in supporting this motion when it is known that I
am in favor of extending the franchise in that Province,
but it is very different to have this extension forced upon
the Province by the majority of this House, who do not come
from that Province, and to have it adopted in the House
which rules the Province and is composed altogether of
members who truly represent it. Hon. gentlemen ogposite
have said that they represent the Province of Quebec as
much as members of the Local Legislature. That I deny.
I do not believe that, in this House, where the voice
of any one Province must be more or less merged
in that of the other Provinces, it is possible for the
comparatively small number from any one Province
to be able to represent and enforce the views of that Pro-
vince so truly and energetically as they can be enforced
in the Local Legislature. I contend that this law should
not apply to the Province of Quebec, chiefly on the ground
that in that Province, up to the present time, the holding of
real estate hag been the basis of the electoral qualification,
while under this Bill a vote is given to farmers’ sons who
do not own any real estate, to people earning a certain
income, and to fishermen holding personal property. This
is making a radical change in the franchise of the Province
of Quebec. Referring to the fishermen's qualification,
I cannot refrain from wondering why, if personal
property in boats and fishing tackle is to qualify
a voter, other personal property, snch as that of
the mechanic in his tools, or of a person owning
horses and carriages for hire, should not also qualify.
When this thin end of the wedge is once entered I believe
it must of necessity follow that personal property in other
things besides fishing tackle and fishing boats will, within
a short time, be given the franchise. This is creating
specially a revolution in the Province of Quebec, because in
tgat Province, at the present time, there is no such a thing
a8 qualification on personal property. Now, there is
another reason why Quebec should be exempted from the
operation of this Bill. We are especially jealous of our
municipal institutions. We believe that in the Province of
Quebec we have a first rate municipal code, with local
government in each municipality. Hon. gentlemen oppo-
site who come from Ontario have decried the municipal insti-
tutions of their Province, and have given an account of
them which I do not like to believe. Now, Sir, I am proud
of the municipal institutions of my own Province, and I am
glad to believe that they are worthy of the high trust
which they possess in controlling the voters’ lists. I am
glad to know that in our municipal councillors and assessors
we have men to whom we can safely confide the manage-
ment of the electoral lists, and I think it is a great injustice
to take away that duty from the municipalities, as is
proposed by this Bill, Moreover, if you impose this Bill
upon the Province of Quebec you impose a heavy tax upon
the municipalities of that Province, and you impose upon
the electorate a burden which they can ill afford to bear in
the present state of the Dominion finances and in the
present financial condition of that Province. Isay, advisedly,
the financial condition of that Province, becaunse I regret
to say that, just as hon. gentlemen opposite, representing
the Tory party of this country, have brought the finances
of this Dominion to their present deplorable condition, so
also their colleagues and friends, who have for years back
controlled the destines of the Province of Quebec, the Tory
Local Government there, have brought the financial coo-
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dition of thal Province to such a pass that it is even worse
than the position of the Dominion finances. Now, Sir, I
believe this double list of voters which this Bill is going to
impose upon the Provinces is a feature that will be
especially obnoxious to the people of the Province of Quebec.
In that Province there are a large number of independent
electors, who do not allow the wire-pullers of their res-
pective parties to arrange how they shall vote, nor to say
who sha{‘labe put upon the list and who shall not. I have
been told by some hon, gentlemen opposite that in some of
the Provinces, for instance, in Nova Scotia and .N ow
Brunswick, probably the local tranchise will be assimilated
with the Dominion franchise, so that there will, in time, be
only one voters’ list. But ifhon. gentlemen opposite think that
the Province of Quebee is going to do that they are very much
mistaken, The Province of Quebec has peculiar institu-
tions to which it is wedded, and which it defends with great
tenacity. I believe that no greater strain can be put upon
this Confederacy than to impose such a Bill as this upon the
Province of Quebec, where it will, to so large an extent,
interfere with our municipal institutions. There i3 another
reason why it is especially important that this Bill should
not apply to that Province. I pointed out the other night,
what 1 believe in my inmost heart to be true, that if this
Dominion franchise is made uniform over the whole
Dominion it will be but very few years before we shall
have manhocd suffrage ; within a few years, indeed, if this
Bill becomes law, we shall see uniform suffrage become
universal suffrage, Now, universal suffrage is particularly
obnoxious to the people of the Province of Quebec. I
believe those who oppose it in that Province stand upon
fair ground when they say that in that Province the educa-
tion of a very large number of people is not sufficiently
advanced to justify the introduction of universal suffrage.
Universal suffrage is obnoxious to them, also, for the reason
that they have hitherto based their suffrage on the posses-
sion of real estate. Indeed, it has almost become, s0 to
speak, a part of their religion, that the suffrage should be
based upon the possession of real estate, and 1 believe that
is the great reason why the people of that Province are
s0 much opposed to manhood suffrage. Sir, 1 believe most
sincerely that if this Bill becomes law it will lead, within a
very foew years, to universal suffrage all over the Dominion.
When that time comes the Province of Quebec will have to
accept universal suffrage for its Dominion elections. If
hon, gentlemen opposite, coming from Quebec, will con-
sider these points, and are prepared to go that length,
which I say is a necessary conclusion, if hon. gentiemen
opposite vote down this proposition, let them vote with
their eyes open and seeing what is to come. But if hon,
gentlemen opposite do not desire this result to come about,
then I call on them, as well as hon. members on this side of
the House, from the Province of Quebec, to support the
amendment of the hon. member for L’[slet (Mr, Casgrain),
and I sincerely trust that the Government which controls
the majority of this House will not refuse this amendment,
but that it will pass triumphantly.

Amendment to amendment (Mr. Casgrain) negatived :
yeas, 44; nays, T1.

Mr. WELDON.
ment :—

That the following words be ingerted in section 3: This clauze shall
not apply to the Province of New Brungwick, but the laws respecting
tie election of members from that Province to the Dominion Parliament
shall be such a8 are now, or shall be, from time to time, provided by the
Legislature of that Province for the election of members ot the House
of Assembly,

I move this amendment because I feel that as regards New
Brunswick two leading principles of franchise legislation
have been violated by the proposals of the Bill now before
the House. The first is the question of assessment, and the
next is the question of personal property. I have already

I beg to move the following amend-

pointed out that as regards the city and county of St. John,
and also Portland, there are speocial circumstances, and that
persons who hold long leases at nominal rents, on which
valuable property has been placed, will be prevented from
having an opportunity of being placed upon the assessment
list and entitled to vote. The reason I ask that New
Brunswiock be excluded from the provision of this clause is,
first, with respect to the assessment; and second, with
respect to personsl property. By the operation of this Bill
a tenant at $20 a year will have a right to vote, while a
person deriving an income from Government stock or
municipal bonds will not be entitled to a voice in the repre-
sentation of the country. If the principle of property is
that upon which we are to base representation, surely
personal property has an equal right to have a
voice in the control of the country with real property.
Take the position in which many of our people are placed
—those who are engaged in the shipping trade. Among the
boat-owners on the river St. John are a large number of
people who, by the law of New Brunswick, would be entitled
to vote, though they would not under this law. These boats
are generally owned by farmers, or by young men who can-
not qualify as farmers’ sons, but who, accumulating a little
money, put it into this class of property,which makes a larger
return than real property. There are vessels of different
kinds, some carrying cargoes to the United States, and I
think if the basis of the franchise is to be property these
meu should have the right to vote. We have a personal
property franchise in our Province, and in addition to that
the person must be assessed on his property, and thus be in
a position to contribute to the revenues of the country. I
think it will not be disputed that taxation is the basis of
representation, and that the principle on which a man is
enfranchised is that, as he contributes to the revenues of the
country, he should have a voice in choosing those who shall
have the disposition of those revennes. That is one of the
first principles adopted in the mother country, and it was
upon that principle that the New England States separated
from Great Britain. The system we have adopted in New
Branswick has worked well, and it is very inexpensive, the
principle being, that if a man’s name is on the assersment roll
—and it is the duty of the assessor to see that he is placed on
the roll—he shall have the right to vote. In the municipal
elections we went further, and required that a man’s taxes
should be paid. But this does not apply to parliamentary
elections. -One result of this Bill will be, to a large extent,
to disfranchise those who are entitled to vote on personal
property. An hon. gentleman on the other side misunder-
stood me when he stated that I considered this Bill uncon-
stitutional, Ithink it is clear, from the British North Ame-
rica Act, that this Parliament has the power to pass such a
Bill ; but I pointed out that it was not granted as a primary
power, but was given, just a8 the veto power was given, as
a check on the legislation of the Provinces, for the purpose
of preserving the federal union intact and preserving
harmony in all its parts. The question is not a question of
legal rights, but of policy, and it seems to me that as no
cogent reason has been given why so important a change
should be made it would be unwise and impolitic, at this
moment and at this stage of the Session, to bring forward a
measure which =0 seriously affects the rights of the people
ot the Provinces. Heretofore, in the Provinces, the tendency
has been not to restrict the franchise—as will be the casce
under this Bill, if it passes—but as different classes became
more educated and intelligent, as education became more dif-
fused, to do as they have done in the mother country—intro-
duce new classes into the franchise —new colleges of electors,
The principle of aniformity is destroyed at once by provid-
ing that & man in & city has not the same qualification as a
man in a county, The representative of a county has the
same rights and privileges as the representative of a city in
this House; and yet we say in this very Bill that & man in
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a city cannot have a vote unless he has $300 worth of real
estate, while his neighbor across the boundary line has the
same privilege on a property worth $150, Thus the principle
of uniformity itgelf is destroyed; but, for the sake of a
theoretical principle of uniformity, persons who have the
right to vote for members in the Dominion Parliament, and
who will still have the right to vote for the members of their
Local Legislatures, we are going to deprive of that right. I
say that any Government that brings forward a Bill that
will have that effect is bound to give a special reason
for it, showing that it is necessary, either in the public
interest or because the present system, which has worked
without a jar for eighteen years, is fraught with danger
to the Dominion. = When this Parliament chose to
change the mode of carrying on the elections, it acted
upon a principle entirely different from the principle
involved in the franchise. It did not interfere with any
liberty, but was simply adopting additional safegmards for
the protection of the electors, and in order to secure an
honest and fair vote, s0 that each elector would be able to
exercise his privilege without being subject to bribery or
other corrupt influences, But this measure touches the
status of the individual; it destroys his right; and I contend
that to destroy the right of any individual is not & thing to
be lightly regarded ; but if it is considered advisable to take
away that right it must be shown that it is done upon
some strong principle of public policy or because the con-
tinuance of that right is fraught with danger to the com-
munity. Itis for these reasons that I press my amendment.
I put it forward becanse I feel, so far as our Province is
concerned, that this Bill is a complete revolation; that it
destroys the principle on which we have acted for over a
quarter of a century, a principle which I believe is sound,
that taxation is the basis of representation, and that pro-
perty, no matter whether it is real or personal, whether it is
in land or ships, or anything else, entitles the owner of that
property, if he has the amouunt required by law, to & voice
in the election of members to this House, That right will be
taken away by this Bill. The men who own our ships—the
wooden boats which ply up and down our rivers, or the
vessels which sail along our coasts—will be deprived of that
right. The Maritime %rovinces are dependeat, to a great
extent, upon their shipping, and it is our duty to see that it
is protected. If the owner of a vessel is entitled to vote on
other grounds, that is aside from the question; we have to
consider his case, irrespective of any other right he has;
and I say that a man who owns & ship of 1,200 or 1,500
tons, worth perhaps $50,000 or $70,000, should have a voice
in the representation of the country by virtue of that
property. In the Provinces of New Bruuswick, Nova
Scotia and Prince Edward Island a large amount of
capital is invested in property of that kind, and it is unfair
that that property should not be represented on the floor
of this Parliament. It is by the laws of this Parliament that
ship-owners have to look for the protection of their vessels;
and, therefore, I take the ground that a person owning
personal property should have the right to the franchise
equally with the man whoowns 20 or 100 acres of land.
By means of the assessment we can ascertain exactly who
are entitled to vote. There may be defects in the assess-
ment; & party may be rated too low, but I think a man is
seldom rated too high; if he is, he takes care to rectify that
error. If a man is anxious to have a vote he will see that
he is placed upon the assessment roll and has sufficient
qualification to enable him to vote. If, by neglect of the
assessors, he is assessed at & lower rate than he is fairly and
justly entitled to be assessed, and is thus deprived of his
vote, he has an opportunity to rectify the error, and the
result is that not only does he get the advantage of his vote
but the municipality gets the benefit of the increased assess-
ment be has to pay. Now, so far as this Bill is concerned,
there is no provision of that sort at all, It simply provides
Mr. WeLDoN.

that while the assessment roll may be taken as primd facie
evidence the party is not bound to takeit. The elector has
no interest in seeing that his name is put on the voters’ list,
nor has the country, because in the assessment list the
country gets the benefit of the tax the elector is b>und to
pay in order to have a vote.

Mr. KING. I took occasion, some days ago, to point out
that this measure, if it became law, was calculated to dis-
franchise a large number of my constituents, and stated
that I would apply at the proper quarters for offi:ial
documents that would give the facts. 1 have done so, and
have now a statement which I obtained from the treasurer
of the county I have the honor to represent. I asked him
to go through the voters’ lists carefully, and to send me a
s'atement showing the number of persons who were assessed
on real estate in that county for less than $150 and more
than $100. I have that list before me, and according to it
there will be, in the ten parishes in my county, 427 persons
disfranchised who, to-day, have the right to vote on real
property qualification, under the law that exists in New
Brunswick. The following are the particulars: In New
Brunswick, 13; Cambridge, 10; Canning, 34; Chipman,
65; Gagetown, 41; Hempstead, 10; Johnston, 20; Paters-
ville, 68; Waterboro’, 35; Wickham, 3. It is claimed
that the assessment rolls in the Province of New Bruns-
wick do not actually represent the value of real estate.
That is an imputation no man has a right to make
against the revising officers or assessor, who are gentlemen
selected by the psople, sworn to do their daty, and thor-
oughly posted with regard to the values of property in the
several districts; and, besides, there is a check even upon
them—that of the board of valuators. Then we have the
assessors who make valuations for the assessment for parish
purposes, and who, if they err at all, err in assessing pro-
perty too high. On the whole, I think the valuation pat
on real estate in the county I represent will be quite as near
the mark as any that could be put upon it by the per:ons
who will be appointed to fill the positions of revising officers
~—barristers of five years’standing. We have barristers of
twenty-five years’ standing in that county, and [ am quite
sure no solitary individaal, if they were appointed, would
say they were at all qualified to value property in that
county, compared with the men selected by the people them-
selves. I called attention, on a former occasion, to another
feature of this Bill with which the hon. member for St.
John had dealt at length. tle pointed out that in Now
Brunswick we have what is known as personal qualifi-
cation, under which a laige number of vessel own-
ers and other owners of personal property have
the right to vote. I asked the secretary-treasarer of
my county to give me a list of those who were thus
qualified, 80 as to arrive at the number who will be dis-
franchised under this Bill, in. which there is no such quali-
fication. Inthe parish of Cambridge, alone, there will be
31 persons disfranchised, the owners of vessels ranging
from 75 to 100 tons, vessels engaged in coasting service
and ir trapnsport on inland waters; in Canning the
number of this class that will be disfranchised is 9;
in Chipman, 2; in Gagetown, 11; in Hempstead, 17;
in Johnston, 7; in Petersville, 9; in Waterborough, 7;
in Wickbam, 5; total, 98. It might be said that
these people have farms or other qualifications. I know
the most of them, and I am satisfied nearly all have
no quslification other than their interest in - vessels
property, and if they are to be deprived of their privilege
of voting because personal property qualification is not
recognised in this Bill, I know of no other means by
which they can obtain that right. The men leave their
homes generally about the 1st April, and are absent till
navigation closes, so that they could not be included, as some
of them might otherwise be, under the heading of farmers’
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gns. I would not so much object to this measure if any com-
plaints had arisen in my Province in regard to the working
of the present law, but I have never heard of any. Itis
true that while this law disfranchises a large number of
voters in New Brunswick it will give the right to somo
who have not that right to-day; but is it fair to disfran-
chise one individual and supply his place with another? I
am very glad that there is an enlargement of the franchise,
but I do not think it is necessary to come here for that.
The present Government of New Brunswick are willing to
extond the franchise to farmers’ sons and tenants, and others
in that Province who have not at present the right to vote;
and if they have been prevented from giving that right, it
is due to the opposition in one branch of that Legislature, of
gentlemen holding the same political opinions as hon. gen-
tlemen opposite. The First Minister is not entitled to all
the credit for having introduced the woman suffrage pro-
position, because the local Premier of New Brunswick,
last winter, carried that throngh one branch of that Legis-
lature, and it is possible that next year it may become law
in that Province. If there were nu other reason than that
of cost I would oppose this measure. The people of my
county are not disposed to submit to a tax of at least $2,000
a year or 810,000 for each election of a member to this House
under this Bill. They will still have to prepare the list for
local purposes, in addition to this new burden. It
may be eaid that this Government pays the
cost, but though that may go down with some
counties, it will not go down with the people whom I
represent, who know that they pay a large share of any
expenditure by this Government. I am anxious to go back
to the same constituency which has hitherto returned me,
and I want hon. gentlemen opposite to return to the con-
stituences which elected them. I want the hon. member
for Westmoreland (Mr. Wood) to go back to the same
county which rejected a worthy representative and accepted
him in his place. If any county in New Brunswick has
been benefited by the National Policy it is the county in
which that hon. gentleman resides, I think gentlemen on
this side are entitled to as much credit for any amendments
which may be made to this Bill as those who have sat still
during this discussion. If the hon, gentleman goes back to
that constituency I want him to go back to the vessel-
owners and farmers of that county who elected him, and
not to the town of Moncton, to appeal to the operatives in
the sugar refineries and in the cotton mills, who are to be
entitled to vote under this Bill, who are to be placed on the
list as tenants, paying what ?—820 a year house rent.
There is no great interest in the country involved in that.
They can get up and leave, if times are not prosperous,
while the farmers and vessel-owners and others who voted
for him have to stay. These are the men whom I want to
see retain the franchise. I have no objection to the extension
of the franchise, but I do not want the other classes to be
strack off the list and their places supplied by people who
have not one-half the interest in the country that they have.
Hon. members from my own Province and the other Mari-
time Provinces have for some time been calling the atten-
tion of the Government to the importance of securing free
trade relations with the United States, and to other matters
of a similar character. Now, the people who are proposed
to be enfranchished by this Bill, with the exception of
farmers’ sons, are opposed to any such policy ; they are
people whose interests are bound up with the National
Pohiey instead of with the interests of the Province. When
an election comes around again 1 want to see the right to
vote remain in the hands of the people who will vote for
securing free trade relations with the United States, and
for the interests of our Province. Hon. gentlemen opposite,
perhaps, may see some advantage in this measure for
themselves that may outweigh any other consideration ; if
80, it is possible that they may have to assist the majority

of this House in making this Bill the law of the land. I
expect myself that it will become law, but I cannot aliow it
to pass without entering my protest against these people
being disfranchised.

Mr. MITCHELL. Itis well known to hon. gentlemen
that several days ago I gave notice of a motion for testing
8 very important principle connected with this Bill ; and
at an early stage of this debate, as soon as the right oppor-
tunity arrives, 1 ro&ose submitting that motion for the
consideration of the House, and at that time I shall briefly
state the reasons which have induced me to support the
};roposed amendment to the Bill under consideration. But

now rise simply for the purpose of explaining why 1 vote
against excepting New Brunswick from the operation of
this Bill. It is not that I approve of the Bill, though, as I
have stated before, I approve of the principle of a franchise
Bill emanating from this House rather than from the Local
Legislatures. I hope, before this Bill gets through this
committee, that this committee will, after the arguments
which may be adduced, and after they have had time for
reflection, see the propriety of introducing an element in
this Bill which will remove a great many of the objoction-
able features which it possesses, and will adopt a principle
that will extend to almost every man of intelligence, and
of the age of 21, the right to vote, based upon manhood
taxation suffrage. I shall not discuss that at tho present
time, but I simply rise to justify to this House and the
country the vote I am now going to give against the
amendment of the hon. member for the county of St. John
(Mr. Weldon). I do it because I propose, at an early stage
of this Bill, to introduce the amendment to which I referred,
which, I thivk, will remove the objectionable features of
this Bill, and simplify its character, especially the cost of
working it, and make it more satisfactory.

Mr, GILLMOR. My hon. friend from Northumberland
(Mr. Mitchell) is no doubt sincere in preferring & Dominion
to a provincial tranchise. But I would be pleased if a gen-
tleman possessing his talents had given some reasons for
that opinion. With me it is a very important question.

Mr, MITCHELL. At an early stage in the discussion of
this Bill the hon. gentleman will remember I gave my
reasons at length, and he will find them in the Hansard.

Mr. GILLMOR. 1 do remember that my hon. friend
spoke, but if those are all the reasons he could give for the
change they failed to convince me. My hon. friend was
not in the House the other night when I made a few
remarks. The article in the paper of which he is proprietor
was to me very gratifying. [ was acquainted with my
hon. friend t wenty-five years ago. A generation has grown
up since he and I first met. I have seen him at times when
I thought he was not himself, but that article, written by
himself, carried me back to twenty-five years ago, and I
thought he was the same man again, influenced by justice
and by liberal and noble sentiments. Not perfect, but as a
man 1 have always admired his outspoken and liberal views.
That article was well worthy of consideration and worthy
of the source from which it emanated. Now, with regard to
this question. There is no necessity for this change. I hope to
hear, before this amendment is disposed of, some arguments in
its favor from those who come from New Brunswick, if any
arguments there be. We are not very numerous here, but
I shall want to hear some definite arguments for this
change. If a man is convinced, he ought to be able to
advance argnments that will have some weight to those
who are anxious to hear arguments. The change contem-
plated in this Bill is very im nt. As my hon. friend
from Northunmberland knows, we had a great battle in New
Brunswick to obtain popular rights. He knows that, for
fifty years, the people of New Brunswick had not any
privileges at all. “He was one of the oldest men, one of the
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ablest men who fought for those privileges, when we had
arrived at that time of life when we could take part in pub-
lic affairs. He knows that for fifty years the Legislature of
New Brunswick had no control over the Crown lands of
that country ; he knows that commissioners were sent out
from England that were not responsible to the people, and
that for fifty years after Parliament was established they
could not sell an acre of Crown land. He knows that dele-
gation after delegation was sent home to England to try to
get concessions. He knows that for a long time we con-
tended for municipal powers to regulate our own local
affairs, and that was another matter of twentyfive
years’ contést. These battles have been fought out,
and now we possess & measure of self-government and a
right to control our own affairs, Since we came into Con-
federation one right after another has been taken away;
and here is a proposal to take from the people the rights
which they fought for and which they now possess. Now,
I think that be‘ore hon. members from New Brunswick
voto to take away the right of making the voters’ lists
from the Provincial Government, they ought to give some
reasons for it, The local aunthorities are better qualified
than any other class of men oan be to prepare the voters’
lists. No one has denied the conmstitutional right of this
Parliament to make the change proposed; but it is the
expediency of this change we are discussing. A charter
was asked for building a railway bridge across the falls at
St. John. It was an important matter, and consent was
granted, and constitutionally so. But yet it would have
been constitutional if the power had been withheld, although
the Eeople would have been deprived of the right to build
the bridge, which was in the public interest. It is more in
accordance with the spirit of the constitution that the fran-
chises should be left with the ple of the different
Provinces rather than brought under the power of
this Parliament. Although the United States have
had an experience of 100 years, they have not
found it to be in the general interest to change their system,
and it is held that the autonomy of the different States is
thus preserved. This is another right hon. gentlemen
opposite are taking away from the Provinces, and it is
calculated, more than anything else, to create discord and
cause the people to regret that they gave their interests
into the hands of this Parliament, I have heard no com-
plaint made about the working of our municipal institu-
tions. The voters’ lists could not be more simple and less
expensive. I have never heard of a man being improperly
put on the voters’ list intentionally, or left off. Those
revisers enteriain various views with respect to local and
Dominion politics ; but we do not trouble about that circum-
stance. If the revisers do not do their duty they are
removed. No difficulty occurs with the existing system.
The very reverse will be found to be the case with respect
to the proposed system. The revigsing barrister may be a
stranger, and he will go about ascertaining the value of
property and fixing the list of those entitled to vote. It
will be a very objectionable system. The change is
revolutionary in its character, and it deals with the
dearest rights of the people of the Province. New Bruns-
wick has sixteen members in this House, ton on one side and
six on the other—one has been removed by death—and this
great revolution respecting the Province will be carried by
a majority of two or three men. Without wishing to point
out to them their duty, it is evident that a serious respon-
gibility attaches to them, Unless the very best reasons are
given for the change, unless there is some evil to be
remedied, we should hesitate before we make this change.
I do not know what the change will be, as to the number of
people who will be placed on the lists. Our qualifications
for electors are very simple—$100 of real estate, $400
income and $400 personal property. We are asked to
change that for a most intricate and difficult system to
Mr. GILLMOR,

understand, The present Bill makes the qualifications $300
in cities and towns, It requires $100 under our local law ;
and so, instead of extending the franchise, it will be reducing
it very much. Again, $20 rental per annum, that will increase
the number of voters; $300, the party being a bond fide occu-
pant. There is great chance of a difference of opinion taking
place on that point. Another qualification is $400 income from
real property in cities. In counties it will be $150 worth
of real propety—that is to say, $50 more than the provincial
qualification, Farmers’ sons and sons-in-law are to be
enfranchised. I do not object to that, but the sons of
artisans, fishermens’ sons, merchants’ sons are equally
entitled and there are other difficult qualifications in
the Bill. By a revising barrister, whether intentionally or
otherwise, injustice will be dome. I most sincerely and
honestly oppose the change proposed, not from party feel-
ings at all, although I am not different from other men in
having party prejudices, but because I believe it is one of
the most infamouns measures ever introduced into a Parlia-
ment, Itisrevolutionary ; it iscalculated to produce discord,
and to give a party advantage-—and that is the moving
motive that prompted it, for it has been shown that there is
no necessity whatever for it. With respect to the franchise,
I may say that I am inclined to favor a very extended fran-
chise. It is the spirit of the age in which we live to extend
the franchise. 1 never yet could understand why there
should be such a gulf fixed between the man who
happens to have $100 worth of real estate and the
man who has not $100 worth., I cannot understand
why such a gulf should be fixed between the men who
have property and the men who have not property in this
country. We have only to look abroad tosee that the hope
for the future advancement and progress and greatness of
this country does not depend on the money, dves not depend
on the wealthy men of the country, on the land-owners of
the country alone, but upon the young men, with their
strong right arms, their energy, their force, their ability to
make the country great. We are forced to vote on this
question, upon which I should like to consult my consti-
tuents, whose opinion upon the matter of manhood suffrage,
for instance, I do not know. It is not fair to this Parliament
or this country to bring in & measure of such importance
as this, and drive it through at the rate ai which it has
been attempted to put through this measure, and without
that consideration which ought to be given toit, And
after all our consideration, it is only the consideration
of 210 men. We have 5,000,000 of people in this
country who ought to be consulted on this measure, and
who ought to have an opportunity of discussing a measure
of so much importance. Some hon. gentlemen may know
by intuition the opinions of their constituents, but for my
part I do not know what they want until I consult them,
and I am delicate about making important changes without
knowing their wishes, Should we adopt this Bill we are
not going back 1o the same constituents who sent us here,
for I know that in my own connty, and in many others in
New Brunswick, a large number of people who formerly had
votes will be disfranchised. The hon. member for Queen’s
states that this Bill would reduce his voters’ list 500 ; he may
be correct, I think not so great a number in proportion
would be disfranchised in my county. I do not think this
measure will increase the votes of fishermen to any extent.
It will disfranchise those who own $400 of personal property
in vessels, and there are few who have $100 of real estate
who have not $150 ; it will not change the vote of fishermen.
I am opposed to this Bill on every principle. Iamopposed -
to the fndian enfranchisement and to the revising barrister.

I do not believe that in my county, or in any other county
of New Brunswick, where the people have fought the battle
for municipal institutions, they want irresponsible men to
come down and take charge of their own business, and to
say who shall and who shall not vote. If these men do
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wrong, to whom are they responsible? Would they be
respoasible to the electors of Charlotte? By no means. To
the Province of New Brunswick? By no means, Even
this Parliament unless both branches are agreed caunot
remedy the evils that may arise; they have not the
power, for these men will be fixtures. This is a retrograde
step. We have fought for responsibility, and now the Con-
federation is proposing to put on-us irresponsible men, men
we cannot reach, and we have had enough of irresponsible
officials in New Brupswick, through family compacts, and
so on. If hon. gentlemen from the Province of New Bruns-
wick intend to support this Bill their duty is, first, to con-
vince themselves that their Province wants it, and having
satisfied themselves on that point, they would be justified in
voting for it. For my part, I am justified in voting agaiust
it, because I do not want it, and I do not believe the people
want it.

Mr. BURNS. It is refreshing to hear hon. gentlemen
say that an attempt has been made to drive the Bill through
the House, It seems to me that we have discussed this
measurc—and I mean by that that the House as a body has
discussed the measure at great length indeed. KEver since
the 21st of Aprii the House has been in committee on this
Bill, and it has been more than discussed, It has appeared
to those who have listened on this side that no serious
attempt was made by hon. gentlemen on the other side to
discuss the measure, but that a serious attempt was made
to burk the passage of itin its entirety. Had they been
desirous for & measure of this kind, had they been solicit-
ous for what I consider the best interests of the
Dominion, they wofld have reserved all their speaking
powers—all the words they have used and wasted —until
such time as we came to what we might call the details
of the Bill. Bat, Sir, that they did not do, They set out
with what—I think we can truthfully say—was & policy
of obstruction, an avowed policy of obstruction. That
policy was shown clearly by the fact that hour after hour,
day after day and night after night, hon. gentlemen on the
other side treated us—not to a discussion on the merits of
the Bill, but to matters totally irrelevant thereto. But I
rize, not for the purpose of entering into any general
argument with regard to the provisions of the Bill. The
House, by a solemn vote, assented to the principles of the
Bill, and now we are in committee to discuss its details and
provisions. Irise to address myself to the observations made
by the gentlemen from my own Province, and to treat of the
resolution moved by the hon. member for St. John, I rise
for the purpose of taking issue with thestatement made by
him, by the hon. member for Queen’s, and by the hon, mem-
ber for Charlotte. I rise for the purpose of stating that in
my opinion the effsct of this Bill would not be in any way
to restrict the franchiso in New Brunswick, but largely to
extend it, and it is because it will extend the franchise in
New Brunswick that [ purpose giving my vote in support
of it The hon. gentleman from St John stated
that under the provisions of this Bill a large class of people
will be disfranchised. ~He made particular allusion to
those who own property in ships, property in wood boats
ou the river St. John, and.other holders of personal pro-
perty. To my micd—and I have carefully considered the
whole question—that class of persons will not be disfran-
chised. _Under the provisions of the Bill, any person in
the receipt of $400 a year, any person earning that amount,
no matter from what calling or source, will be entitled to
vote, under this Bill.

Some hon. MEMBERS. No, no.

Mr. BURNS. 1 say, Sir, that is my reading of the Bill
and I think my reading is the same a‘Zthe renging ot it by:
at all events, all those on this side who give their support
to the measure, and all on this side do give their support to
the measure.
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Mr. MILLS, Supposing he made no profit ?

Mr. BURNS. It is not necessary that he should make
a profit; it is only necessary that he should earn that sum
in order to entitle him to vote. Had hon. gentlemen reserved
that question until we came 1o discuss the particular
part of the measure bearing upon it, they would be
enlightened on that score; but they have not chosen
to do so. They have chosen to obstruct the passage of the
measure, and to my mind they have done so because they
are afraid of an extension of the franchise, The very
best proof I can give of that, so far as New Brunswick is
concerned, is that the hon. member for Charloite (Mr. Gill-
mor) knows that in his coustituency, which is a large fish.
ing constituency, a large number of fishermen would be
enfranchised under the operation of this Bill. Is the hon.
gentleman afraid to moeet the votes of the fishermen when
he goes back ?

Mr. GILLMOR. I got two outof every three of them,
and I expect to get them if I want them.

Mr. BURNS. If the hon. gentleman got two out of
every three of them, he should respect the confidence
they reposed in him, by not opposing & measure which
will enfranchise a larger number of them. I can speak from
personal knowledge, so far as the Province of New Bruns.
wick is concerned, but more particularly with regard to the
county I have the honor to represent. There, I know as a
matter of fact, & very large number will be enfranchised, I
have carefully gone through the list of voters for that
county, which I have now before me, name by name—and I
am familiar with the name of almost every man in the
county—and I fail to find the name of one who will be
disfranchised under the operation of this Bill, while I know
of hundreds who will be enfranchised under it. Therefore,
I can only come to the conclusion that hon, gentlemen
opposite are afraid of what they call a new constitu.
ency. They would be satisfied to get here at any time, but
they are afraid, if this Bill becomes law, that the number of
voters will be 8o increased that there will be greater danger
of their being left at home. I fuel no such danger. I feel
confident, in going back to my constituency, that the greater
the number of voters the greater my majority w.ll be. I
prefor, Sir, that this Dominion should regulate its own fran-
chise; and because I prefer that, I sball support this measure.
Hon. gentlemen opposite havo ¢'aimd that while it is consti-
tutional to pass this measurc it is inexpedient to do so,
because, a3 they say, we should go back to the electorate and
ask them for an expression of opinion thereon, I ask hon,
gentlemen opposite if the Government of the Province of
Ontario or the Government of the Province of New Brun.
swick thought it advisable or necessary to go back to their
constituents before bringing in a Franchise Bill dar-
ing the last Scssions of the Legislatures in those Provinoes,
No, Sir, they did not. Hon. gentlemen opposite declare
that the members of this House should ba sent here under
the provincial franchises. I am not of that opinion, I
believe this House should deal with its own composition,
and not leave it to the Provincial Legislatures to declare
what qualifications ehall be necessary for voters to send
representatives here. I do not think that is in accord-
ance with the dignity of the Parliament of Canada. I do
not think it is in accordance with the safety and independ-
ence of Parliament, that it should be in any way at the
mercy or under the control of the Locul Legislatures, no
matter how well disposed they may be. The hon. gentle-
man for Charlotto made the statement, which I took down
at the time, that all those who voted on income to the extent
of $400 a year would be disfranchised.

Mr. GILLMOR. On personal property, I said,

Mr. BURNS. Well, for my purpose it is the same thing
whether it is income or personal property. Is the hon,
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gentleman serious in saying that ? Does he mean to con-
vey to this House the impression that those who vote on $400
worth of personal property in his county have no other means
of subsistence—have noincomes, that they are not honsehold-
erg, occupants, tenants, merchants, ship-owners, fishermen,
farmers, or anything else ? He also stated that all those
who voted on $100 of real estate would be disfranchised.
Was the hon. gentleman serious in making that statement ?
Those statements are quite in keeping with other reckless
statements hon, gentlemen opposite have made. I do not
think they seriously consider, sometimes, what they are
going to say, but simply aim at expressing themselves in
some way that will convey to their constituents the idea
that their liberties will be very much trampled upon by
the operation of the Bill, Hon. gentlemen on the other
side have, time after time, taunted those on this side with
sitting in silence, and not discussing the Bill. It is {resh
in the minds of hon, members of this committee that after
a week of debating—I cannot call it debating, but after a
week of reading reports and documents—after a week
of lost time, one Saturday evening arrived—and I
think those hon. gentlemen have a lively recollection
of what occurred on that evening—a few speeches
were made by members of this-side, and they demo-
lished all the arguments hon. gentlemen opposite
used. We, on this side, are conteut to wait and
perfect the measure; we do not desire unnecessarily to oc-
cupy the time of the House ; we are prepared to wait until we
reach those stages of the Bill under which it is proper for us
to express our opinions, and we then express those opinions
in a fearless and independent manner. We do what I think
hon. gentlemen opposite should do, endeavor to perfect the
Bill and make it workable, and to give the Dominion a
franchise under which it can work.

Mr. BURPEE. I wish to make a strong and solemn pro-
test against this Bill. I prefer the franchise of New Bruns-
wick referred to in the amendment before you, Mr. Chair-
man, to the franchise indicated in this measure. I prefer it
for a good many reasons, which 1 will endeavor to state in as
fow words as L can. In the first place, it is simple; it is inex-
pensive ; it is the franchise chosen by the people of the Ere-
vince. It is a franchise that has given universal satisfaction
in that Province, and they have never asked for any other.
To give you an idea, Mr. Chairman, of how they make up
the voters’ lists, and to show the House the simplicity
and the fairness and the honesty of it, I will state
briefly how it is done. In the first place, the county
council appoint three valuators for the county.
These valuators value the property in the whole
county, The different parishes send two members each to
the county municipality, and these three valuators are
appointed by the whole municipality, so that the valuation
in the whole county may be uniform, and that no parish
can adopt a valuation different from another. These valua-
tors go through the county every third year. Then assessors
are appointed for each parish, who go through each parish
every year and value the property. According to the
law of New Brunswick, the municipality also appoints
two revising officers, and these two appoint a third. They
are bound, by law, to check the assessors’ lists, to take
from them the people who have not property enough to
enable -them to vote. In New Brunmswick a man is
entitled to vote who has $100 worth of real estate, in con-
trast with this proposed Bill, which proposes to make it
$150. New Brunswick gives a vote also to a man who has
$400 worth of gersonal property, or personal property and
real estate combined; and as there is no personal property
qualification in this Bill, in those two classes alone a large
number of persons will be disfranchised. The hon. member
for Gloucester (Mr. Burns) claimed that he prefers this
Bill to the New Brunswick franchise. I read the law very
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differently. I believe it will disfranchise a very large num-
ber, principally of the two classes to which I have referred.
This Bill readjusts and decreases the franchise, Inthe towns,
some small tenants will be enfranchised, and in the factory
towns there will be quite a number of this class, which is
the only additional class that will be enfranchised under
this law. In fact, this Bill will take the franchise from the
bone and sinew of the country and give it to the floating
population, who are the tenants in small towns and in the
factory towns; it will give, practically, to the owners of
factories, the parties through whom this Government are
seeking to control the country, the control of the voting
power, at the expense of the bone and sinew of the country.
It is a revolutionary measure, a measure which I cannot
characterise in fit terms. If I were to read to you some
letters I have received this day, you would, Sir, declare
that the language by which the writers characterise the
principles of this Bill to be out of order. I assure you, that
instead of obstructing the business of the House, by calling
the attention of this House and the country to the objectiona-
ble features of this Bill, hon. gentlemen on this side have not
done their duty; they have not sufficiently edncated the
country with regard to its defects, and every day proves
that more and more plainly. The only great merit claimed
for this Bill in the first discussion was that it would make
a uniform franchise for the whole Dominion. Ido not think
it will. It will fail to make a uniform franchise. Make
the fizures supposed to represent the value of the property
qualification exactly the same in the different Provinces,
scattered, as they are, from the Atlantic to the Pacific, with
so.mapy different circumstances, conditions and valnes, 1t
will not only fail to make it uniform but it will increase the
friction between these different Provinces. The more
latitude you give to the Provinces to do do their local busi-
ness in their own way, the less friction you will have; and
the stronger you endeavor to bind them together by Acts of
Parliament the more friction you will have. Under this
Bill the voters’ list is to be made up by an officer appointed
by this Government, who is not obliged to take the assessors’
list for a foundation, who may put on or take off any
names he thinks proper, who is not amenable to any perzon
for having done what he thinks proper. There is no appeal
on matters of fact, and though there is said to be an appeal
on points of law, it can only take place with the consent of
the man whose decision is to be appealed against. I regret
to see the misstatement in some of the Government papers
in New Brunswick—some which are said to be organs of the
Government, some of which are controlled by members of
this House, some of whom are contributors to them—
that there is an appeal in matters of fact as well as in mat-
ters of law. I am sorry to see these misstatements reite-
rated, because some people will believe them. The appeal,
even if it be allowed, will be so expensive that not one
man in five hundred will take advantage of it. In fact,
there is no appeal at all. You can suppose a Province in
which there is not a member supporting the Govern-
ment. Who is to appoint the revising barrister? Some
outsider, perhaps, from some other Province, and you
can imagine the friction that will be occasioned by this line
of action. I know of several counties that have not a bar-
rister of five years’ standing qualified for the position, and
in which there are no resident judges. According to the
interpretation of the Prime Minister, the Government will
have to send & reviring barrister from another county, and
the man most likely to be sent is a red-hot partisan, and
you may imagine the amount of indignation that will be
occasioned by these appointments. I will vote for the
amendment to the amendment, and if that fails I will vote
for the amendment. I believe that every Province should
have the privilege of electing its own delegates in its own
way. If we had a legislative union this measare would be
a necessity, but this is a federal union, and my strongest
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objection to the measure is that it is a direct blow at the
federal union of the different Provinces, I believe this
measure is sapping and mining the foundation upon which
this Confederation rests. If this line of legislation is con-
tinned, no Acts of Parliament will bind these Provinces
together very long. It has been asserted, and it has not been
contradicted, that the Premier is not a federal unionist, but
i8 in favor of a legislative union. I have not heard him say so
in 50 many words, but the line of conduct followed by the
party he leads certainly leads me to that concluison.
Ever since we came 1nto the Union we have been
drifting in that direction. Laws have been continually
made in this House that entrenched, little by little,
upon the rights of the Provinces. I know that a different
construction was put upon Dominion rivers, and upon
railways. Formerly, a Dominion river was & river dividing
two provinces, or dividing a Province from a State.;
but that has been changed, and at present the Domi-
nion takes charge of every stream and every river. For-
merly, a Dominion railway was construed to be a rax.lwtay
that united two or more Provinces, but now the Dominion
has taken charge of nearly all the railways. Acts dealing
with purely local railways have been disallowed. Uncon-
stitutional Acts regulating and licensing the liquor
traffic have been passed, and so, from one thing to
another, the Dominion has gone on encroaching
upon provincial rights, This measure now before us
appears to be an advanced measure—an advanced entrench-
ment—from which, I suppose, a last attack will be made
upon provincial antonomy. I do think that the smaller
Provicces are in danger. I will not say anything about
Quebec. They are numerous enough in Quebec to take
care of themselves, but I do believe that the only safety of
the smaller Provinces is in keeping up the federal union.
The Quebec people may take care of themselves, but if
they assist the right hon. Premier gradually to encroach
upon the rights of the Provinces, the time will come
when Quebec will rue her present course, I am mistaken
if she does not before long awake to the fact that she has
gone g0 farin that direction that it will be impossible 10
recede. Kor instance, take this Bill. The Premier has told
us very plainly that he was in favor of female franchise.
We are informed that the members from the Province of
Quebec aro against female suffrage almost unanimously. I
ask the representatives from Quebec how long it will be,
if the Premier remains in power and carries out his policy,
before woman suffrage will be made the law of the land. It
will not be long. There are other ways in which their
privileges will be encroached upon, and I ask you, gentle-
men, in your own interests, to assist the smaller Provinces
in resisting this encroachment upon their rights, I say it
is a privilege, according to the federal constitution, for each
Province to elect its own delegates, in its own way, to
represent its own interests. For the last eighteen years
the Provinces have enjoyed that privilege, and it has worked
satisfactorily. There has been no good reason shown for
changing it. I know of no reason in the world why it
should be changed, excepting it be for party purposes.
Now, I say that if that is the only reason it is not a good
reagon, The hon. member for Gloucester (Mr. Burns)
made a serious charge of obstruction against this side
of the House. He says we have obstructed the
business of this House. Sir, the facts of thc case con.
tradiet that assertion.
Dot receive its second reading until the 16th day of last
month, after we had been in session for nearly three months,
and when we ought to have been ready to wind up the
affairs of the Session and go home. Then it was thrown
in upon us, with only a few minutes’ explanation ; in fact,
with no explanation at all. We were not told what the
provigions of tho Bill were. I say deliberately that 1 did
not know what the provisions of the Bill were until after

What are the facts ? This Bill did!

several days’ debate, and it is my opinion that three-fourths
of the members of this House did not know the full extent
of the provisions of the Bill until after several days’
debate. During those three days, upon which we discussad
the merits of the Bill upon the second reading, I ask you
if we had fair play. During one or two nights were we not
kept here until six o'cloek in the morning,and on other
days until hours long past midnight ? It was impossible
for any hon, gentleman on this side to be heard. The noise,
the cat-calls, the songs and the revelry of all description
indulged in by supporters of the Government made it
impossible for hon. gentlemen on this side of the House to
discuss this matter intelligently, and yet we are accused of
obstruction. Sir, I ask youif that accusation is in accordance
with the facts. Instead of being confined to three days in dis-
cussing the second reading of the Bill we should have had a
week. On the fourth day we were limited in our discussion,
for upon the motion to go into committee it was ruled that
we could not discuss the merits of the Bill. The second week
we went into committee. What is a committee for, either
in England or here? It is where we are to deliberate as to
the particular sections of a Bill, where we ask questions and
ascertain the real meaning of the words contained in the
several sections, Was that discussion afforded ? No. After
twelve o'clock on the first day it was impossible to hear
anything; discussion was entirely dropped. On the second
night the tactics were changed. Hon, geutlemen came
here with pillows, with beds, and they said they were going
to sleep. Some hon. gentlemen brought lunches with
them and said they were going to eat and sleep
and let us talk till we were tired. Was it possible
for us to discuss the details and obtain explana-
tions when our remarks were being drowned by cat-calls,
cock-crowing, songs and revelry, during the first few days?
After that hon. gentlemen opposite went to sleep. Is that
obstructing? If 8o, it is all behind the Government. It is
unfair to educate the people by the prees that the Opposi-
tion have been obstructing the business of the House. I
say wo have not. The Premier himself declared that it
would take a whole Session to satisfactorily discuss a
Bill of this description. He told us, however, that this was
the old Bill, with a few amendments, But when we came
te look at it we found it was not the old Bill. Was the
tribal Indian in the old Bill? No. It was a new provision.
It is true that in the second week of the discussion, in
answer to almost defiant speeches from this side, & few hon.
gentlemen opposite spoke. But they did not explain any-
thing. The hon. member for Algoma explained that he
knew nothing about the Bill; he demonstrated that fact
most conclusively, because he gave a comstruction with
regard to Indians which the Premier said was not in the
Bill. We have been badly and wunfairly treated in accusa-
tions having been thrown across the floor which were con-
trary to the facts. The hon, member for Kent, N. B. (Mr.
Landry), who is generally fair-minded and always voluble,
poured out a volume of speech that was overwhelming; it
was a perfect torrent of words—a blizzard of words. I
really was alarmed for the safety of the hon. gentle-
man, as he was so much in earnest. He, like the hon.
member for Algoma, proved that be knew nothing about
the Bill, and he had to be put right by the Tleader of
the Government, Then the hon, member for King's
(Mr. Foster) rose. He is always calm, deliberate, and
grammatically correct, and he mag; a long speech, evidently
timed by the clock, so as to allow the Premier to speak and
him alone that night, which only terminated a few minutes
hefore twelve,and he again proved that he knew nothing about
the Bill; that he had been out of the House, though not,
Eerhaps, asleep. I need not refer to other hon. members,

ecause even the Secretary of State, on the very first day or
two of the debate, proved that he did not understand the
Bill. He explained it in & way different from its pro-
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visions. I hope, therefore, hon. gentiemen opposite will
not charge ns with obstructing this Bill, Unless there is a
change, three weeks longer will be occupied in getting this
measure into their heads. We were not allowed sufficient
time at the second reading; I had not then an opportunity
of speaking upon the general principals of the Bill, and I
shall have to protest against every section, and especially to
affirm this amendment which reters to my Province ; and I
know tha¢ if this Bill passes a wave of indignation will
sweep over that Province, such as never swept over it before,
and there is quite enough indignation there already.

Mr. LANDRY (Kent). When I heard hon. gentlemen
trom the Province of New Brunswick, previous to the last
Speaker, address the Chair on this Bill, I was rather dis-
posed to compliment them on the general tone they had
adopted, and on the fact that their speeches were a contrast
~without being egotistical, as coming from the same Pro-
vince myself—to those of many hon. gentlemen from the
other Provinces, who spoke on that side of the House, and
to say that they had been eminently fair in the discussion
of this Bill. I say this in the presence of hon. gentlemen
on this side representing that Province; but I do not know
but the last speaker has taken a little from the sincerity with
which I would have uttered that remark, 1f he had pro-
ceeded throughout his speech as he did for the first half or
three-quarters of an hour, and if he had not concluded his
remarks a8 he did, I would have been in & position to have
uttered this sentiment with more sincerity than I am able
1o do, after listening to his speech. But it does seem to me
strange that the hon. gentleman should conclude his speech
by excluding everybody on this side from those who knew
anything about this Bill, and by saying that for the last
three or four weeks hon. gentlemen opposite had been
enlightening members on this side, including members

-of the Government, as to the provision of this Bill.
If it is enlightenment it is really & source of the
greatest inconsistency with their action with regard to the
different sections of the Bill, and if it is enlightenment I
must confess that I must be even more ignorant than they
say, for I certainly cannot understand that kind of enlighten-
ment. If it were necessary, their speeches could be taken
up, and it could be shown that their inconsistencies and
contradictions in the course of the debate were so great
that there could not be a great deal of enlightenment,
because one member uttered one thing and the next some-
thing entirely dffferent, and so on throngh the whole discus-
sion. Now, a few days ago some hon. gentlemen from the
other side—I will not mention them, because there were too
many of them, though not all of them—found fault with the
hon. member for King’s, P. E. 1.; they said that he was
entirely inconsistent, and they asked him why he did not
adopt the amendment of the hon, member for North Norfolk,
which included what he was asking for, and did the same
work &8 his amendment, Since then we have found two
more amendments, moved by these hon. gentlemen who
found fault with him. They allow their colleagues and
friends, those who are in sympathy and harmony with
them in opposing this Bill, fo go back and move similar
sub-amendments as the hon. member for Prince Edward
Island, with whom they found fault. I made an exception
of the hon. gentleman for New Brunswick, and I do yet. I
say that those gentlemen,with the exception of the hon. mem-
ber for Sunbury, who did not devote himself entirely to
the principles of the measure, discussed in a fair spirit;
and the oaly fault I can find with them is, that they
have too great confidence in the utterances of gentlemen
on that side, and that they look with too much suspicion
on anything that comes from this side. Some of them
admitted, on the second reading of the Bill, that they
did not know anything about it; they said that we
spoke little upon the measure, but they swallowed
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everything that was said by speakers on that side,
some of whom pronounced the Bill to be an outrageous
measure. They do not use their own judgment; and, not
knowing anything about the measure, as some of them
admitted, they still have implicit confidence in all they are
told by their leaders and colleagues, and they use the same
strong words in discussing the Bill. They say it is out-
rageous, tyrannical, revolutionary, and they describe it by
a number of other words, with which they are very familiar,
but which I cannot pretend to repeat ; they have swallowed
all that ; they repeat all these words as being absolutely
true, but without advancing any argument to show that
they are true. Where is the revolutionary character of
this measure ? How long have we been discussing it
since we came to the third section. I have not kept
time, but it is a long time; and what have we been
discussing ? 'We have been discussing just one clause, as to
who shall be entitled to vote, who shall be put on the register,
and that having reference to a person being at the full age ot
twenty-one years, if he be not otherwise disqualified by this
Act, or some other Act of the Dominion. Now, it appears to
me that if there had been no intention of obstruction--this is
my candid opinion—if there only had been a desire on the
part of these hon. gentlemen to perfect this Bill, to make it
as perfect as it could be, to offer such amendments as they
sincerely believed would have the effect of amending it, in
the way of making it more perfect, they would have said:
Let that go; surely we cannot say that twenty-one years of
age is not the right age, Then they would come to the
next part of the clause, that he must be a British subject,
by birth or naturalisation, and they would say: Is that
reasonszble, and if it is, iet that go. Then he must be the
owner of real property of the value of $300; and as to that
there might be some difference of opinion. If hon. gentle-
men are not engaged in obstruction, if it is their purpose to
amend the Bill and submit to the majority, if they are
not simply obstructing it to such an extent, either to make
the Government abandon it, or obstructing it in such a
way that it cannot be passed at all, if that is not
the object, why not let those things which are not
objectionable pass, and when they come to the others,
discuss them in a reasonable and rational way. Why not,
if $309 is too kigh, say so; or, if they think it is too low,
let them say so, and offer amendments accordingly, and let
the majority decide whether their amendments shall be
accepted. In that case we, on this side, or at all events I,
myself, would come to the conclusion that it was a reason-
able and legitimate discussion, a proper discussion, one
which tended to enlighten the members of the House, and
that they were trying to make the Bili perfect. But nothing
of that kind has been done, and here we have been on a
section as to whether these persons shall be twenty-one
years of age, whether they shall have the other necessary
qualifications—we have been kept here for three days or
MOre~———

Mr, MILLS. No.

Mr, LANDRY. Woell, I have not kept the time, but it is
a long time, at any rate, and some hon, members beside me
say it is three days,

An hon. MEMBER. Yes it is,

Mr. LANDRY. The hon. member for Bothwell says no,
and I do not know whether he means that I have over-
stated the time or not.

Mr. MILLS. What Isay is, that we propose to adopt
the provincial franchises, That has been the subjeci under
discussion, and the hon. gentleman knows that if we adopt
the amendment of the hon. member for North Norfolk we
could not adopt the first clause of the Bill.

Mr. LANDRY. Let us take the first clause of this Bill,
and I venture to say there is not & Province in the Dominion
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which has not, as one of the qualifications of a voter, that he
maust be twenty-one years of age, that he must not be other-
wise disqualified from votling, and therefore I say, why
should not hon. gentlemen let that pass. That is my view,
at any rate, and hon. gentlemen can have theirs. I have
alluded to this matter and to the course of hon. genilemen
opposite, as a reason why I think this is a system of obstruc-
tion. But why are they ashamed to acknowledge thatitisa
system of obstruction. I wish to epeak frankly and can-
didly, and I say that if I were on the other side of the
House, if I had declared as loudly as they have declared
that this Bill is an outrage, that it is an attempt at tyranny,
that it is a revolutienary measure, and if I thought that,
although myself and my friends were in a mirority in this
House, we represented the views of the majority of the
people in that matter, if I were using every means to pre-
vent the Bill from passing, even if it kept this Parliament
sitting here for six or even nine months, I would
admit at once that it was obstruction; that we would take
every opportunity to oppose it, that we would not allow one
clause, one line or one word to pass, without obstructing it.
What for ? For the purpose of killing it. I would stand or
fall on it, and 1 would let the country know and believe
that that was our object. I would not pretend that I was
not obstructing it ; I would not pretend thatI was act-
ing so simply for the purpose of making the measure
better, of perfecting the measure, of enlightening the
people or the House, and making the country understand
it. I would simply say that I had convinced myself that
it was an outrageous and a revolutionary measure.

Mr. MILLS. Hear, hear.

Mr. LANDRY. I say that I would say that, after being
convinced of it—after being convinced that, though being
in a minority, I still represented the sentiments of the
country and, believing that as I do, I am going to throw
myself on that sentiment in the country, and I will obstruct
this Bill in every way I know how. I would not be
ashamed of it ; if L was obstructing it I would say 8o ; that
is the difference between hon. gentlemen opposite and me.
Perhaps their course is better ; I do not say anything as
to that. Perhaps it is letter to say, as they do:
We want this thing to go on—we want legitimate and fair
discussion of this measure, What does that mean ? Does
it mean two or three or four months? I do not know.
There are partisans on both sides of this House, no doubt.
There are partisans on that side strong enough to believe
what they say, and there are strong partisans on this side,
perhaps ; but there is a sentiment in this ¢ountry that is
not controlled by partisans, and I believe that sentiment
will come to the conclusion that the system pursued on the
other side is obstruction. Hon. gentlemen may deny it, but
it isnot their denial that will be eccepted ; itis by their acts
and their conduct that they will be judged. So far a3 New
Brunswick is concerned, I think hon, gentlemen have dis-
cussed fairly the case of that Province, and have endeavored
to show that New Brunswick is going to suffer under this
Bill. I give them credit for sincerity, but I think they
have done that, not from studying the Bill, but from hear-
log the incessant cry that it is so—saying that so many
clever men will know, or they would not assert it, and
therefore they believe it. What does the Bill do, in the
matter of New Brunswick, to make is 80 revolutionary and to
make it 80 objectionable? It does much to extend the fran-
chiso—is there any harm in that? Hon gentlemen say it is
something outrageous, and the last speaker said it would be so
resisted by the people that the Conservatives would not
come back to the Parliament of Canada again. Thatshould
bs all the better for them, and for the country, if they
represent public sentiment. All this only goos to show
what I said a little while ago, that they look with too much
suspicion at what comes from this side of the House, If

this same measure had come from the leader of the Govern-
ment of New Brunswiock there would not have been a word
said against it. Look at the Bill as it passed the Lower
House in New Brunswick, It would not only change the
franchise for the election of members to tho Legislature of
New Brunswick, but the franchise for the 