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secure even in his loneliness. (Laughter.) The hon. member 
complained that the election of this year was brought upon the 
people at an improper time, but for the sake of being consistent he 
should not have omitted to mention that he (Eton. Mr. Tupper) had 
himself brought on the elections in 1867 when nearly all the 
fishermen were out at sea, and were therefore deprived of the 
opportunity of voting. Such, at least, was the charge which had been 
made, and the hon. gentleman had not as yet denied it.

Returning for a moment to the subject of the appointment of 
Returning officers, he said there were some powers of which it were 
better to divest any Government, and this was one of them. Where 
an election took place this year, an other might take place next year, 
and in the meantime issues might arise where important principles 
were at stake, and where a party, for other than personal 
considerations, might be desirous of success. The government 
would have great temptations in such a case to make such an 
appointment as would be most likely to forward their own interests. 
Therefore, when it was possible to make such appointments by Act 
of Parliament, it should be done.

With regard to simultaneous elections, the hon. member had 
stated that the principle had been adopted in his own Province, and 
was a borrowed one in the Dominion. Elowever that might be, the 
hon. gentleman had not been an ardent admirer of it, for in 1871, 
when a resolution affirming it was laid before the Elouse by the hon. 
member for Waterloo South (Mr. Young), the hon. member for 
Cumberland voted against it. Sir George-Étienne Cartier upon that 
occasion stated that the tiling was impossible. Tie (Mr. Mills) then 
proposed that they should be simultaneous in each Province, but tire 
hon. member for Cumberland voted against that too. (Hear, hear.)

The hon. gentleman told tire Elouse that the principle of vote by 
ballot was embodied in the Election Bill of tire right hon. member 
for Kingston (Right Eton. Sir John A. Macdonald); but when 
Mr. Tremblay (Charlevoix) moved a resolution affirming tire 
principle, last year, tire hon. member for Cumberland and tire right 
hon. member for Kingston both voted against it. (Hear, hear.) 
When the hon. member for Bruce South (Eton. Mr. Blake), some 
sessions ago, moved a resolution affirming tire necessity and 
expediency of a judicial trial for controverted elections, tire hon. 
member and his colleagues voted against that also; and, in fact, to 
each one of these great principles they were steadily opposed to up 
to the last moment that there was any possibility of opposing them 
with success. (Hear, hear. )

If the hon. gentleman had proposed to place tire uniform 
franchise which he advocated upon a proper basis, he (Mr. Mills) 
would have been in favour of it; but while a property qualification 
continued to be exacted, uniformity was impossible. Tie (Mr. Mills) 
believed in a uniform franchise on the basis of manhood suffrage, 
accompanied, of course, by tire principle of residence. Manhood 
suffrage, he contended, engendered a spirit of self-respect and self- 
reliance, and taught rich men to have great respect for their poorer 
brethren. Tie quoted tire opinion of Lord Elolland in proof of the 
assertion that nothing caused dissatisfaction among the poorer 
people sooner or more effectively than enfranchisement, which 
gave them a direct interest in anything which tended to tire 
improvement of the condition of the country. In opposing manhood

SALARIES OF JUDGES
Hon. Mr. DORION moved that the Elouse go into Committee 

tomorrow to consider tire resolution on tire subject of salaries of tire 
Lieutenant-Governor, and tire Judges of Prince Edward Island, and 
tire Judges of New Brunswick, Quebec and Ontario.

THE ELECTION LAW
On the orders of the day being called,

Mr. MILLS resumed tire debate on tire Election Bill. In opening 
he said he did not desire to detain tire Elouse with many remarks 
upon tire principle of the Bill, but he thought it necessary to reply to 
some of the arguments of the hon. member for Cumberland (Eton. 
Mr. Tupper).

The objection taken by the hon. gentleman to allowing the Local 
Legislatures to fix the franchise he described as very absurd, and in 
all tiie experiences of a similar provision in the United States not a 
single instance of corrupt practices of the kind mentioned had 
occurred. Tie commented upon the hon. gentleman’s want of 
consistency in insisting upon a uniform franchise for the whole 
Dominion, while he did so much to destroy the uniformity after 
Confederation by insisting on the enfranchisement of Government 
officials in the Province of Nova Scotia, when similar officials 
throughout the oilier Provinces had been deprived of that privilege.

Tie characterized as extraordinary the hypothesis that gentlemen 
elected to the Elouse of Commons by constituencies having a 
different franchise should not be on an equal footing. The result of a 
system which recognized differences of franchise, as was the case 
in counties and boroughs in Great Britain, proved exactly the 
contrary, where all who were elected were upon just the footing 
which their intelligence and ability entitled them to. Fox, Burke, 
and Pitt each entered Parliament as the representative of rotten 
boroughs, and their position in the Elouse of Commons was in no 
way influenced by the fact. The same was equally clear in the 
United States previous to the general adoption of universal suffrage, 
and tiie prominent men during that time came equally from States 
having a low franchise and those having a high one.

So far as tiie Government had it in their power, the principle of 
simultaneous polling was adhered to at the last general election. 
The hon. member for Cumberland complained that tiie Nova Scotia 
elections were left over till later than tiie ofliers; but relatively they 
were earlier than in either 1867 or 1872. Tie (Eton. Mr. Tupper) 
also complained that it was a violation of tiie principle of 
responsible government to appoint Returning officers by statute. In 
his (Mr. Mills) own election in 1872, a Returning officer was 
appointed who was a well known partisan of tiie then Government. 
That officer, in order to manipulate tiie election in favour of tiie 
Administration, brought every one of his deputies from outside the 
county, and over them under tiie writ he could have exercised no 
power had they chosen to violate the law.

The position of the hon. member for Cumberland reminded him 
very much of that of tiie Elebrew prophet who mourned because he 
alone was left; and he was not sure that tiie hon. member felt very
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suffrage, he contended, the hon. member for Cumberland was 
opposing the only system upon which a uniform franchise could be 
introduced.

There were fraudulent voters put upon the lists even now; but 
how much worse would the case be if the voters lists were in the 
hands of revising barristers appointed by the Government, as the 
hon. gentleman proposed. (Hear, hear.) Under such a system the 
Government, without being extremely unscrupulous, might manage 
affairs so as to ensure for themselves the gaining of many doubtful 
elections. Too many grades of qualification for the different 
elections in a constituency were not advisable, and tended to 
confuse the public mind. Tie commented upon the different classes 
of property which constituted a man’s wealth in different portions 
of the Dominion, showing the difficulty and even impossibility of 
making the franchise uniform.

With regard to the ballot he said he had never been an ardent 
admirer of secret voting, and held that much might be said in favour 
of the open system. Tie repudiated the idea thrown out by the hon. 
member for Cumberland, however, that secret voting was cowardly 
or sneaking. If an elector had been influenced to make a promise to 
vote against his conscience, and had violated that promise under the 
cloak of the ballot, he considered that the least of two evils had 
been chosen. If it was cowardly to promise one way and vote 
another, it was still more cowardly to both promise and vote against 
conviction. If a man in voting must necessarily be false, it was 
better, at least, that he should not be false to himself. (Hear, hear. ) 
Tire ballot did not compel a man to hide for whom he voted, but if a 
man did desire to give his vote secretly, he did not see that the law 
should be such as to compel him to make it known.

Tire franchise, notwithstanding arguments to the contrary, was a 
trust. It at least was not personal property, or else a man would have 
the right to sell it. If, then, it was not personal property, but was a 
trust, a man had a perfect right to exercise it in secret if he chose. 
Tie admitted it was a great public trust, but all the more reason why 
it should be exercised free from outside and undue influence and 
according to one’s own judgment.

There were many reasons, in his opinion, for the retention of 
public nominations, and he contended that in Ontario, at least, they 
would practically be retained. Tie thought the Bill did not make 
sufficient provision against sham nominations, and in order to 
secure bona fide candidates, as far as possible, he declared himself 
in favour of Eton. Mr. Blake’s suggestion that a deposit of money 
should be made. Tire hon. member for Cardwell (Eton. 
Mr. Cameron) objected to the reception of a vote which was 
claimed to have been recorded previously by personation on the 
ground that a bona fide voter might, in order to secure an additional 
vote for his own party, send someone to personate himself, and 
afterwards come up and record his own vote. In the majority of 
cases the elector who presented himself second would be the proper 
party, and in order to guard against the contingency suggested by 
tire hon. member for Cardwell, it would be simply necessary to 
make him swear that he was a party to no such transaction. Tire 
difficulty was one which should be met and provided for.

Tie contended that the objection taken by the hon. member for 
Cardwell (Eton. Mr. Cameron) to the clause providing that bribery 
and corruption on the part of a candidate’s friends, without his 
knowledge, should make his election void was not sustained by the 
letter of the Bill and he asserted that in such a case the candidate 
might offer himself for re-election. Tie thought it would be 
advisable to have some system of ballot by which a scrutiny would 
be made possible, and he was more in favour of the English plan 
than that proposed by the government. On the whole, however, he 
was well satisfied with the Bill, which was a vast improvement on 
the present state of tilings. (Cheers.)

Mr. PALMER said that while he could not agree with every 
proposition in the measure he was very much pleased with its 
general tendency, especially with tire introduction of the ballot.

Tie was of opinion, with tire hon. member for Cardwell (Eton. 
Mr. Cameron), that as tire Bill stood at present it was perfectly 
open, in point of the law, to elect anybody to this Elouse—an alien, 
or even a lady, were it not for tire 41st section of the British North 
America Act. Tie was opposed to tire abolition of the property 
qualification, and thought that there were many reasons why 
nomination day should be retained. Both sides of a question were 
fairly discussed upon those occasions which was a very great public 
advantage. Tie did not see why, as each Province had tire power to 
fix its own franchise, they should not make their own regulations as 
to property qualifications for members.

Tie was in favour of tire enfranchisement of unmarried ladies 
possessed of the qualification which entitled a man to vote, but he 
did not see why married ladies should have the right of voting, as 
they were represented by their husbands. While he desired to see 
the franchise made uniform, he did not think it was possible. Tie 
entirely approved of the proposal to appoint tire Returning officers 
by statute.

Tie thought tire hon. member for Bothwell (Mr. Mills) 
misconstrued tire meaning of the Bill as to corrupt practices 
exercised by a candidate’s friends, and contended that to be 
unseated upon that ground disqualified him from again being 
elected if he contested tire seat. At any rate tire clause should be 
made more clear upon this point. With these few exceptions, he 
thought tire Bill in tire main was in accordance with tire views of the 
Elouse and of tire country.

Mr. LANGLOIS said he was in favour of tire general principles 
of tire Bill, but there were a few particulars to which he took 
exception. Tie pointed out that under the old law there was great 
inconvenience arising from sham nominations, and the crowds who 
attended, especially in cities, were generally made up of non
electors. The intention of the framers of the Bill was evidently to do 
away with that, but there was no power to preclude the public from 
congregating in the room where the nomination was made. The law 
should provide for that exclusion.

Tie also thought that the number of electors required to nominate 
a candidate should be limited to ten, and if that were not done, say, 
a hundred nominate the candidate, and let the nomination be 
receivable at the domicile of the Returning officer within a certain 
number of days. Either of these plans would prevent crowding at
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the nominations, which not infrequently had an undue influence on 
the result. Some provisions should be made for the prevention of 
crowding at the polling booths, where he thought, it would be well 
that only one elector should be admitted at once. It was provided 
that a certain number should be present at the opening of the ballot 
boxes, but he saw nothing which prevented a crowd forcing 
themselves in and obstructing business, or perhaps destroying the 
ballot papers. This should be provided for.

Tie also thought the provisions regarding the detection and 
punishment of offenses under this law were a little defective. There 
was no possibility of convicting a man of a misdemeanour by a jury 
under the Corrupt Practices Act, and he thought the punishment 
should be less in order to make it punishable in some way. Tie 
would substitute a fine of say $100 or $200 for each offense, giving 
the fine to the prosecutor, which, he thought, would make justice 
much more speedy and much more certain. Tie would also give the 
prosecutor the power to hold the person charged to bail, so that 
there could be no possibility of evading the result by leaving the 
country, but he would allow the defendant to call upon the 
prosecutor to give security for costs in case of the charge being 
disproved.

Tie thought it would go a long way toward the prevention of 
ballot stuffing if the Returning officer initialled every paper before 
sending it to the Deputy Returning officers, as well as the envelopes 
in which they were enclosed, and requesting the return of all those 
not used or spoiled along with the envelopes, and the ballot papers 
deposited in the box. With these few exceptions, he entirely 
approved of the measure of the Government.

Mr. TREMBLAY (in French) spoke at length of the necessity of 
a new election law, on account of the outrages which might and had 
been perpetrated under the operation of the late Act, as was 
evidenced by the treatment which he had received after the 
Charlevoix election, as well as the unfair and corrupt maimer in 
which voting had been carried on in the county of Chicoutimi.

Mr. CIMON rose to contradict Mr. Tremblay, but was called to 
order.

Mr. TREMBLAY continued to condemn public nominations, 
and the approval generally of the present measure. Tie suggested a 
number of amendments in the details, such as the preparation of the 
ballot papers so as to prevent fraud and to enable people to make 
use of them. Tie also sustained his Ballot Bill of last year, which he 
proposed to present again—not in opposition to Eton. Mr. Dorion’s 
measure, but in order that any good which it might contain, might 
be incorporated in this bill. Tie explained the points in his own bill, 
which were the printing of the respective colour for each candidate 
on the ballot paper, by which, even if the voter could not read, he 
would be able to detect any fraud in the filling up which might be 
committed by the returning officer. Tie also showed up the abuses 
of the present system of preparing voters lists, in which he 
suggested a number of amendments.

MANITOBA LANDS
The SPEAKER said he was informed that Eton. Mr. Laird 

wished to withdraw the Bill in reference to Manitoba Lands.
Hon. Mr. DORION said that though we had no such rule as 

prevailed in England, still he thought this measure came within the 
spirit of our practice.

Tire Bill was accordingly withdrawn.
It being six o’clock, the Speaker left the chair.

AFTER RECESS
The debate on the Election Bill was resumed.
Mr. CIMON contradicted some statements of the member for 

Charlevoix (Mr. Tremblay).
Hon. Mr. MITCHELL said it was very satisfactory that the 

Elon. Minister of Justice, in presenting a bill of this comprehensive 
character, said he would be glad to receive suggestions in regard to 
it. There were some four or five elements in this bill the proper 
dealing with which only would ensure its success. Ele was in favour 
of the ballot, and had witnessed the advantages which were to be 
derived from this system of voting. The principle of simultaneous 
polling which had been in use for some years in Nova Scotia, he 
also approved of. Ele also entirely approved of the clauses relating 
to bribery and corruption; but, when the bill was in Committee, he 
would make some suggestions for their slight amendment. In 
reference to the clauses relating to the franchise he begged to call 
the attention of the Ministry to the fact that it would be exceedingly 
unwise for the superior Parliament of Canada to delegate to the 
minor powers the right of from time to time regulating the 
franchise, which was to settle the right for them to take their 
positions in the Elouse.

When the bill was in committee he would move an amendment to 
the effect that the Local legislatures should not control the seats of 
gentlemen who might be candidates for seats in the Parliament.

Mr. KIRKPATRICK thought the matter should receive the 
greatest attention at the hands of the Elouse. Ele was of opinion that 
on the whole the proposal of the Minister of Justice with regard to 
the franchise was the best that could be adopted. Ele thought, if 
minors and felons were allowed to vote, that women should not be 
prohibited from voting; therefore he considered the 40th clause of 
the bill should be struck out. The clause with regard to the abolition 
of property qualification met with his approbation. Ele was 
favourable to the abolition of the nomination day, but he considered 
that a clause might be inserted to provide against sham 
nominations. Ele suggest that, in order to prevent sham nominations, 
the candidate should be required to pay a portion of the expenses of 
the election.

Ele also was of opinion that the cumulative system of voting 
might be adopted with advantage, and he supported the ballot, 
believing it would do away with many evils attendant on elections. 
Ele could not believe that the ballot was either a sneaking or an un- 
British mode of voting. On the whole he would give the bill his
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hearty approval and support. Ele would, however, make some 
suggestions with reference to the wording of some clauses when in 
Committee of the Whole.

Mr. CAMERON (Huron South) congratulated the Minister of 
Justice on the extraordinary success this measure had met with. It 
had been generally approved of, though some of the details might 
require amendment. Ele was entirely opposed to the abolition of the 
property qualification. By this Bill a candidate might be in a worse 
position than the elector, and to be logical the Bill should provide 
for manhood suffrage. Ele was in favour of retaining public 
nominations, where people could hear both sides. Ele supported the 
proposal to adopt the voters lists in the several Provinces, but hoped 
the oaths used in connection with the lists would also be adopted. 
Ele criticised some minor details of the measure, and stated he was 
not greatly enamoured of the ballot, but if it prevented intimidation 
he should be satisfied. Ele expressed regret at the absence of any 
provision for scrutinizing, and wished that a clause should be 
introduced to compel men to vote.

Hon. Mr. LAIRD said public nominations did not prevent sham 
nominations, and therefore he could not see how the Bill could be 
objected to on that ground. The people were able to hear public 
affairs discussed on occasions other than those of nominations. Ele 
did not see how personation could be entirely prevented if voting 
was perfectly secret. The clause, however, limiting the number of 
voters at each polling place to three hundred would obviate the 
difficulty to a great extent. On the subject of cumulative voting, it 
was simply a theory which he thought it undesirable to introduce 
into the politics of Canada. The only way in which it could possibly 
succeed would be to group several counties together.

Right Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD differed in regard to 
doing away with public nominations. It was said by the hon. 
gentleman that public nominations did not dispense with sham 
nominations, but many of the most eminent men in England had 
commenced with only a few voices. If they had no public 
nominations he feared in future there would be no returns without 
contents. Few men were willing to come forward on the hustings 
unless they were sincerely and really anxious to be returned. 
Should, however, there be no nomination in public, there would be 
no difficulty in getting men for the sake of the prestige of being 
brought out having the requisite number of names attached to 
papers in their favour. A man proposed by ten of his neighbours 
attaching their names to a paper would say in case of failure that the 
act was none of his, but if perchance he succeeded, he took his seat 
as a representative.

Ele denied that as a general rule nominations in public were 
attended by violence. In this country, especially in the rural parts, 
there were present more electors than non-electors at nominations. 
In England the loss of a day was a matter of consequence to the 
people, but here people were not as much pressed, and if they had 
more holidays than they have, it would be better for them. In 
England the cost of the contest was a burden which fell, not on the 
country, but on the candidates; but in the general law of Canada this 
was impossible. There were various interests which desired a 
contest, particularly the inn keeping and cab driving, and all the

clauses of the Bill designed to prevent the operation of those 
interests at elections would not secure the desired effect.

Ele held to the same opinion he had always held, that there should 
be a uniform franchise throughout the Dominion—not universal in 
the sense of a cast iron rule, but so as to bring in all of a similar 
class. Some hon. gentlemen were in favour of manhood suffrage, 
but he believed in a property qualification for a vote; he did not 
believe in giving people who had no property the right to tax others 
who had property. Ele believed in the widest extension of the 
franchise consistent with the principle that no one should have a 
voice in the government of the country except those who were 
interested in the good government of the country.

The difference between Canada and the United States was that 
here, instead of a union of sovereign States, each reserving its own 
rights, we were one body politic, each Province only a municipality 
having large municipal rights; but Congress had always asserted its 
right to define the franchise when the State Legislatures failed to do 
so. The three kingdoms forming the United Kingdom had been 
separate States, and the right of each had to a certain extent to be 
retained. There, however, legislation was constantly tending to 
assimilate the laws of the three countries. Ele pointed out the long 
intervals of time that elapsed in England between great 
constitutional changes, and urged that the result of this measure 
would be that constant agitation and change would take place.

It was highly important the Local legislatures, in arranging the 
mode of representation, should have a single eye to their own 
affairs. This Bill would force them to attend to representation in this 
Elouse, and this Parliament would abnegate its functions in this 
respect. If, however, they were giving this matter to the Local 
Legislature they ought to adopt the local franchise of a certain date, 
and prevent the constant change which would otherwise result. Ele 
believed the franchise proposed in the last bill which he had 
brought down had been quite liberal enough to include all those 
classes which were really entitled to vote. Ele felt last year that 
when the ballot was adopted in England it was a foregone 
conclusion that it would be adopted here also; and he thus 
accounted for his having incorporated the principle in his own 
election Bill.

Ele was in favour, however, of such a system as would afford the 
opportunity of a scrutiny, and he hoped the Minister of Justice 
would so alter this portion of the bill in order to secure this 
advantage. Ele gave the Minister of Justice great credit for the care 
he had bestowed upon the Bill, but he assured him he would receive 
far more if he were willing to accept such amendments in detail as 
would suggest themselves to him as proper, come the suggestion 
from what source it might.

Ele would only most unwillingly change the property 
qualification. Ele believed that the vast majority of the members of 
this Elouse had a property qualification, and if there were one or 
two who had not that qualification, it was confined to those few; but 
this trifling exception, if it existed, could not be used as an 
argument against property qualification. In England, where the 
property qualification had been abolished, it was different. There 
they were in the habit of electing men possessed of property, and
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again they did not pay their members, and therefore it was 
necessary in a majority of cases that they should possess money.

Tie contended that the law relating to corrupt practices was quite 
strict enough, but the provisions in the proposed Bill were so severe 
as to be incompatible with our system of representation, and were 
sufficient to unseat almost every member in the Elouse if carried out 
to the letter. In conclusion he expressed his approval of the 
principles of the Bill, and offered his humble services to perfect the 
measure in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. JONES (Halifax) said he quite approved of the abolition of 
nomination day, a measure to the same effect having worked very 
well in the Province of Nova Scotia. He also supported strongly the 
proposal of the Government to leave to each Province the fixing of 
its own franchises, but could not see that it was practicable to 
restrict the number of electors voting at one polling place to 300, 
assuring the Minister of Justice that it would be a very serious 
obstacle in places like Halifax.

With regard to the ballot, he feared that under the principle 
proposed there was not sufficient assurance of secrecy to the voter. 
He thought this would especially be the case where the voter had to 
ask the assistance of a friend or the returning officer in marking his 
voting paper, more particularly in rural constituencies; and he also 
feared that the deputy returning officer might mark each voter’s 
ballot paper so that he would know exactly for whom he voted. He 
suggested that the ballots should be made official documents, that 
they should be sent to the candidates and their friends in official 
envelopes, and that the voter should have his paper marked before 
going to the polling place, when they could be dropped into the box.

Mr. TROW thought that three hundred voting at one place was 
too many, instead of too few as was the opinion of the hon. member 
for Halifax. He congratulated the Hon. Minister of Justice (Hon. 
Mr. Dorion) upon the favourable reception given to the Bill, the 
only objection of vital importance being, in his opinion, the 
abolition of nomination day. He was himself in favour of its 
retention, upon considering that it gave considerable vim to an 
election, and that it created a strong and healthy interest in the result 
of the contest. He hoped the Minister of Justice would consent to 
that portion of the bill being dropped.

He considered it somewhat anomalous that an elector should be 
required to have a property qualification while members of 
Parliament did not. It was quite true that it had been abolished in 
England, but the circumstances there were very different, and the 
change had been made chiefly to allow bankers and Jews, who did 
not own real property, to become members. In this country real 
property was easily acquired, and it could not fail to be a 
recommendation to a man who he went to seek election that he had 
been able by industry to possess a portion of the land for which he 
was to assist in framing laws.

He was opposed to the opening of the ballot boxes by Deputy 
Returning officers, which he thought would open the way in many 
cases to stuffing them. He thought the box should be of such a kind 
that when once the ballot paper was deposited in it there should be 
no possibility of taking it out until it came into the hands of the 
Returning officer. He thought the number of electors required to

nominate a candidate should be larger, and if increased from 
twenty-five to thirty, he would be more willing to give up the 
nomination day. He highly approved of the ballot, which, although 
it would not and could not prevent bribery and corruption, would at 
least prevent intimidation and coercion. Bribery to induce a voter to 
stay at home could not be prevented at all, he was afraid, unless by 
compulsory voting, which was a principle he greatly favoured. He 
was much pleased with the Bill as a whole, and congratulated the 
Government upon their success in dealing with a subject so 
difficult.

Mr. GOUDGE also complimented the Government upon their 
measure, but thought amendments might be made. He was opposed 
to the abolition of the nomination day, which he thought served 
many good purposes, and which would, to all intents and purposes, 
be retained, notwithstanding the provisions of this Bill. He objected 
to the disfranchisement of Dominion officials, not because he had 
ever received any benefit from their being allowed to vote, for on 
different occasions they had voted against him. He thought the 
system of registration of voters which was in force in Nova Scotia 
was a very good one.

With reference to the nominations he said that he did not believe 
they could prevent large crowds assembling on the day on which 
they were made, nor the speaking which had hitherto been 
customary. He approved of open nominations. In Nova Scotia the 
person making a nomination was obliged to deposit $75 at the time 
as a forfeit in case the candidate did not run, and that sum was 
found to be sufficient to pay the expenses.

Adverting to the question of the ballot box, he said that in Nova 
Scotia they had not perfect secrecy, but he believed that under the 
provision of the Bill of the Minister of Justice (Hon. Mr. Dorion), it 
would be almost impossible to learn how any man had voted. He 
said that he would himself prefer open voting to the ballot, and so 
he believed would nineteen twentieths of the people of Hants. He 
did not think that the ballot was a preventive against bribery. He 
believed that one man would accept a bribe and another give one 
just as quickly under the ballot system as under the system of open 
voting. He thought the ballot rather tended to encourage deceit.

He was of opinion that if the determination of the franchise was 
left to the Local Legislature, the arranging of the polling sub
divisions should be left to them also. With reference to the 
qualification, he said he thought that a candidate would have at least 
as much property as the elector who voted for him.

Mr. DAVIES said that he was not a lover of the ballot. He 
approved of open nominations, but he thought property 
qualifications for candidates should be done away with. He thought 
the country was prepared for universal suffrage, and that this 
franchise would work well.

Mr. FLESHER said that upon first reading the Bill he thought it 
entirely precluded the possibility of a person bribing an elector or 
knowing whether the person whom he has bribed had voted as he 
wished or not, but on a mere careful examination of it he thought it 
quite possible to show by a pre-concerted arrangement between the 
briber and the elector whom he had bribed how the latter had voted. 
For instance, this might be done by making the mark on the paper
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of some determinate shape or size, or the lines might be crossed at 
some particular angle previously agreed upon. He suggested as a 
means of obviating such a corrupt arrangement between the voter 
and anyone else that the ballot might be punctured in such a maimer 
that the elector should remove a piece of paper from it opposite the 
name of the person he voted for.

Mr. McDONNELL contended that universal suffrage should 
precede the ballot. (Hear, hear.) He thought the great majority was 
entitled to the franchise, which would enable a man to think and act 
as a man. This country was different from England, inasmuch as it 
had not tenantry. He held that if property was made the basis of the 
franchise they must respect property according to its amount; and if 
they gave a man one vote because he had property to the amount of 
$200, they should give a man who had more property than that a 
greater number of votes.

He expressed himself in favour of an extended franchise, and 
said that he found in his constituency that men assembled in as 
large crowds on nomination days since the present system was 
established as before it, because they expected to hear the 
candidates speak. He thought the assembling of a crowd on 
nomination days could only be prevented by prohibiting the 
candidates from speaking on those days. As to the qualification of 
candidates he went entirely with the bill.

Mr. CARON (in French) agreed with the Minister of Justice, 
who had expounded his views with such clearness. The bill 
involved questions of the greatest moment to the future of the 
people of this Dominion. The ballot had been adopted by the most 
civilized nations and the farthest advanced in political science, and

had been found to work well. As to the franchise, he was in favour 
of the system they had enjoyed hitherto. He did not approve of 
abolishing the nomination day. He thought it enabled the people to 
discuss the political questions of the day with advantage to 
themselves. (Applause. )

Mr. SCHULTZ held that before another general election was 
held, communication with Manitoba would be so easy that there 
was no reason for making it an exception to the simultaneous 
polling, which was an advantage to Manitoba, if anywhere. It sent 
so few representatives that the result of elections elsewhere had a 
great influence there. He approved of compulsory voting, and if a 
measure embodying that principle were brought in it would receive 
his most hearty support.

Tire second reading of the bill was then carried. The bill will be 
considered in Committee of the Whole tomorrow.

Right Hon. Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD inquired if the bill 
was to be proceeded with in preference to other bills tomorrow.

Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE: Either this or the estimates.

SUPPLEMENTARY RETURN
Hon. Mr. MACKENZIE brought down a supplementary return 

of the papers on the Northwest troubles, a letter from Sir Clinton 
Murdock.

The House adjourned at midnight.


