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nection with these references offer the per-
sonal explanations which I desire to make.
Before proceeding to do so, I desire to say a
few words witli regard to the argument 0f

my hon. friend the leader 0f the opposition
yesterday, la bis comparison 0f the cost of
the old and the new Indemnity Acts. I do
not, however, intend to raise any legal
controversy here. It would be futile and of
no good result. I can only say that the legal
construction of the old Indemnity Act givexi
yesterday by my hon. friend the leader of
the opposition, is not the constrnction 0f

that Act which was entertalned by Sir
Alexander Campbell, or Sir John Abbott
or myself when I was speaker of this
House and had frequent occasion to look
into it. Lt is not necessary, however, that
1 suould go into any legal argument witfl
my hon. friend on that point, but 1 take
Issue with hlm wlth regard to the argument
he ba'.ed on the comparison lie made of the
operation of the old Indemnity Act and the
Act now on the statute-book. Ia the first
place 1 would say that taking last session
as nu illustrittion ls la ltself a very unfair
beginning. Last session was exceptional In
imaur respects, bnt especially in regard to
this House because of its many and long
adjournments. The Senate did hardly any-
thing last session but adjoura, and the ad-
journments were very long. I do not blame
the Honse for that; there was no business
for it to do, aud It miglit as well adjoura as
remain here doing nothiug, but 1 sny it was
an exceptional session, and I venture to as-
sert that in no other session of parliament
hiowever short since confederation were
there so few actual days of attendance to
the credit of the memrbers, in consequence
of the long adjournments. Therefore to take
last session to illustrate bis coml)arison of
the number of days of member's attend-
ance, and to base an argument on that com-
parison sucli as my hon. friend used yester-
day was very unfair. It wonld be faîrer to
take a session one or two years back when
the anoma ious conditions of last session did
not prevail.

But there is another feature of my hon.
friend's comparison yesterday which 1 can-
not help considering as very surprising and
incorrect. 'My hon. friead tried to show that
the present law if carried strictly into opera-
tion would actnally cost the country les
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thani the old Act as it wxas nlow enforeed.
XV'hen trying to prove this lie took the oid
Act and applied it to the new indeinnity of
$2,500, and mnade a comparison in this way
between the two laws. Now If my hon.
friend wanted to make a fair comparison
lie shonld have taken the old lndem-
ity thmt was applicable to the old law,
and flot the new indemnlty. Accord-
lng to my hon. frlend's mode of rea-
soning, the larger the Indemnity the
more unfavourable the old law would show
by his interpretation, and therefore the
less the increase would cost the country
under the new Act, and it was a pity
for the sake of lis argument that the
iudemnity hiad flot been $5,000 instead
of $2,500. MUy hon. friend will see that
In making a comparison lie should have
applied the operation of the old Act as a
whole, and the actdal indemnlty of $1,500
under that Act, and compared it wlth the
new Act and Its operation on. the ladem-
nity of $2,500. That would have been a fair
comparison, but it would not have sustaiued
the argument whieh my bon. friend placed
before the House.

Wi!th regard to the general question of
indemnity, wlien I first became a meinber
of this House the amount wvas only $600.
Lt was afterwards, raised to $1,000, under
the Conservative party, and at no time did
1 complain 0f Its insufficiency, or hear com-
plaints from other miembers of parliamient
la either Honse. It %vas feit at that tIme
that until the experîment of confederation
lhad become an assured success, the more
economically the machinery of the govera-
ment could be run the better, and the indem-
nity was therefore accepted flot as an allow-
ance or salary f or services performed by
members, but as what It was, an lndemnity
for money ont of pocket la attending the
sessions of parliamient. This state of things
continued until the change of goverament
in 1896 and a few years after. In
1901 the present government increased
the indemnity to $1.500. Now I am
fraak to confess to the House that for
some years past, and especially since the
promulgation of the draft constitution of
the commonwealth of Australia, 'I have
been of opinion that the iudemnity to memn-
i;ers of parliament, should lie $2.000. 1 con-
gider it would not lie one dollar more than


