Indemnity

lated, and probably intended to soothe,
pacify, please and gratify, and to have some
effect on the person tempted in future ses-
sions of Parliament, He quite acknow-
ledged this was a matter which the House
was obligel to tre.t with a very consider-
able degree of delicacy, though they had an
undoubted right to deal with it as with
other measures that cime before them.
He, for one, could only regret that he could
nut vote for the bill. Had it been a mea-
sure golely to affect persons whose cases had
been disposed of, or who had been found by
the House of Commons guilty of breaches
of the lndependence of Parliament Act, or
who had admitted they had violated the
law inadvertently, then he was sure the
House would step in and exonerate
them {rom the pensaliies. But that was not
the case presented by the Government. In
many instances they had intentionally
tempted members to violate the Act, for the
purpose of attuning them to Government
measures. Was 1t not singular that thirty
or forty membera of the other House

should be guilty of countravening the
Independence_ of Parliament Act? He
did no} remember anything  of

the kind in connection with the late Ad-
nistration, which was charged with being
culpable of everything that was wrong. It
was a eerlous matter to remove, In this
manner, the penalties provided to deter
members from violating the Independence
of Parliament Act. ‘There wa3s another
strong festure in this case, If this bill
should pass, it would remove anything like
legislative control, and the Government,
having « majority in the House of Commons,
could control the seats of membersa.

Hon. Mr. SCOI'T—They are still liable to
penalties 1f they sit next session.

Hon. Mr. CAMPBELL said the whole con-
trol for the present would be taken away
from Parliament and 1.fi in the hands of
the House of Commons. rue, it would not
aftect them next session, and so far it was
not 8o bad as might have been expected, but
really, after all the professions of purty, it
was extraordinary the Gov’'t should have
tempted thirty or forty members of the
other House tq violate the Independence
of Parliament Act, and that they should now
bring 1n this measure to whitewash them.
Anxious as he was to do anything reasonable
in the matter, h> was unable to support the
Government 1n Whitewashing all those
gentlemen.

Hon. Mr. FLINT sawd although this was
a peculiar bill, he would vote for 1t. 1t the
object was to enable the Government to seat
their friends and unseat their opponents,
let them do so, and they would the sooner
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be turned out of power, No doubt some of
the members affected by this bill had erred
wilfatly, but he thought it better that two
or three such men should escape merited
punishment than that a number who had
contravened the act without corrupt intent
should sufter such a severe penalty.

Hon. Mr. KAULBACH said he felt con-
strained 10 vote agamst this bill. He
thought the law was too severe and that
the penalty should be proportioned to the
gravity of tho offence : yet he could not vote
tor the measure before the House, because
it would establish a dangerous precedent.

Hon. Mr. VIDAL concurred 1n & great
manry of the remarks made by honorable
gentlemen 1n opposition to ths bill, but he
did not feel tuat he could record lus
vote against it, especially as it merely
removed the penalty up to the present time.
There were some defects i the bill, but
none 80 serious as to incline him toreject it,
and 1t was toolate in the session to move
an amendment.

Hon. Mr. BOISFORD thought the bill
should be confined t0 members who had
resigned their seats in consequence of hav.
ing committei a breach of the Indepen.
dence of Parliament Act, or who had been
unseated by a vote of the House of Com.
mons. There were two reasons why he
would vote for the measure—one, that a
majority of those whose seats were en.
dangered had violated the act unintention.
ally ; the other, that the penalty was alto.
gether too severe, He was all the more
disposed to support it, because 1t merely
applied to the past.

Hon. Mr. WILMOT siid he was very
much of the same opinion as the honorable
Renator (Mr. Botsford.) The Independence
of Parliament Act was 80 stringent that 1t
applied to every member holding stock in
& bank or incorporated company holding a
contract with the Government.

Hon, Mr. PENNY—I quite agree with
you.

Hon, Mr. WILMOT thought the penaity
was 80 enormous that the Senate should
help those who had incurred it out ot therr
difficulty,

Hon. Mr, HAYTHORNE said this
bill was liable to & greaut deal of miscon-
struction. It wag not intended to white.
wash members of Parliament, but merely to
relieve them of penalties they might pos-
sibly hive incurred, and which were admit-
ted to be excestive. It was impossible to
believe that gentlemen could be influenced
by such tufling traunsactions as had been
laid to the charge of many who would be
aflacted by this bill, He would support
the measure, and he confessed he would



