
and, iMtly, that in caie of a man dying before he be
conMi a participant in the annuity icheme, what he hat

paid ihoiUd be refunded to hit proper repretentativea,

with reatonable int'rett. That it what it pn)potet to

do. What it doet not propote to do in any form,

ihape or way, it to grant old-age pentiont. I do not

want at preient to encumber the ditcuttion by a debate

at to whether it may under any conceivable circum-

itancet, here or eltewhere, be desirable to grant old-

age pensions. My present object is simply to point

out that this Bill has nothing whatever to do in any
form, shape or way, with the granting of old-age pen-

sions. It does not pretend to interfere with the prac-

tice of insurance as it now prevails in tliis country, ror

does it pretend to provide in any way for the famili<;S

of the parties accepting annuities under this scheme,

except in so far as I have stated, that parties who die

prior to the age of 60 or 65 will have the sum that they

may have paid refunded to their representatives. And
here permit me to say that my hon. friend from Kings-

ton is perfectly right in distinguishing widely between

annuities and pensions. An annuity in the nature of

the case, is a purchase; a pension, in the nature cf the

case, is a gift, and there is no resemblance between

them whatsoever.

SOME MISCONCEPTIONS OF THE PROPOSED MEASURE.

I have been somewhat amvised at noting the variety

of objections which have been raised in various quarters

in respect to the measure. Some parties have objected

to it because it is not an old-age pension Bill; other

parties have objected tc it because it is in their opinion

an old-age pension Bill in disguise. Some have ob-

jected to it because in their opinion it promises too
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