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then paid to the sessional messengers was
$250 per session.  That was the basis upon
which they had be=n piid for a number of
years,
sion of 1891 was a very lonz one, oxtending, :
I think. over five months. When oune hund-
red days had elapsed. the messengers made
4 representation to me, through a deputi-
tion they sent to interview me,
was too small a sum for a session of the
lengeth  which the session of 1891 promised

to be. and they asked that, in addition, $2.50

per day should be paid to them afler tho§
I thought there:
Propost-
but [ thought also ihat It

hundred days had elapseil.

was . gol deal of justiee
tion they made ;
they were entitled to 20
session,
full $230 for -
this proposition to them : T said that [ was
prepared to continie the payvmem of 3250
per session if they chose to aceept that smn

in the

for ¢very session, no matter what its lengrh .
or that, if they woere not willing
1 would recom-:
mend to the Committee of Internal Kconomy -

might be ;
16 contine on that basis,

to put them on the basis of £2.50 per day,

which would be paid to them no matter:

whether the session should be 1) days, or
150 days, or 50 days. [
the representatives of those gentlomen that

they were willing o accede to that proposi-

tion. [ made that recommendation to the
Commniittee on Internal Econeiny, and it was
adopted ; the resolution providing for the

pavment of 8250 per session was ro-
scinded, and they were put upon the.
siime basis as the sessional elerks 0 and [

will show the Committee the justice of adopt-:

ing that course. In the session of 1887
the sexsional clerks™ were paid 83 per day.

the messengers veceived a considerable snm

in excess of that paid to the sessional clerks.

ancd it scemed to me that that was not a.

basis upon which to place these two
classes of otticers. It may be quite true. as
the hon. member tor Bellechasse (M., Amyot)
has stated. that these men have to wait dur-
ing the recess te. be at the call of the House

fair

whenever the House meets, and perhaps they -

may lose some other employment in the
interval, or may have to give up employ-
ment in which they are engaged in order

to come here and attend to their sessional:
1 but I am quite sure every member;
will agree that there are twenty applications-

duties ;

for every vacancy that occurs, with the full
knowledge on the part of the applicants of

the amount they are going to receive,and I am

unable, from my point of view, to agree with
the proposition which the hon. mmember for
Bei!'l:lechasse (Mr. Amyot) submits to the Com-
mittee.

slonal messengers, $2.50 per day is pretty
fair pay. It is as much as the higher class'
of mechanics get in any part of the country.

Mr. GIBSON. As an employer of labour .
in this country, I say in all fairness that Mr.
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It will be rexmmbprnd that the ses-=

that £250

S0 a day for o long
they woulld not be entitled to the:
short ression ; and I made

understood from:

It seems to me that for the kind of.
work that is to be done here by these ses-'
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I Spe itker loses sight of one faet. 1 quitc, agree

i what he says with regasl to payine men
|bv the day, but he loses sighr of this f: 1ct,
that during the first month of previous ses-
'sions we were in the habit of si: uply meeting
fand closing, so that thesey men have had to
i put in more hours during the last two months,
Fopr as many, inside this lnuhlm;: w3 they would
have done in an ordinary scssion of three
“months. I know, and the Speaier kuows,
‘that when he employs men heyond a given
0 length of time per day, they are ontitled
to sume consideration, and 1 think, in all
fairiess to the men, sceiny that this has
been a business session and that they have
been putting in about fiftean hours a day,
, some consideration should be given them on
that account. The princinle lail down by
Mr. Speaker, however, is the corieer one,
that the number of days should be tiken,
“but it seems to me there is no rule which
"may not at times he departed from ; and I
~think in justice to the men, some con-
sideration should be given to the fact that
they have be=n steadily cmuiployed sinee the
session started about a day and a half for
“every day, and, therefore, I think we shonld
ibe a little lax in enforcing the rule which
the Speaker has laid Jdown.

Mr. CASEY. I am not sure that this is
the proper place to discuss this matter. but
as it has come up. I must say that I think
the men, seeing they huve worked harder
than usual, and hava had to incnr expoense
coming here and returning, <hould receive
pay as for an ordinary three months session.

Mr. LISTER. I would ask the Speaker
whether the salaries of these men hive been
fixed either by custoin or exproess agreeiment

.up to any partmuhr period ¥

Mr. SPEAKER. The salaries wer.
by the Roard of Internal IKeonomy at $2
per session. In the session of 1891, they
~claimed that amount was not a sutlicient re-
muneration, and we considzrald their claim
a just one. Everybody will agree with ne
that it is not fair to pay thoxe men §2350 for
tive months instead of $£2.59 per day, bat
it would not ecither be quite fair to the coun-
try to pay $259 for tvwo months. I point
“out to the hon. member for Lincoin (Mr. Gib-
son) the fallucy of the doetrine he has laid
down with reference to the hours these men
are employed. They are empinyed on the ex-
press  understanding that (hey are to be
“here when required : and if the doctrine laid
“down by the hon. member for Lincoln (Mr.
Gibson), that they shall bee paid an addi-
' tional sum because of the lensth of the days
they were employed this session. in all fair-
‘ness it should apply to the permanent em-
ployess as well as the extra ones. \We have
cne of our clerks here who comnes to his
: office at ten in the morning an:l never leaves,
‘no matter how late the Eouse sits, until hf-
‘teen minutes or half an hour after it ad-
“journs. I refer to Mr. Bowles. Perhaps, in
’mau,v instances. he has to remain longer

fixed
Qs



