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tráfeegehtWaam na bad ,emeived -frçm ithe eountry a

t~e-Aiidto*Onoe*seemto-have tafren -very ittie
trb1e~ jotifohn iimef about Ue :Proceedings of this

nse. ieli.ve it -as well known oa many of My hon.
st~edi~nimteen ays, inehiding Sundays,4n

the e -ýpsrt df the lst SessionI was absent from this
Rouse on account of illness. I came here on the 2nd of
March, I believe, and was therefore not entitled to any

durmg tbt ime. When the fouse rose on the
7Tth 61 Xfy I received fron the cashier the amount I was
entitled -o dedueting the number of days that I had been
absnt.. Wiile I was temorarily absent from the House,
a mnotion asanade by the-en. member for Quebec County,
secoided 'by the hon. member for Kent, which was carried,
and wieh authorised

"The .&ceountant-of this House to pay to C. J. Coursol Esq., member
for montreaL Eat, J. B. Mongenais, Ksq., member for Vau reuil, and
Miëhael -trielrRyan, Esq., member for %Mntreal Centre, the full amount
ofiheis indemnity asif they;had been.present in -this House on the 12th ot
Peouaryllast, in consequence of the severe illness which Prevented those
hon. aembers'from attending their parliamentary duties.'

Two or thre weeks after this order was passed, I received
a regular choque from the department for the balance of the
pay which I had not received when I left the House to go
to Kontreal, and I saw no reason why I should not accept
a cheque which this louse had ordered to be paid. Now,
I think it would be unfair to any member of this louse
that a mistake of this description should be allowed to go
unrectified. Wbether the House had a right to pass that
motion 1 know not; but IL was donc, and it was done in
my absence. I had beard that similar cases had occurred,
sad I had·no reason to refuse that allowance -when it was
sent, three weks afterwards.

Sir LEONARD TILLEY. I am very glad the hon. mem-
berhas called the attention of the House to this matter.
I iaigme 'the difficulty lhas arisen from the fact that the
Auditorwas'not cognizant of the resolution that was passed
by theflouse.

,Mr. BLAKE. I have not seen the report of the Auditor-
General, but if he has reported the report must mention
thatthe payment in question was not made in accordance
withthe law. An Act of Parliament, and not a resolution
ofthis'louse, preacribes the mode of payment of the Sessional
indemnity. Itis theStatute which provides the circumstances
under-whieh, and the amount which, a Member of Parliament
shall-reive, and a resolution of the House cannot alter
that law. It is true that such-reselutions have not unusually
been-passed, but they are none the less a violation of the
law. If It i desirable to make provision for the payment
of lteindemnity in anyother manner thau now provided by
Statute,;the law shouI be altered.

Sir LEONARD TILLEY. There are several cases where
a resolution of the House has authorized special payments.
If îhe Anditorrwas aware that;fthe House had passed this
reôlttion, though it was at variance with the law, it was

efor-him to 1ave made arnote of-the fact that it -was
order of the-Housethe payment was made.

Mr. PATTERSON (Essex). Of course, the rule laid
down by the leader of the Opposition is correct, and I
woüld remind the flouse that in the Session before last
some members on the Opposition :benches were recipients
of thoir "f4ll indemnity on a similar resolution, and the
.&udiWri'neral failed to cail the attention ofThe Hiouse to
that fact.

Mr,ÏLKR R The hon. gentleman is quite incorrect. It
wasot.ilthiw year that the Auditor-General was autho-
riud to deal-withthe cceunts of tho sessional indemnity.

Kwi. -0UROL. I believe the Auditor-General, at all
eventsgh tohave mentioned that the cheque which was

sentte meatMontreil, bad been ordered by this louse.
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FACTORY ÙABOR.
Mr. ReRGINT intzodnoed,* -Billt-(No. 6) to regulate dés
urs.of labor in the c w okaoaills and ,Mtories ofetie

Dominion of ,anada, and flr other purposes.
Bill read thefirettimte.

-CANADIAN PAGIFIC EkILWY.

The Ilouse gain resolved itself int> ommittee of the
Whole on the Paific Bai Way Resolutions.

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr.Ohairman: onriàing tespeaktothe
motiorrbefore the ommittee, I confess Ifeel morefthan eral
the responsibility that reste upon me, in treati.ng this ques-
tion and answering thelion. member fore'WstDurhm (Mr.
Blake). This quemiion of the!Paclfie Railway is "ne of 1he
greatest, and, porhaps, the inost important, that edudocupy
the deliberations of this IIouMe-perhape the mogthimortant
question that basever been-submitted to Plarliament. Its
importance ls derived from the fact that this groat subjeet
has ocoupied the attention of this Parianent for tho ast
ten years, and that the constvuction of this raiitwny must
lead to the greatest consequenees, and, as I belioee, the
most happy consequeneos to this country. Its Importanee
i alsoderived from the very magnitude of the eslbidies in
money and land to be given-towards this undertaking. Its
importance is derived from the fact that, although
tenders were asked for somte years for the same under-
taking, no effers were received; but, to-day, we find
capitaliste that are bold enough to undertake tho
construetion of this work, concerning -whieh the Govern-
ment, Parliament and the people themselveos had great appre-
hensions, fearing that the amount of money required
for the building of this road, in accordance with the old pien,
would so cripple our resources that, for years and years
to come, we could hardly undertake any other great work in
this country. Its importance is derived from the faet that
gentlemet, of standing, of respeetability, of large means,
baeked most likely by others of equal means, have comte
for ward and have said to the Government: "We are rea'iy
to put ourselves in the position of the Government and
to undertake the building of the Pacifie fRailwey, and
we wil, moreover, work the railway, for all time
to come, according to the terme we now submit
to you." These terms have now been laid before
Parliament by Message from His Excellency the
Governor General, and they are the subject-matter
of our present deliberations. Before I enter into the on-
sideration of the details of this measure, let me briefly go
back to the time when this great undertaking was tirst
mooted, and let us sec what has been done from that
moment up to the preset tie. Ten years ago, whon
British Cofumbia was admitted to the Confederation, one of
the conditions of that union, acording to the treaty between
British Columbia and Canada, was the building of the
Pacifie Railway from the shores of the Pacific Ocean aeross
tho continent to conneet with the Canadian syetem of
railways. That measure was submitted to Partîament, and,
after long discussion -and deliberation, the scheme was
adopted, and it was decided that British Columbia should be
admitted into the Union on ;the conditions therein mon-
tioned, of which the building ýof this railway was one. In
18'2,3, theGovernmentof Sir John A. Maodonald, prosented
to Parliament a -measure providing for the building of the
railway by agrant of $30,000,000 and 50,000,000 of acres
of land. The contret was given to a number of gentlemen
who undertook to build the railway, but they failed in their
nogotiations, and, therefore, had togive uptbe contract. After
the accession to office of the hon. member for Lambton,
that hon. gentleman and his colleaguesconsidered the ques-
tion of building the Pacifie Railwayby some other mesure
than that offered by their predeeesors. They wished
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