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coming from the hon. gentleman; he has always beon
opposed to the independence of Parliament; he has always
been anXious to have surrounding him, in and out of Parlia-
ment, hangers on and seckers afier office und‘er the Crown.
From the moment he first took his seat in Parliament, ho hgxs
persistently and consistently opposed every movement in
the direction of making more stringent the Independence of
Parliament Act; he has constantly and persistently advocated
the policy of leaving in the hands of the Government the
appointments to high places of trust uader the Crown
and of giving those places of trust to members of
Parliament. I have a right to go further than that;
I have a right to say, and I do say, that every change
in the Independeuce of Parliamont Act tending to restrict
tho power of the Government to appoint members of
Parliament to office has been forced on the (overnment
by the Liberal party. Tho only Independenco of Par-
liament Acts that we have, that are worth being called
80, are Acts which were forced throngh Parliament by the
action of the Liberal party. In 1843, shortly after the
Union, the first Independence of Parliament Act was passed
by the Baldwin-Lafontaino Government, and provided that
“all officers employed under the Crown recciving annual
salaries or allowances should be disqualified” from sitting
or voting in Parliament. Thiswould disqualify the nominee
or appointee, who had either salary or allowaace, from sit-
ting or voting in Parliament. This Act was continued down
to 1855. In 1855, the hon. First Minister was in power, he
was the ruling spirit in the Government, and he changed
the lndependence of Parliament Act. He found it too
ttringent, 80 he introduced the Act of 1355 which
provided :

““That no person holding any oce at the nomination of the Crown
to which an annual salary, or any allowsnce, fees or emoluments, in liru
of an annual salary, are attached shali be eligible as a member of the
Legislative Assembly.”

The only disqualification was appoinlement to an offico
with a salary or something in lieu of an annual salary.
That was a retrograde step; it was going back from the
Act passed by the Baldwin-Lafontaine Government. In
1857, this was changed. True the hon., gentleman was in
power, but he had fortified his Government by receiving
into it Messrs. Spence, Carticr and J. C, Morrison, all of
whom had been old Liborals, and the power of public
opinion was so strong that he was compelled to pass a more
stringent Independence of Parliament Act; and he, thersfore,
passed the Act 20 Vic., chap. 22, the 3-d section of which
provides :

“That no person accepting or holding any office, commission or
emp‘qyment, permanent or temporary, at the nowination of the Crown,
to which an annual salary, or any fee, allowance, emolument or profit
ot any kind or amount whatsver from the Crown is attached shall be
eligible a3 & member of the Legislative Assembly.”’

That is the Act we have now ; that is the Act which was
passed in 1837 and continued in force down to 1868, In 1848,
the hon. gentleman was again in power ; h> was sustained
by an immense msjority in this House; he had just come
from the country triumphantly ; ho was intoxicated with
the marvelous success which attended him in the Elections
of 1867 ; he was surronnded by bungry hangers on, and
Placemen and office hunters, whom he conld not feed with
the erumbs which fell from his table, because the Act of 1857
WVasin force. But the hon. gentleman was equal to'the
occasion ; he changed the Act of 1857, and introduced the
Act of 1868, which provided:

** No person accepti i 2 issi 3
h pting or helding any offize, commission or employ-
:‘k‘lzn:)ln the !ervic_e of tﬁe Governmgent):)f Cunads, at the nomination of
men fown, to which aun annual salary, or aay fee, allowance or emolu-
elig‘it'lm lieu of an annual salary from the Crown, i3 attached, shall be
in the © 23 & member of the House of Commons, nor shall he sit or vote
ment ,Same duriag the time he holda such effic?, occupation or employ-
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You know what the rosult of that was. Parliament, to a
large extent, was filled with place hunters and placemen,
and the evil culminated in the appointmont of an hon.
member to a position under the Government which he heid for
two years, in which time hedrew $14,000, besides his sessional
allowance, and also sat in Parliament during all this time,
Public sentiment became aroused to such an extent that
hon. gentlemen opposite were compelld to take action. In
1871, the hon. member for West Durham made a motion on
this question affirming the necessity of a moro stringent
law; that motion did not pass, but it had the offset of com-
pelling tho Government, during that Session, to introduco
the Act wo now have on the Statutes and which is prac-
tically tho same Act as that of 1837. Tet us sco what
the intention of Parliament wns in passing this Act,
Let us see why it was passed. Wo are told this accep-
tance of the Iligh Commissionership i3 not a violation
of tho independence of Parliamont becanso thoreis no salary
attrched to it; wo aro told that the Crown has a perfect
right to avail itself of tho services of members of Parliament
80 long as it does not give them an annual salary. Liet us
see what was eaid on that question when the Act wag brought
before the House in 1871, Mr. Blako moved:

¢ Thatin the opinion of thia House, it is inexpedient that any member cf
this House should be engaged in the service of the GGovernment of Canada
in any paid employment, such as that in respect of which the Hon, John
Hamilton Grey, member for the city and county of 8t. John, in 1868,
eatered intd the receipt of $300 per moath of tiie puhlic monies,”
That motion was voted down; but asa resnlt of public
opinion, a Bill was introduced into Parliament, on the
discussion of which a good deal was sail by some leading
members supporting the then Government. The late Sir
George Cartier made some observations on it, and Mr. Mas-
son, now of tha Senate, made the {Lilowin 7 observations :——

‘‘He hoped to see the Independenca of Parliimat Ast amanded so
as to prevent any member from receiviag from thy Government any
ciusinment, whetber yearly or otherwize. At the same time, he thought
that the (Government were not to be blamed becau e they did not cou-
travene the Iadependence of Parliament Actin giving Colonel Grey a
monthly salary.”’

There you wiil sec what the hon. membar was driving at —
that the law should be made so stringent that the Govern-
ment would not have it in their power to provide any momber
of Parliament w.th any office under the Crown. Oa the
motion of the hon. member for West Durham, ths late Sir
Georgs Cartier suid :

“H2 woull now arnounez that the Governmeat, baviag conzilered
the Indep:ndence of Parliament Actof 18u8, had come ty the conclusion

to introduce a meazurs to re-establish the state of things that existed in
the old Parliament of Canada in reference t) the inlependence of

members.”

Under the law of 1857 and 1871 itisquite clear that no mem-
ber of Parliament could ba appointed to any position in the
service of the Government, under the Crown, while he occu-
pied a seat in Parliament. That was the condition of affairs
until 1%68, that condition of affuirs was restored in 1871,
when the Hon. Sir George Cartier introduced his Bill;
and section 1 of the Biil of 1871 and section 1 of the Bill of
1878, which the hon. member proposes to amend, aro the
same. ‘The hon. gentleman is now proposing to amend
the Bill of 1871, because tho Bills of 1871 and 1878 are
idernt.cal, In introducing this Bill Sir Georgoe Cartier said :
‘¢ e explained that the principal provision of tha Bell was to restore
the independence of membars a3 it was under the regime of the old Par-
liament of Canada, viz.: that the Goverament could not employ an-
nually, monthly or temporarily, or at all, any member having a seat in
this House.”
That is just what the hon. gentleman is violating, that is the
ground upon which Sir George Cartier introduced the Bill,
that is the promise he made to Parliament, that is his inter-
pretation of the provisions of the Bill ; yet we are told now
the Government have a perfect right to nominate any mem-
ber of this House to a position under the Crown, so0 long as



