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:31:0"19 forward and state whether the
of tiatxons were true. I callthe attention
Whicﬁ leader of the House to a statement
kegy, . cems to have escaped his usually
N eye: while he has given the House
“Dderst‘and that it was the charges made
not tlf British Columbian newspaper, and
men, © charges made by the honorable
bein °r from New Westminister that were
oxa 8 Investigated, we find all through the
far Mination that there is not a word, 80
of chy can see, except one allusion, said
bian, Tges published by the British Colum-
CopON. Mr. ABBOTT.—Whilo the British
bulkmbmn newspaper is not mentioned, the
magd Ol the questions relate to the charges
® by the British Columbian.
Ho

latog 1 Mr, POWER. The question re-
fact-to the two cbarges, which were in
on ; dentical, but they were always fixed
do ne enator, not on the newspaper. I
peadqt think that1 am given to special
this 85 and I think I have looked at
manw ole matter in a fair and direct
own"e’_', and the ifhpression made on my
sion Wind—and I think it is the impres-
that will be borne to the mind of

+. \BPrejudiced person reading this re-
is 5.8 that Inspector Moylan intended
an -8uage to apply to the hon, gentle-
he from “British Columbia. Whatever
me 3y say now, that the matter has
that Up in Parliament, at the time that
feey) Teport was written, I think it is per-
Sens. Clear that he referred to the hon.
8aiq I" from British Columbia. As I have
rfy think the leader of the House was
cﬁllegt]y Tight in stating that we are not
the o, WPON to investigate the condition of
i ev’:’.mte}ltlal'y. I hope the institution
Perf, 'Ything that it should be; but it is
the CUY clear that the language used in
low rnspeetor’s report is calculated to
in¢ 60“‘: colleague from British Columbia
Dubj,, Opinion of this House and of the
thin, . "hat is, if they look at the whole
dOesg a'; the'Inspector of penitentiaries
gelltie hel‘e_ is this further point: Hon,
of the i‘_‘en Wwill remember that a great deal
Previq 1me of this House was takenup on a
S8occasion in dealing with language

8same Inspector of penitentiaries
8rd to another very prominent
of this Heuse. Hon. gentlemen
8¢e how wise and good a rule it is
Wbers of Parliament shall not be
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attacked, at least in official reports, for the,
way in which they have done what they
believe to be their duty by the country on
the floor of Parliament; and I think that
it is a most unfortunate thing that this
Inspector of penitentiaries appears to find
it very difficult to write a report during
these later years without saying something
that, whether he means it or not, will
be taken by ordinary people to reflect
seriously upon members who have thought
it their duty to call attention to what they
believe to be irregularities in the peniten-
tiaries of which he is merely supervisor.
I could understand, if the Inspector was
the man conducting the penitentiaries,
that he should be very sensitive on the
subject; but his duty is merely to super-
vise the work; and in a visit made once a
year, where he sees the wardens and other
principal officers, he would not necessarily
know of all the abuses that might take
place; and I do not see that he should
fancy that the remarks made in this House
are intended as reflections upon him.
Perhaps it is well that this subject has
been brought before the House, but I
think this practice of bringing a matter
up as a question of privilege and then
allowing it to drop is unsatisfactory; and
I hope some steps will be taken to prevent
a 1epetition of statements of this kind
being made in the reg)orts of the Inspec-
tor. The attention of Parliament has been
directed very fully to the matter to-day,
and I presume will continue to be so
directed ; but I think some resolution
should be introduced and some decided
action taken by the House, to prevent a
repetition, not only of the attacks but of
the consumption of large portions of
valuable time, and a large space in our
printed Debates in dealing with the say-
ings of the Inspector of penitentiaries.

Ho~. Mr. POIRIER—I would like to
give the benefit of the doubt to the Inspec-
tor of penitentiaries, but before the ques-
tion was mentioned at all in the news-
papers, or before I knew of any feud
existing between my hon. friend and Mr.
Moylan, I came to the conclusion that
this was a deliberate insult towards our
hon. colleague. Some of our employees
called my attention to the fact that a
member of this House had been grossly
insulted by Mr. Moylan. I do not say that
it was the intention of Mr. Moylan to



