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samne, and it is -so hecause we in this
Senate, as they in the Senate of the United
States, are the guardians of special in-
terests.

On referring to the Debates at the time
o! Confederation, to which the miemoran-
duin refers, it will be found that it was the
intention of the Fathers of Confederation
that this honourable Bouse should be
independent of the House o! Commons.
During the debates their attention was
d.rawn to the fact Uhaýt they were niaking
away with the swamping power, and that
therefore this branch o! Parlia ment would
be independent of the House of Commons;
and it appears freim the discussion that that
was understood at the ti.me the Act was
passed. The honouraible gentleman (Hon.
W. B. Ross), in his memorandum, specially
refers to reniarks made -by Sir John Mac-
donald, who was acting as Premier and
Attorney General, and who amongst other
things said:

The tact of the Government belng prcventeil
from exceedlng a certain nuniber will preserve
the independence of the Upper House.

That had referen-ce, I thinrk, to clause 26
of the Act, which provides for the appoint-
nient o! six additional members. He also
said:

To the Upper House la to be confided the pro-
tection of sectional Interests: therefore It la
that the three great divisions are there equally
represented for the purpose of defending such
interests against majorities in the Assembly.

Then Mr. George Brown said:
But honourable gentlemen must see that the

limitation of the members ln the Upper House
lies at the base of the whole compact on whlch
this scheme rests.

Mr. Dorion toolk the same view. He
pointed ouf that the effect o! abolishing the
swamping power was to make the Senate
entirely independent.

So we have, on one hand, an Act which is
perfectly plain in its teris, confiding the
power to both the Senate and the House o!
Gommons. without any distinction, without
any preference one over the other, except
sections 5,3 and 54; a.nd, on the other hand,
the important tact that it was intended to
make the Senate independent of the House
of Gommons, because the Senate was
entrusted with the protection o! the
interests of the provinces.

I think it is our duty to realise what are
our .powers. but not with a view o! abusing
fhem or exercising themi unduly. I think
this House should be conmmrended for the
w-ay in which it has exercised its powers
in the past, especiahly in money miatters.

It has acted very discreetly and should
continue to act dise.reetly. On the other
hand, if w-e have power to deal with money
matters-and I dlaim that unquestionably
we hiave-and if occasion should arise when
that power should be exercised for the pro-
tection of the provinces and for the purposze
of preserving- equality between the prov-
inces, I think it iè our duty not to shirk,
fromn exercîsing it. and exercising it freel-.
Section 53 of the British North Amierica Act
says:

Bis for appropriating any part of the public
revenue, or for lmposing any tax or impost,
shall originate ln the House of Commons.

That unquestionably curtail-s the powers
of this House, but it eurtails them only to
the extent êtated. Because a Bill of that
kind must originate in the House of Coi-
tuons is no reason whv we should be de-
prived of -the right o! dealing with it freelv,
.provided that the amount authorized by the
Grown is flot exceeded. I think that our
position in that respect is on a par with
that of the House of Commons. Private
members of the House o! Gommons are flot
allowed to present a money Bill. It must
originate with the Cabinet, because it must be
accompanied by a message f rom the Crown.
But the moment the message has been re-
ceived and the Bill, has -been introduced by
the Government, the rnembers of the House
of Commons deal with it most freely in
every way, except that they can-not increase
the amount specified by it without the con-
sent of the Cro-wn. They can smend the
Bill, and they exercise their power in that
regard verv freely. Why should our posi-
tion be different from theirs? Where can
we find that our rights in respect to amend-
ing a money Bill are curtailed to a areater
extent than are those of the members of
the House of Gommons?

.1 think that the honourable member iroui
Middleton (Hon. W. B. Ross) is to be con-
gratulated for having drawn our attention
f0 this very important que6tion, and for
liaving prepared a very exhaustive miemo-
randum on the question. I rejoice in finidinz
that both Mr. Lafieur and Mr. Geoffrion,

woare lawyers of very high standing,
constitutionally and otherwise, have adopted
the 'samne view. I cannot help noticing that
'-%r. Ewart seems to have taken a some-what
different view. Upon examining his letter
it wvi]1 be found that hie does not dlaim
that under the constitution the Senate is
deprived of the po,%er of dealing with
money Bills; hie rests his opinion entirely
upon the practice. I must_ confese6 that.
the authioriti-cs to w1iich hie refers are


