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because the mere publication of the state-
rent laid before the committee, made
e;)m authentic sources, of the comparative
Penditure and the comparative increases
havex enditure of the two Houses, would
thee een an answer to a great deal of
arg f0011§h calumnies and slanders that
DA DPublished about the Senate on this
Tticular subjet. I therefore entirely
st:tg(lir in the views that have been
deh by different hon. members that the
th ?te in question ought to appear and
8% everything which we find it necessary
Shossiy In discussing these contingeucies
atlzl d be published, and I do not believe
can anything that is said on that subject
to thPI‘Oduce any other effect than to add
€ credit »nd standing of this honorable

House iy the eyes of the people.

mf‘i;‘- Mz. POWER—IF the hon. gentle-
!‘ef: ad been present atthe debate to which
he v;‘ence has been made I do not think
Whi ‘ould have applied the language to it
ibh Wwe have just heard. It was a debate
elevch was anything but calculated to
ang ‘}te this House in the e{es of the public
veye(;ll‘ther; it was a debate which con-
1 00 valuable information to the publie.
said 38 a debate in which a good deal was
ord 88 to the character of one of the sub-
the :ate employés of the Senate. Was that
Dub]'ort of thing which should go to the
l'eas;e upon our records? That is the only
"efern Why these domestic matters are
not o4 to committees, that they are
dismf“b.lect.s of a kind which should be

enied in public. Men make state-
emp) With respect to the characters of
a ‘I;‘{yés which may be altogether wrorg,
inve, ich Jmay turn out, upon farther
8ti]) Stigation, not to be well founded ; but
wp, } When cases of that kind are brought

e : °re must be a certain liberty of dis-
l'rivon’ Otherwise the truth is not to be
the; at. Hon. gentlemen must see that
Whepob Of this House is not the place
Thate such discussions should take place.
%mm,Was the principle on which the
eatio ittee recommended the non-publi-
hop * Of the debate in question.” The
hop, 18‘6111;19m:m from Ambherst and the

(;(\ eader of the House both spoke
_ bejp 4 deal of valuable truth as to our not

exg‘egn ashamed that the details of our
Y diture should be made public. There

de .00 question of makin public the
tails of our expenditure. The debate did

not deal with that at all, but dealt with
the characters of certain employés.

Hon. MrR. ABBOTT—I understand from
what is told me that the discussion turned
to some extent upon the merits or demerits
of some employé of the House, as to the
propriety of continuing him in the service
of the Senate. One of the calumnies circu-
lated freely about the Senate is that we
retain in our employ persons who are unfit
for their duties, and thatin this way we are
squandering the public money. Is there
anything more calculated to aid this House
than to show that there is nothing of the
kind ? °

Ho~n. Mr. MILLER—The question of -
superannuation wasinvolvedin the discus-
sion,

Hon. Mr. POWER—The question is
whether a debate which dealt with purely
domestic matters of that kind and did not
deal with the subject of our expenditure
directly should be published. Now, what
took place in this matter? There must
have been something a little unusual in the
character of the debate when the peporter
hirself asked the question of the chairman
of the Debates Committee whether this
particular report should be published or
not. A good deal has been said, parti-
cularly %y the hon. gentleman from
Victoria, as to the great liberty—the unpar-
donable liberty—taken by one member of
the committee with this debate. Now, I
happen to be the member of the committee
who took this unpardonable liberty, and I
may state what the liberty consisted of.
The reporter himself was under the
impression that this debate was not one
that it was desirable to publish, and spoke
to the chairman of the committee in that
sense. 1 afterwards, in the course of the
evening, happened to see the reporter. I
did not go to see him about this special
thing ; but I suggested to him that, as the
rcommittee ware to meet the following
morning, it might be as well to defer the
publication of this particular debate until
the committee met and had a chance to
deal with it. Accordingly, the committee
met the next morning and did recommend
that this part of the debate be mot pub-
lished, and now the question for the House
is, whether the committee were right or
wrong. It is absurd to talk about an

outrage upon the liberties and privileges



