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through the local inspector, than through
the controller at Ottawa. Suppose a letter
is lost in British Columbia, how much mure
readily can the evil be remedied if the local
inspector is applied to In that provinee, and
sends out his tracer, than that the crm-
plaint should 'be made -to the controller
at Ortawa, who wiill send out his tracers
froin here. The Postmaster General has
not said there were too many mail clerks,
but he thinks there Is too much red tape,
and he objects to a sort of irresponsibility
which occurs when the mail clerks go be-
yond the division of the inspectors to whom
they are responsible. I hardly think that
is a very serious objection, but at all events
It is not such as to necessitate the Institu-
tion of all this new machinery. The hon.
gentleman under this Bill makes the ma-
chinery more complicated, because he has
4iivided the authority as to the seareh for
letters lost in the land mail service, and
the seareh for letters lost in the railway
mail service. One searches in vain through
the remarks of the Postmaster General to
find a single substantial reason why this
change should be made. The hon. gentle-
man bas not stated. nor does anybody be-
leve, that the present inspectors have been
overworked, or that they require any relief
in that direction. The Bill divides the re-
sponsibility between the land mail service
and tie railway mail service. and coni-
plicates the machinery. I should think that
the experience of the heads of departments
would lead them to centralize the respon-
sibility as much as possible and to do that
we should keep the service intact. Unless
it can be shown that the railway mail clerks
have been remies in their duty generally',
and unless the searchIng for lest letters has
been a failure under the present system.
no good reasons can be off ered for this BIll.

Mr. POSTER. There are a few questions
I would like to ask the Postmaeter Gen-
eral, because I imagine my hon. friend (Mr.
Mulock) has fully matured his information
on this, having had so long a period to
bring his measure before Parliament. It
-s objectionable in that the proposition In the
119th section looks towards centralizing
the power In the hands of the Minister him-
self, which I am sure would be very dis-
turbing to him, which would add greatly to
his responsibilities, and which I do not think
ought to be admitted as a general principle
of legislation regarding the post offlee or
any other department I grant yeu from the
-start tlhat the head of a department must
have some power of control over the de-
partment to its uttermost point ; otherwise
the unity and consisteney of the worktng
-of the wihole department may suffer. But
when the head of the department propoe
lu a Bill. In several points, to over-concen-
trate power In himself, and when general
tprinclples of great importance are shoved
to one Aide lu order to afford tiat eoneen-

Mr. CLANCY.

tration of power, I think that la very ob-
jectionable. The Chairman 'has stated that
we are on clause 119. Very true ; but I
take it that all the sections of this
Bill are members of one family, and that the
blood relationship is found in them all. In
section 2 we find the same prineiple of
drawing inordinate control and power into
the hands of the head of the department
that -we find in sectioù 119.

The POSTMASTER GENERAL. I think
you ought not to discuss section 2 now.
I suppose you 'would be able to make time
on the other just as well.

Mr. FOSTER. I think I am in order in
showing that what is a vicious principle In
119 is a vicious principle also in section 2.
and we must take the Bil as a whole and
object to it as a whole. In that section 2-

The POSTMASTER GENERAL. I must
object to the hon. gentleman discussIng sec-
tion 2. le can do time on section 119 just
as well.
*Mr. FOSTER. I must discuss it, and if
my hon. friend feels tha.t he cannot grasp
the argument without ny first giving an
outline of it, I will give an outline of it,
and show that the one section bas a hearing
on the other. What I objeet to in section
119 Is the prineiple of putting an overconcen-
trated power into the hands of the head of
the department. If I can show that ln sec-
tion 2 that some over-concentration of pow-
er is almed at by my hon. friend, a repeti-
tien of the offence in the same Bill makes
the Bill all the more objectionable. and
renders my argument all the stronger. I
hope my hon. friend will not object on the
ground of irrelevancy. In section 2 we find
the prInciple violated of giving all these
contracts by tender. In that section the
hon. gentleman proposes. under certain cir-
cumstances, to take away the right of ten-
der, and to take the right of granting con-
tracts te huniself. Having received tenders,
if the lowest tender is higher than the ln-
terest of the public services warrants him
in paying, then he would have power to
take the matter up and award the contract
to any person to whom he might wish to
award it, the only limitation being that he
did not give as much to the contractor as
the lowest tender amounted to. Now, I take
It upon me to say that lu ninety-nine out
of a hundred mail routes throughout the
Dominion of Canada, the matter would be
settled by the first calling for tenders ; the
lowest tender would be a reasonable tender,
and would be accepted. lu fact, the rule
is that the getting of a little ready money
ln their hands quarterly Induces men to ne-
glect their business In order to carry the
mails for a mere pittance, ln some cases
hardly enough to pay the wear and tear
of their horses and carrages. I believe that
In nine hundred and ninety-nlne case out
of a thousand the work la doue at absurdly,
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