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Now, I have just a few concluding re-
marks te make cf a general character. 1
de net know that they wvill be accepted,
but I intend te make them. 1 make thema
because I have given some study te public
aff airs for the last 25 or 30 years, and there
are some tbings which I tbink the Finance
Minister and the government at this time
eught te at least set about doing. It is oe
thing te trame your tariff sehedules and
gather lu your taxes frein year te year. It
is quite as important te expend these rev-
enues honestly, eceuemnically and on initelli-
gent principles. I de not sec any greater
field for usetul work than this, and 1 do net
see any greater object which a governinent
ought te have at heart than te accomplisli
this in seme sert et business and cein-
mon sense way. We mnust recollect that
conditions are very different trem wbat
they were. When we were a small coun-
try witb a spiali revenue sud a small ex-
1)enditure, each minister birnselt bad a
greater check ou the work et bis department
than hie bas te-day. The geverument had
a greater check, and se had parliamient;
but when these operations are multiplied a
hundredtold, my view is that these checks
are te-day absolutely iniadequate amd that
semetbing more eughit to be supplied.
WhaL check have the iii4iers over an ex-
penditure et senie $IOO,0 cxtendingl
ail over this country, and on mest diversi-
ficd objects? Unider present conditions tlsey
arc almost entirely at the mercy ef ethers.
They cannet give this expenditure the per-
sonai supervision whichi tbey could an ex-
penditure cf a tairly moderate ameunt,
cither lu its planning, or its carrying eut.
That applies te the differeut great depart-
ments et this geverument, and te the minis-
ter et each et these departments. With the
eoutside werk hie bas te do, with the cabinet
werk which takes up bis time, ne minister
can have tbat check which ought to be bad
over the administration ef bis own depart-
nient in the way ef expenditure. But you
will say the cabinet checks the minister.
Tbat used te be the case wben we had a
smailer expenditure, and wben practically
every item came betore tbe cabinet and was
explained, and passed upon by the cabinet.
But to-day that would be abs.oiutely imnpes-
sibie. It is net attempted te be doue except
la some very special instances, and the re-
suit is that the supervision and cbeck et the
cabinet over departmental expeuditure bas
largely passed away. Is net that truc? I
appeal te the Finance Minister himself.
But you may say tbat ultimately the House
et Commons will be a check. Yes, it used
te be, but it is net any longer te any con-
siderable extent. Wben I flrst came te
this Heuse, the items la supPly were criti-
eised by men on tbe goverumeut benchies
as well as lu the opposition. But te-day
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once the estimates are on the table, tell me,
have you ever seen a government member
attempt anytbiug at ail ln the way of criti-
cism of any of these estimates. Why, they
are net even in the House when the esti-
mates go through. The minister who is
putting througb his estimates la left alone
by his followers, and hias the whole busi-
ness to attend to by himself. And on the
opposition side, whatever may be our
energy and disposition to work, it is im-
possible, under prescrnt conditions, when
$ 115,000,000 of estimates are turned loose
on the House, without any information in
the estimates tbemselves, it is absolutely
impossible for the opposition to exercise
any effective check. Ail tbey can do is to
wheedle out from the minister in charge,
who is anxious to give ne more information
than he is absolutely obliged te give, what
details they can. Do yeu mean te tell me
that that is an efficient check on expend-
iture?

Now, oughit there not to be a check on
expenditure?, There ought te be. And
where can it be found? ilere yen have, for
instance, millions of dollars beîng spent
every year for the construction cf public
buildings. And on what prineiple is this
money speut? There is no- proper pria-
ciple on which it sbould be spent but one:
build a public building because the public
service needs it and cannet be propery
carrie(l on witbout it. Is there any other
rcasea for providiug a public building when
it lias te be paid fer, net with the party's
meney, not with the gevernment's meney,
but wlth the peeple's money of which the
gevernment are the trustees? There is ne
ether reason, ne ether principle, ne other
feundation et action but that. And yet,
that is net the principle that is foilowerl.
Day atter day we go tbrough the estimates
here when public buildings are under cen-
sideratien, when large expenditures are,
initiated and ne public need can be shewu
fer the buildings prepesed. I do net wish
te labeur that point, but eniy indicate a
remedy. It seems te me that what eught
te be done is te have seme system cf ce-
ordination. There ought te be a board in
some way established before which ail large
dlaimis fer public expenditures cf that kind
sheuld go fer investigation and impartial
report. Net that that board should have
power te decide; the duty cf the beard
should be te gather the information an!
gi ve it impartially from a business stand-
point lu the ferm cf a printed report, aud
then the minister and the House could do
wbat it pleased about it. In some way or
ether a co-ordinating board cf that kiwi
w'ill have te be appointed if we wisb te
reduce this wasteful, unwarranted expense
in publie buildings.

In the matter cf transport there is the
same confusion cf ideas, the same lack, et


