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1 rwould continue to oppose that principle.
I stili adhere to that position. I believe
that Parliament shouid know-whether it
takes a few more clerks or not, matters
nothing-hoKw the money is coming in and
where it is coming froin, and at the last
accounting we sliouid have an opportunity
of saying how the account shall be settied.
That has been the principia that lias been
upheld andc practised in the old land foi
hundreds of years, and is the principle that
prevails there to-day. It lias been explained
to us by the hon. member for Sheiburne
and Queens (,Mr. Fielding) that although
the principle was departed from for a short
time prior to 1854, since that year the prac-
tice has been followed in the old country oi
not ýspending ,a single f arthing of the pablic
money until the expenditure lias been ap-
proved by Parliamant. I think that is a
saf e principle to foilow. If we are going
to relegate the management of our railways
to an indeipendent concern over *which we
have no control, wliat is the use of Parlia-
ment at all? It is proposed that we should
put thousands of miles of railway and
millions and, in time, billions of money
beyond the control o<f Parliament. If we
ar-e to do that, why shouid we meet here
at all? Why flot let us meet one year and
grant a charter to some private corporation
to run the Whole business of the country
and then slamu the door and go horne,
leaving that corporation to run the busi-
ness? If the principle is good in one thing,

- it is good in another. If this proposai is
the proposai par excellence that it is
painted to be in connection witli the hand-
ling of railways, surely the same principle
holds goo>d in other thîngs and can lie
applied to evary department of Government
business. 1 sulimit that the Canadian
people or the British people, or any other
well-governed. people would not for a
moment listen to such a proposition. It
is better te stand by the old principle.
Let us have -absolute control over our own
revenue, and let us -spend it as the wisdom
of Parliament may decide. If section 16 of
the Act had said that the deficit 'would be
made good after the money had been voted
by Parliament, it would not be so bad;
but it doas not say that. It say-s that when
a deficit occurs the manager of the coria-
pany may simply walk into the office of
the Finance Minister and say: "I amn
$10,000,OO0 or $20,000,0O0 short this year;
kindly give me your chieque for that amount,
under the pro-visions of section 16 of the
Act."

If the mninister sliould question him about
it lie says: "You have nothing to say about

it; by virtue of this Act of Parliamant I
arn entitled to the money, you have no
further control over it; give me your chaque
s0 that I may get the money." It is the
privilege of the minister, six months after-
wards wlien lie is bringing down lis Esti- -
mates to say: "We have been obliged toi
pay out $20,OOO,OOO.". Wliat are we going
to, do about it? The money is spent. It
is a most ridiculousi thing te say tliat we
have any control over it at ail. We have
given it away in advance. We have expro-
priated this money out of the pockats of
the people and we bave passed it over te
this company. Afterwards we are told that
we have the opportunity of sitting down
wisely together and reading that so mucli
money was spent last year, and we have
simply te pass this ex post facto legislationr
that will confirin the action of the minister
in handing over tlie chaque. We believe
that tliere sliould be the most minute in-
quiry into the proceedings, of this company.
Where is the machinery under this Act
to furnish any such inquiry? There is not
a line or a word in this Act to say that tlie
Auditer General lias anything to do about
it, that the Auditor General can report upon
or make any inquiry, and there is not a
vestige of autliority to .subimit these ac-
counts te the Public Accounts Committea
and let tliem corne under the control of
Parliament.

As a last word Jet me say that the Acting
Prime Minister seemed te justify tlie action
of the Government in putting on closura
te prevent further discussion of this Bill.
The very last man wlio made a speech of
any length was himself just wrthin three
or four liours of the application of closure.
The hon, gentleman spoke for about an
hour and a hlf before closure was applied.
Is it to be supposed by the Canadian people
that it was necessary for the Acting Prime
Minister to speak for that length of time
explaining and defending the Bill before
closure was appiied? if a proper and use-
fui discussion was beîng carried on by tlie
Acting Prime Minister then surely tliera
could not have been very mucli obstruction,.
because obstruction aims at keeping the
}iouse from doing thîngs that should be
done. But, witliin a few liours of tlie
closure being applied it was thouglit neces-
sary in order that the Bill miglit be properly
understood by the House, that the minister
should make a speechi for an hour and a
hlf. And yet, ha told us to-day that
closure was necessary. He teld us the
niglit before lie made tliat speech, wlien
the hon. member for Sheiburne and Queens
(Mr. Fielding) was speaking, that


