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as this parliamnent is, and .should not find
favour tiaving due wegaTd to the weIl es-
tablished rules and practice under whieh
the public moneysi of t~he country are dis-
bursed îand distributed by the government,
susbject &.lways to the will of parlisanent.

There is another point, in mentioning of
wihich 1 may ha out of ir-der, Mr. Speaker,
but which I will not dwell upon, and it is
tis: In distribution cd this money the
various provinces are made subject .to what
the Bill euphemIsticalay casf 'co-oper-
ation,' but which I understand to mean
interference by the government of the
Dominion with the administration of the
provinces. On what ground does this par-
liament- come to the conclusion thst the
govern-ment of ecd of the individual prov-
inces o! the 'Dominion is not comxpetent to
manage its own affairs? Why ehould the
government be ýauthorized by parliament to
interf are with'th-e government and admiin-
istration of any of the provinces of Can-
ada? If those governments are flot com-
patent to transact their own business in
the interest of their people, then tha people
of those provinces Ïhave the privilege of
d-ealing with thom just as the people of
Canada have the privilege o! dealing with
US.

I rwill not sdd anyth.ng to what my
hon. friend fro«n St. John has said as ýto
the propriety of r.especting the rights cil
the various provinces. It is not necessary
to add anything to emphasize the objection
which 1 urge to this Bill, 'that it subjects
parliament to the doctrine that -it is right
and prope.r for the governiment of the Dom-
inion to interfere with -the management of
provincial aff airs, .an interférence that is
ýabsolutely opposad to the very foundation
principfla of the constitution of this coun-
'try, and is derogatory in my estimation, to
the dignity of tJhe provincial parliaments
and o! tha provinces that they represent.

'MT. BURRELL. 1 do not wish to take
up time, but I would like to make one or
two rem-arks in reply to my hon. friend
from St. John (Mr. Pugsley), and mry hon.
friend Irom Edmonton (Mr. Oliver). IV
seems exraordinaa'y that when this gov-eru-
ment is desirous, and shows fts desire, to
help agriculture throughout tie country, Lo
devise some way in wfhiceh it can be done
to meet the wishes of tie rvarious parts of
Vhe oountry, there should hae so much cri-
ticism.. My h-on.-*friend from Edmonton
(Mr. 'Oliver) -states that this is somewhat

of an inter!erence with Vie provinces, and
asks why eaoi province is not capable and
competent Vo manage its own expenditures
on agriculture. It is prc.eybecause. we
want Vo work uron such dines ini the future
as will not mnake for inteSference but wilI
allow the provincial goverrnnents and the
federal governments Vo acV freely in their
respective spheres. I stated in introducing

is Bill that 'we proposed this as an in-
tierian measure until we shoudd have an
opportunity Vo examine the whole subject,
with the id-6a of waËking without the
duplication of efforts which now goes on.
I coubd give many instances in which we
are doing work that they might bettar do
*and they are doing work that wa cnight
better do, of overlapping and of conflict of
jurisdîction. Until we find out ýby thoe-
ough examination what the provinces want
to do and shoUld do and what we want to
do and -should do, this measure fi-as been
brought down; because itwas Wat that this
parliament should at least give some grant
now to enable the provinces to spend more
on -agriculture. But my hon. friends oppo-
site seem to be frightened that this mon-ey
la gaing to be put to some -base purpose.
There is absolutely no desire on the part
of Vhe governiment or niyself as Miinister
of Agriculture to devote it Vo anything but
the promotion of Vhe best interests o! agri-
culture in tie various provinces.

My hon. friend from St. John called m.v
attention, -and, if ha will allow me, 1 wi.11
say called attention -in his usual ingenioùs
way, Vo something that was said in the last
discussion of this Bill. 0f -course, lie is
a m-aster o! English, -but 1 tiink *ie is a
littfle Vwisted here. Heie is the quotation
from «'Hansard ':

Mr. PIJGSLEY. Well, why should that noV
ha provided in1 the Bill?

Mr. BIJRRELL. I do flot see why.
1 did noV add the word 'noV.' I do not,

ramembar exactly -the foom -o! words I used,
but cleardy what is intended Viere is, ' I
do noV see why it should ha provided in
the Bill.' My ion. friend lias overstapped
himsell in uis inge.nuity.

;Mr. .PUGLEY. I Vhink my hon. friend
(Mr. flurrell) is >the ingarnious one.

M-r. BUR1iELL. The hon, gentleman is
TeamarkabJy clever in his use of English
but ha has gone too far in ýthis case. I
do noV recala my exact words, but wiat I
said was th-at 1 do noV sec why it should be
included in Vhe Bill. I am perfectly will-
ing that the amounts should be divided as
outlined when the suppflementary vote is
brougit down. I have only Vo repeat, what
my hon. friends opposite aVilI do noV seam
Vo undersiand, this is noV devised as a per-
manent policy; 1 specifically statVed in ask-
ing aeave Vo introduce Vie Bill that we do
noV niecessarily endorse the principle -of 'a
cash subsidy Vo the province as a per-
mnanent -nolicy for agriculture, but that we
int-ended to help in some stronger way
than in tIse past .and tiat when we found
the rigýht aines on which Vo work we would
consid-er the subjeot more comprehensively
and intelligantly th-an 'we could now. I
should ha loath Vo think that ion. gentle-
men -would Vhrow any diffi-cuflty in the way
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