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share of the moneys which the people of
that province have contributed te the fed-
eral treasury, and not as a 'matter of favour
or generosity on the part of the federal
government. Then my hon. friend the
fMinister of Agriculture (Mr. Burrall) is
reported in ' Hansard ' to have entirely ap-
proved of putting this amendment in the
Bill. As reported at page 5384 of ' Hansard,'
the Minister of Agriculture made this state-
ment, efollowing some words which I had
uttered:

Mr. BURRELL. There is absolutely no de-
sire on the part of the government to divide
tIe money in any way except what is abso-
lutely fair and equitable. I stated in in-
troducing the Bill that the money would be
granted according to the population of the
various provinces, and i think there would
be no objection te bringing down the supple-
ientary estimates divided as they would b

according to the population of the various
provinces.

Mr. PUGSLEY. Well, why should that not
be provided in the Bill?

MIr. BURRELL. i do not see why.

Therefore we have the statement of the
Minister of Agriculture, who is in charge
of this Bill, that he sees no reason why
this provision should not be ircorporated
in the measure. i subnit that it is reason-
able, that it is exceedingly desirable, and
that it should be done. Therefore I beg to
present this amendment for the consider-
ation of the House.

.Mr. BORDEN. Some of the arguments
which ny hon. friend has 'just addressed
to the ,House would be arguments in favour
of a motion for the six months hoist,
rather than the amendment which he has
presented this morning. The hon. genble-
man, however, did not feel inclined to adopt
that course. Instead he proposed an amend-
ment requiring that moneys that have not
yet been voted should 'be distributed in a
particular way. I can only say to my hon.
friend, as I said in the discussion which
took place on this 'measure in committee,
that the Bill does not authorize the gov-
ernment to grant one dollar to any province
in Canada, but .merely provides a means by
which the federai governiment can secure
the co-operation of the different provinces
for the just and effective expenditure of
certain moneys that may be voted by par-
diament during this session or in any
subsequent session. The distribution of
those moneys will be effected, not
by this proposed Bill, 'but by the
Appropriation Act. Therefore every
purpose that my hon. friend bas urged
this morning will be effected by ths
estimates when they are brought down and
passed by this House, if they should be
passed. and when they are incorporated in
the Approeriation . My bon. friend
seems to find fault with the prosposal that

Mr. PU(1GSLEY.
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the government of Canada should appro-
priate a certain sun of money for the
assistance of agriculture in the different
provinces of Canada.

Mr. PUGSLEY. I heg my right hon.
friend's pardon. He certainly could not
have heard me, perhaps I was speaking in
too low a tone of voice. I have never found
fault with the proposition.

-Mr. BORDEN. If my hon. friend does
net find fault with the proposition I do not
quite understand the object of his motion.

,Mr. PUGSLEY. I want these expendi-
tures to be based on a proper principle.

Mr. BORDEN. I have explained over
and over -again in the debate on this Bill
and in the debate on the Highway Bill,
that when the appropriations are brought
down they will be based uptsn the saine
principle as that on which the subsidies
to the provinces are based, and that that
appropriation te the different provinces
will be carried into the Appropriation Act,
and will become the daw of this land just
as fully and just as effectivcly as if the
amendment which my hon. friend now pro-
poses should be passed by this House and
the Bila should be amended aecordingly.
For what purpose therefore does my hon.
friend ýsuggest that the division of that
appropriation Bill in respect to provinces
,should be included, not only in the Ap-
propriation Act but in this Bil as well. I
see no good purpose which ean be served
iby the adoption of my hon. friend's mo-
tion, and I therefore ask that the House
shall not accede to it.

Mr. OLIVER. Aside fron the point rais-
ed by the hon. member for St. John, the
Bill, as it strikes -me, is-a very serious de-
parture from well acoepted precedent iii
the distribution of the moneys of the coun-
try. This Bill proposes to give the govern-
ment authority 'to distribute money voted
by parliament. If this principle applies
to the vote for a hundred dollar wharf
in Nova Scotia, surely at is just as right
that an amount of money that is available
for the assistance of agricuaItúre in any
province should also te subject to the vote
of parliament. The government says: 'We
are going te make it subject to the vote of
parliament,' but the country has to take
the word of the government on that point
instead of the mandate of parliament; and
the resnonsibility unon each member of
parliament to sec that the authority of
parliament over the moneys of this eoun-
try is maintained is just as binding upon
that member as the responsibilities of mem-
bers of the government are binding, upon
them. Therefore for my part I wish to
insist most strongly that the proposition
contained in the Bi-l is not such as should
find favour with a representative body such


