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,of $20,OOO annually whioh is paid to thie
Governrnent of each province. The ro-
mainder of the annual grant is t-o go to
the Government as a vote as the subsidy
would go. I think a fair view of the Bill
ris that this is practically an additional
'subsidv to the various provinces but par-
ticularly ear-marked for agricultural pur-
poses. And if I cani gather the true mean-
ing of the minister from the language he
ha1s used in this House, hie and hjs cern-
missioers and the officers who'm he has in
his departrnont or whorn he proposes to
appoint have conoluded that the bost way
,to expend the rnny te be of assistance to
agriculture in Canada would be to expend
it in the direction of education on agricul-
tural lines. I do flot know -whethor any-
one else bas considered the warrant of this
Parliament for expending rnoney for odu-
,catienal work. It opens up rathor a brýoad
question. \Ve see in the provisions of this
Bill one that at ail events points te the
expenditure of money of the Parliarnent of
Canada týo a-sist edu-cation-the work of
veterinary colleges. That is clearly and
sîrnply educational work, and education.
by the ternis of the British North Arnerica
Act is distinctly provincial work, and work
over which this Parliament has ne control.
1 do net objeot to that expenditure; I
favour it: At the sane tirne, if it be made
in this case it sheuld ho made in othor
cases, and if my hon. friend the Minister
of Labeur were in his place to-night, 1
woisl like te peint ont te hirn 1ht
have peinted eut in tbis Houseoence or
twice befere. that, wbile we bave been ex-
pendin,- in the Past larcoe Furs ef rney
threugh this Parliamont directing the es-
tablishînent ef werks cf eclucatienal value
-fer instance, eur oxperimontal farms-

we have nex er* spent anything te assist ed-
ucatien alon.g industrial linos. We are ai,
this lime awaitinqg a report upen the sub-
ject ef technical education. I rnerely peint
eut that if we now grant sumns efmrnney
for the odlucatienal werk in agriculture, it
will fermn a precedent in the future 'for
granting suýms of meney for techinic ai edu-
catien when we cerne to conside~r that
question when the report is hrought down,
as 1 trust it wiil bie in the course o f a
short time. I do net think there
is frarned, as te the expendituro of themn
is anv preait danger, as this Bill is
frarned. as te the exponditure of the monev.
1 helieve that the matter 'aiii cerne up
year by year for considerýation. hut. at the
ý-arne time, 1 do net Jike the prînciple upon
wh.ich the vote is te hoe given. It seerns
that the present Govern.rent has in many
cases, adopted this prineiple of statutory
grants; we have it in the Highways Bill;
wo have it in the present Bill; we have it
in the Naval Bill, and I submit that this
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is suýbversive of the parli-amentary princi-
pies of the past. It is not a step) in
advance; it is a retrogressàve step, and
unless some vory good reasssn is given why
the grants should be made en bloc, as
proposod under this Bih, 1 think it muciih
boetter te make them in the old-fashioned
way, by annual1 expenditure, rather than by
statutery grant of a lump sum, the expend-
ing of which sihal not be made within tho
c urrent year, but shal be extended over a
xery great numbor of years. I think the
:Irijnis-ter wouîblI do well te consider the
objection raî.sed by my hon. friend from
Edmonton in bis amendment; the accept-
anse of bis suggestion wouad not imipair
the effect of the Bill, and weuld sonîply
with the well-established paru arnentary
practice of this House.

Mr. OLIVER: If section 4, whish pro-
-,ides for the distribution of the monty.
a ere the oiily part of the Bill previding for
the distribution of the money, were the
only part of ft BihJ providing for such
distribution, thon section 3 would, it ap-
pears te mie, ho entirely satisfactory;
that is te say, Parliamont woulýd thon be
deciffin' that a *certain amounit of i ney
should bc, apportioned for certain speci.fic
purposes duringl a certain period. But sec-
t:on 5 chang-es the parport of section 4.
Wbile section 4 mna-os what appoars te ho
a specifis distribution of the mnoy, secition
5 brings in the responsibility of the Gev-
orner in Counil in regard te tbat distribu-
tion. It is elemontary that, if the Governor
in Ceuneil is te have discretion in the
distribution of that rnoney or in tise iises tu
wbish the nioney is te be put, the Gover-
ner in Council is responsiblo te Parlia-
irent, and Parliasuent sbould take the
eppertunity of discharging its respenes-
hility te tbe people, te vote that money.
Strike ont section 5, and section 3 is geod;
beave section 5 in and section 3 is a depat
tire frein parliamientary prinsills, and
dees net permit of that eppertunity for snicb
fair discussion of tbe yearly proects cf the
departnient as w euld be benofisial. I shahl
net te-day ask rny hon. friend fo-r bis plan
cf campaign for the cerning yoar; be is
enly at the bogirining et his pehicv, aiîd hie
is entitled te every opportunity te loy
down bis plans and get tbern, te somne de-
grec, into eperatien. But havin.r had the
oppertunity for a year ýte lay down a policv,
when hoe cernes again te Parliament, hoe has
a certainî measure of responsibility for xvhat
ho bas done, and Pasiliament is entitled te
have sornething te say about that wnioh hoe
is geing te do. The exorcise of that right
bcy Parliament would ho secured by the
arnendrnent w.hich I have suggosted. As te
the suggestion of the hors. membor for
Frontenac (Mr. Edoards), that sucli a
course would hamriper administration ho-


