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Commons was +the voting of the ne-
cessary supplies. It was not until the time
of Charles IL. that the practice was intro-
duced by Charles Downing of dividing the
subsidies granted to the Crown, and assign-
ing a certain portion of each subsidy to a
particular object. And so the Crown was re-
stmined. far as its conduct could be
known to the House, by the detailed esti-
mates of the Appropriation Aef. Bur at
tlzat time there was no audit of the accounts,
and flagrant abuses and misappropriations
were from time to time brought to light, It
was not until the time of William ITI. and
Anne that Parliament took steps at all to
sceure an audit of the public accounts, Whoen
the House of Hanover came to the English
throne, those provisions of the law was dis-
regarded : and on more than one oceasion
under the rule of both George 1. and George
II. subsidies were made after the old fashion.
Lump sums were voted s and it was left to
the Crown, on the advice of the Ministers,
te deeide how that money should be appro-
priated. In 1780, Mr. Burke. in his proposal
for cconomical reform, also proposed a
scheme for the proper audit of the publie
gecounts : and so we find, at least as ezirl,\'
as 1785, that an Audit Act was adopted, and
a committee was provided, appointed in the
first instance by Parlinment. but afterwards
by the Crown, to exercise a superintending
control over the expenditures that the
sovernment from time to time made. Those
proceedtings on the part of Parliainent were
ot intended as checks upon the treasury at
They were intended to enable the treas-
ury to ascertain -how far the subordinates of
the Government werg properly discharging
the duties assigned to them, and how far the
money was being applied to the purposes,
-not merely to which Parliament had voted
“it, ‘but to which the Government intended
that it should be applied by their subordi-
nate officers. That was amn audit altogether
different fron our modern conception of a
proper audit. It was purely an administra-
tive audit. It was an audit which exercised
a certain superintending influence over the
accountants of the various depariments
rather than over the treaswry itself. 'This
system continued, with more or less com-
" pleteness, down ito 1857, when further
changes were made, and the present system
was mainly adopted in the year 1865. Mr.
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Macaulay, -who was Secretary of the Board of
Audit at that time, says that the auditors
ought to be made in fact as well as in theory
the servants of the House of Commons ; they
ought to he dependent, for the means of dis-
charging their duties cfticiently, wholly on
the House of Conmuuons. He points out that |
if you m:ke the aundit «in that regard de-
pendent upon the Crown. he never can dis-
charge those modern daties which it is in-
tended he should discharge in exercising an
efficient control over the e.\pendltures by the
executive Government ditself. But when that
subject was under discussion in the House
of Commons, Mr. Gladstone pointed out that
the Board of Audit is intended as a board
of veritication—that its business is to ascer-
tain whether the moneys are being precisely
used for the purpose of which they are voted.
Its business is to secure truth and ac curacy
in the administration of the tinances of the

country, but it is not intended that the
Auditor General and the Controller, shall

undentake in any way to govern the publie
policy in wr’m‘enc—v to public expenditure.
Their duties are wholly of a legal, and not
in any sense, of a political character. The
coercive and political side which appertains
to pubkc expenditure, Mr., Gladstone ob-
serves, is wholly under the ‘control of the
House of Commons, and of the Committee
of I'ublic Accounts, and not under the Audi-
tor General. He observes that the auditor
does two things : He sces that the money
is used for the purpose for which it is voted,
and that it is paid out from the exchequer
in accofdance with the law. Mr. Macaulay,
in the report to which I refm' makes the
following observation :— ,
The whole of our experience as appropriation
auditors tend to satisfy us that we ought to have
no further communication with the executive
departments than may be necessary for obtaining '
information. Whatever tends to assoclate us,
either directly' or indirectly, with the pecuniary
transactions of the Government, cannot but tend
to damage the credit of the Repbrts in which we
require to submit those transactions to the judg-
ment of Parliament.
Now, in England as here, there are two
kinds of auditors, and this fact has in some '
degree served to confuse in the minds of
members. of the House, here as there, the
duties and functions of the auditor, and his
relation to the House of Commons and to the
Government. There is an administrative




