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Supply and Services (Mr. Goyer) and the Minister of
Justice (Mr. Lang), who are pastmasters in the art of
circumambulating. They take about ten times the lengtb
of time required ta ask a question ta answer it, and at the
end of that time tbey bave said nothing. The Minister of
Energy, Mines and Resources (Mr. Macdonald) rises day
after day, week after week and montb after montb and
speaks in great circles, neyer ending, saying nothing.

The Minister of Consumer and Corparate Affairs (Mr.
Gray) considers the ultimate in tbe discbarge of the
responsibilities of bis portfolio ta be a visit ta Rochdale
College where be puts bis feet on the table, watches
television for an hour or two and returns bere in an effort
ta answer questions, but says nothing. The Minister of
Indian Affairs and Northern Development (Mr. Chrétien)
is a pastmaster of the technique of evading answers ta
questions in this House. He nat only circumvents every
question but in bis answers be gets in a littie palitical j ab.

Hon. members on the other side and those ta rny lef t say,
"Let us make this Parliarnent wark. Let us make this
House work. Let us flot go ta the people for an electian
right away." I suggest they do flot want ta do that. How do
they make this Parliament work? They talk about inf or-
mation, but in answers tbey provide us with just as little
information as possible.

Sorne hon. Memnbers: Oh, oh!

Mr'. Nielsen: If the hon. member wants ta interject, I
should like ta hear him rather than have him try ta
srnuggle bis interjection an ta the record of Hansard with-
out my being able ta hear it.

Mr'. Mather: Mr. Speaker, I rise on a point of arder. The
han. member for Yukon (Mr. Nielsen) is, in rny opinion,
one of the most valuable members of the committees and
the House. We are now discussing an important motion
brougbt forward by a member of bis party. I sbould think
that, witb bis ability and the time at bis disposal, be would
provide more facts in support of the motion than he bas
provided sa far. I think be could employ his time ta better
purpase.

The Acting Speaker (Mr. Boulanger): Order, please.
With regard ta the bon. member's point of order, the Chair
was about ta rise and make a suggestion ta the hon.
member who bas the floor. My Englisb is flot 100 per cent
perfect, but I can follow speeches quite well. Having
reread the motion I bad intended ta mention ta the hon.
member that bis remarks were sligbtly off base, as we say
in common language.

An hon. Meniber: Off the rails.

The Acting Speaker (Mr'. Boulanger): The hon. member
is a respected speaker in the House and I arn sure he wilI
try ta make bis remarks a littie more relevant ta the
motion before us.

Mr'. Nielsen: Mr. Speaker, I baye always had great
admiration for your ability ta follow debates, and great
respect for your rulings. However, in this instance perbaps
it is the difficulty Your Hanour bas in following tbe
refinements and sophistications of my argument that pre-
vents your concluding that I arn exactly on point in dis-
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cussing the subject matter of this motion. What we are
speaking about is the weakening of the authority of Par-
liament over goverfiment expenditure. I arn advancing
several convincing arguments as ta why this erosion is
occurring. I know that hon. members opposite will suggest
they are unconvincing, just as sure as those on this side
will feel they are convincing.

I am flot going ta take issue with the hon. member for
Surrey-White Rock (Mr. Mather), a riding in the beautiful
province of British Columbia, but I listened very carefully
ta him and feel be made an extremely useful and meaning-
fui contribution ta this debate. I was, however, somewhat
taken aback when he said he deplored the duplication or
multiplication of products by private enterprise which
find their way into the market. I have always wondered
whether, sbould this policy be implemented, I would
object ta everyone in the country brushing his teeth with
Crest, or everyone buying MeGavin bread or wbat-have-
you, in order ta avoid this kind of duplication. I cannot
understand this kind of philosopby.

The President of the Treasury Board bas said new
procedures were introduced ta of fer more oppartunity ta
Members of Parliament ta scrutinize the estimates. That,
Sir, is rubbisb, and the minister knows it is rubbish. It has
been called by several other names in this House, and if I
wanted ta be more explicit I could refer ta it in warse
terms. The minister also said that nat one dollar is spent
that is flot authorized by Parliament. That borders on
grass deceit. 0f course, he is right in one sense; certainly
no money is spent on government pragrams unless it is
authorized by Parliament. Wihat the minister does flot say
when uttering those half-trutbs is that he and the gavern-
ment have developed the practice of spending the money
first and then coming ta Parliarnent for authorization,
perbaps as long as a year af ter it bas been spent.

No better example of this can be cited than the govern-
ment's conduct since dissolution of the previaus Parlia-
ment. During the interval between dissolution and the
commencement of this Parliament multi-millions of dol-
lars were spent in respect of unemplayment insurance
dlaims. Governor General's warrants were obtained by
this gaverfiment ta implement plans which had flot even
been exposed ta Parliament but which the executive
decided should be implemented. The goverfiment spends
money taday and then cornes ta Parliament af ter the event
and says, "This is wbat has been done. This is the money
that bas been spent, and naw it requires approval." Wbat
sort of parliarnentary approval is that? The minister
knows this is the course being f ollowed.

The Auditor General referred in bis report ta unexpend-
ed partions of authorized expenditures. These were
moneys lef t over from departmental pragrams passed in a
previaus Parliament. Because of a change in procedures,
about whicb the minister speaks, this is available ta the
gavernment without parliamentary autbority in respect of
future programs. Again, after the event the gaverfiment
cames ta Parliament and asks for approval. The moneys
bave been spent: we can criticize, but that is ail. The whole
purpose of this institution is ta have the government bring
in its prograrns, tell us about them, tell us how much
money they cost and then ask us ta apprave, (a) the
program and (b) the sums ta be expended. That is the
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