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PREFACE 

In 1958, a member of Her Majesty's loyal opposition was 

elected Chairman of the Standing Committee on PUblic Accounts. It 

was this event which made the Public Accounts Committee topical, 

and provided the occasion for this thesis. 

It is my great pleasure to thank Prof essor J .R. Mallory 

who read the dratt of this work in its entirety. 

I wish also to tbank the following for their valuable 

assistance, and for their patience in answering my questions: the 

former .A.uditor General for Canada, Mr. Watson Sellar, the Assistant 

Chief Clerk of Commi.ttees, Mr. Antonio Pl.outfe and the Chairman of 

the Co:nmrl.ttee, Mr. Alan Macnaughton. 



Political Science 

Robert Armstrol!S 

The standing Committee on Public Accounts, 1946-59 

The recent histor,y of the Standing C01111d.ttee on Public 

Accounts in the House of CoJIIlllons of Canada is ex&llined against the 

background of Canadian and British practice and procedure. The 

procedure and organisation of the Collllittee of Public Accounts in 

the United Kingdom is describad in detaU. The Chainlan of that 

Ca.mittee is a •amber of the opposition. The CoHmittee is small. 

It meets in camera. Through the Permanent Secretaries as Account­

ing Of!icers the Committee exercises a continuous control o~r the 

executive. The UDited Kingdom Public Accounts Committee gets its 

recommelXlations implemented. The Canadian Co!llldttee nov bas an 

opposition member as Chairman. It is argued tbat the Canadian 

Committee could be made more effective. Folloving British practice, 

the Committee ought; be made BBI&l.ler, hold its meetings in caaera, 

develop an equivalent to the Accounting otficers and get its 

recoBmendations implemented. 



CHAPI'ER 1 

PART 1 

PRACTICE and PROCEDURE 

in the 

UNITED KINGDOH 

This chapter which is divided into two parts deals with the 

practice and procedure of the British and the Canadian House of Commons. 

The chapter will show that while the practices followed at Westminster 

and ottawa appear to be quite similar, there are in fact fundamental 

differences. Special attention will be given to the standing and select 

committees and to the methods of expediting the public business generally. 

Members of the House of Commons, observera of the press and 

academies are agreed that the methods of dealing with the public business 

in Canada must undergo drastic revision. The Prime Hinister and leading 

members of his party are showing the lead. They are willing to experiment. 

They are determined "to improve the effectiveness of the processes of 
1 

Par liament" • In matters of procedure in the House of Commons we have 

followed the British example, but in almost every instance we differ in 

sorne particular from them. In many instances we have not kept up with 

them. In other instances, by changing the particulars we have made changes 

for the worse. In hardly any instance can we say that our procedure is 

more effective than theirs. This is not meant to be a sweeping indictment, 

1. Canada House of Commons Debates, 1958, p.6, from the Speech from the 
Throne. 



but as we are coromitted to the setting up of committees "in keeping with 
l 

the British tradition" we must bry to understand tha.t tradition am 

follow it, or having understood it and found it wanting be prepired to 

experiment further without fooling ourselves tha.t it is the British 

tradition that we are following. 

The two key elements in the procedure of the House of Co:mm.ons 

are the 'practice of the House' am the Standing Orders. The staming 

orders belong to a la ter date tha.n the practice to which they are 

amendments. 

" The character of practice is well marked. It was 
leisurely, ceremonious, cumbersome; it was indiviPual­
istic, giving wide scope to the initiative of members 
and affording no special facilities to the Government; 
it was designed to protect the rights of minorities in 
debate and to encourage opposition to the Executive. 
Since the formative period of practice lay during the 
first half of the seventeeth century, when the majority 
ot the House was in chronic opposition to the government 
of Charles 1, it acquired the characteristics of the 
procedure of an opposition; and it retained these 
characteristics permanently, in spite of the fact that 
by the middle of the eighteenth century the establishment 
of the cabinet system had turned the majority of the 
House from opponents to supporters of the Government •• •" 2 

Unlike the practice of the House the purpose of standing orders is to 

speed up the process of legislation and get more business through the 

House. If practice is the "procedure of an opposition," standing orders 

are the machinery of government. 

It is a tribute to the patience of Ministers or perbaps to 

1. Ibid., p.35 Mr. Diefenbaker, speaking during the Throne Speech 
debate. 

2. In Gilbert Campion and ethers, Parliament: A Survey, London, 1955; 
Gilbert Campion, "Parliamentary Procedure, Old and New." p.l42. 



3. 

forebearance of mernbers that any public business was done at all in the 

eighteenth century. Ministers had ta compete for time as ordinary 

members and there was no way of being sure they would not be stopped by 

a multitude of forms and complex motions. While it was true as Balfour 

had said that "one could debate the state of Europe on the motion from 
1 

the chair that the candles should be lighted11 the possibility of using 

the forms of the House for delaying proceedings was seen and in 1717 it 

was ordered: 

11that when the House or a committee of the whole House, 
shall be sitting, and daylight be shut in, the serjeant 
at arms attending the House do take care that candles be 
brought in without any particular arder for the purpose." 2 

It was clear after 1832 that the House itself would have ta do 

something about reforming its own procedure. Till then procedural develop-
3 

ment had been "by_ way of precedent and casual improvisation". Select 

Committees were set up at frequent intervals to examine and report on 

different methods of conducting the business of the House. In the fifty 
4 

years after the Reform Act seven such connnittees were appointed. The 

recommandations of the committees which were adopted by the House became 

standing Orders. The challenge of Irish obstruction gave real impetus to 

these reform movements. The measures adopted to defeat Parnell have a 

modern look. ~~en Speaker Brand on his own responsibility interrupted 

1, w.c. Castin and J. Steven Watson, The Law and Working of the 
Constitution: Documents 1660-1914, Lôridon 1952, Vol., 2, P• 226; 
from the evidence of Vœ. Balfour before the Select Committee on 
Public Business 1914. 

2. Quoted by K.R. Mackenzie, The English Parliament, Harmondsworth, 
1951, p. 135. 

3. ~., P• 130. 

4. Ibid. -



the debate on the motion for leave to bring in the Protection of Person 
1 

and Property (Ireland) Bill and thus ended the sitting of "above five 

da;ws" there was no other way to stop debate. This was the "coup d'etat" 

4. 

of 2 February 1881. In the following February Speaker Brand explained his 

action to his Cambridgeshire Constituants: 

tt It might not be generally known that the House of 
Oommons bad no power whatever to close a debate, so 
that it was actua1ly at the mercy of sma11 minorities, 
who on various grounds might desire to obstruct the 
business of the House • • • • Neither the House nor 
the Speaker could close a debate, and as long as 
members rose and presented themse1ves to speak the 
debate must go on." 2 

After the "coup" of 1881, drastic restrictions on debate~, 

such as the closure, were introduced. It was seen that not only must the 

evils of obstruction be overcome, but that positive steps were necessary 

so as to allow a greater volume of legislation to be considered. The 

pressure of public business was crushing. The prob1em was partia11y 

so1ved by what campion calls the 11purging11 process, that is "the relé.eving 
3 

the House of business that can be done by sma1ler bodies." These "smaller 

bodies" are the standing conunittees of the House. They have grown from two 
4 

in the 1880 1 s to four in 1907, six in 1919 and "as many as shall be 
5 

necessary" in 1947. 

When dealing with the practice and procedure of the House of 

CollUilons it is important that we unierstand the prestige and authority of 

1. ~., p.l37. 

2. Castin and Watson. Documents 1660-1914. vol., 2 pp.435-436. 

3. Campion, op.cit., p.l58. 

4. Mackenzie, op.cit., p.l42. 

5. campion, op.cit., p.l58. 



5. 

Mr. Speaker. The prestige and authority of this purposely exalted 

position overflows on to the chairman of the standing comrnittees. The 

essential point is that the Speaker is an impartial figure. It is 11the 

general confidence of the House of Commons in the impartiality of the 

Speaker (that) has been used since the 1880 1s as the basis of a new and 
1 

restricteà procedure of debate." It is interesting to note that when 

closure was first introduced by ~~. Gladstone in 18821 that the Speaker 

was given the power to move, on his own initiative, that the question 
2 

be now put. It is now custornarily moved by the Governrnent Chief Whip, 

but the motion will not be accepted by ~~. Speaker linless he is convinced 

that the motion is not 11an abuse of the rules of the House or an infringe .. 

ment of the rights of the minority". As Carnpion rema.rks: 11it may fairly 

be said that what prevents the closure from being used to destroy freedom 
3 

of debate is that it cannat be imposed without the Speaker's acquiesence". 

The Chair also has the power tc select certain amendments for discussion. 
-4 

This power is known as the kangaroo closure. 

The chairman of the standing Cornrnittees have and wield similar 

power. They do so with the full confidence of the mernbers because their 

impartiality is unquestioned. The~r have acquired, in these matters1 the 

statua and power of the Speaker. The chairmen of the standing committees 

are not elected. They are appointed by Mr. Speaker from a special panel of 

members of the House called the Chairmen 1s panel. The mernbers of the panel 

1. Campion, op.cit., p.l$3. 

2. Mackenzie, op.cit., p.l38. 

3. Campion, ~.cit., p.l$3. 

4. Ivor Jennings, Parliament, 2nd ed. Cambridge, 1957, p.240. 



are chosen irrespective of party. · It may happen, arrl does that an opposition 
"1 

member may preside over one of these committees. These standing committees 
2 

are committees, in Wheare•s phrase, "to legislate"• It is the Minister in 

charge of the bill who leads the committee. The chairman concerna himself 

with questions of order and the conduct of business. We see that there is 

a separation from party control of important questions of order and fairness 
3 

in debate. 

In all but one of the standing committees of the United Kingdom 

House of Connnons, legislation only, is under consideration. The purpose of 

the committees is to speed up the process of legislation by permitting four 

or five bills to be proceeded with simultaneously thus leaving the House 

free for other business. The exception to the legislation only rule is the 

Scottish standing Committee. This committee unlike the other committee may 

take the second reading of exclusively Scottish bills and it may even deal 

with Scottish estirnates. One cannet compare the Scottish Standing Committee 

with the ethers. It is not so much a way of saving time as it is an attempt 
4 

11to satisfy the desire of the Scots to regulate their own affaira." It is 

"a kind of little Scottish House of Commana inside the House of Commons o:t 
5 

the United Kingdom." 

The other standing committees are designated by the letters of 

the alphabet "A", "B", "C11 , "D", and "E". The Standing Orders provide that 

1. K.C. Wheare, Government By Cormnittee, London 1955, pp.l25-126. 

2. ~., p. 119. 

3. ~·, p. 124. 

4.-5. Ibid., p.l61. 



that there shall be as n~ny of these committees as are necessary to cope 
1 

with the business. These comrnittees each have a membership of fifty. 

It is recognized that there is not much possibility of more than five 

meetings at any one time. The committees are non-specialist in character. 

They do not deal with one type of bill rather than another. Committee 

membership is not static. Each committee is set up with a nucleus of 

twenty members with thirty more added for any one bill. The composition 

of the committees reflects party strength in the House. The only thing 

that does not change in these committees is the relative strength of the 

parties during the consideration of a particular bill. The number of 

opposition members, for example, will be fixed at a certain figure but the 

members themselves will not be fixed. The committees adjust their membeTN 

ship to give scope to members with special knowledge or interest with the 

result that members follow bills in which they arP. specially interested to 
2 

the connnittees. 

The Standing Orders of the House of Comrr.ons now require that 

when a public bill (other than a bill for imposing taxes, or a Consolidated 

Fund or an Appropriation Bill, or a bill for confirming a provisional order) 

has been read a second time, it shall stand committed to a standing connnittee 
3 

unless the House otherwise order. Under the Labour Government the only 

exceptions to the above rule, apart from those contained in it, were; bills 

that it might be necessary to pass quickly, "one clause" bills not requiring 

detailed examination in comrnittee and any bill of first-class constitutional 

1. ~., p. 120. 

2. ~.,p. 135. 

3. ~., p. 120. 



B. 

1 
importance (eq. the bill for the Farliament Act. ) 

The present Government in the United Kingdom has adopted the 

practice of referring all major Bills to the Committee of the whole 
2 

House. The Conservatives bad objected to the great nationalization 

measures being taken in the standing committees so they have no fondness 

for the rnachinery. It must be said that there is probably not the same 

need for it as during the reconstruction period1 but it is still in 

existence. 

Bills go to standing committee after they have been given 

second reading, that is after they have been approved in principle. The 

stage taken in the standing committees is called the "committee stage". 

The committee stage is one of great importance in the legislative process. 

Up to this time it would have been out of order to discuss the details of 

the proposed bill. Now, in comrnittee, amendments to the detailed pro-

visions of the bill will be permitted. The committee stage has been 

described by Redlich as the place where 11the fate of a bill is really 

decided its ultimate form • • • settled in the clash of :r,:s.rties am 
.3 

opinions or by the compromises nade between them. " The standing 

committees in the House of Gommons of the United Kingdom are places of 

debate the object of wbich is "to arrive at decisions upon special questions 
4 

of substance ·am to settle the essential points of detail one by one." 

1. Herbert Morrison, Government and Par1iament, A Survey from the Inside, 
London, 1954, p. 209. 

2. Jennings, Parliament, p. 270. 

3. Josef Redlich, The Procedure of 'he House of Commons, London, 1908, 
Vol.,3, p.92. 

4. Ibid. 
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The standing committees are committees of party men. They 

are dealing with matters where party differences exist. The standing 

committees are like miniature cormrittees of the whole House. There is 

Government and Opposition, and mernbers vote on party linesa 

11 There is nothing very surprising in this. The 
standing coMmittees are dealing with legislation 
and legislation is a step and often the last step in 
the process of the formulation of policy. They are 
therefore in the area where party differences are 
expected to show themselves." 1 

In the standing committees members face each ether across the floor of 

the committee room. Government members are on the Chairman 1s right, 

Opposition members on his left. The Whips are on, for a majority must 

be at call and a quorum kept. 

The standing committees have no witnesses. Officials are 

present in the room, but they cannat be questioned by the members. The 

Minister in charge of the bill leads the Committee. He must answer the 

questions of the Opposition. His own supporters will be quiet for the 

most part and the debate will be between the Minister and two or three 

members of the Opposition. The committee stage puts the Minister to a 

severe test. The bill is dealt with clause by clause. Difficulties will 

have to be met with knowledgable replies. Because the committee does 

not hear witnesses the Minister who is a member of the committee will have 

to consult his advisers as the debate goes on. He will not be an expert 

on the whole bill. 

1. Wheare, op.cit., p.l22. 

2. ~., p. 128. 



11 But he can aim to be a good general practitioner; 
he can get it up carefully and explain it in language 
which he understands and which he intends members of 
the committee to understand. That is the merit of 
the system. It is not enough that officials should 
know what a bill means or that they should be able 
to explain it to each other. They should be put to 
the test of explaining it to a minister in such a 
way that he can expound and defend it before the 
Opposition in a committee, clause by clause." 1 

Mention has already been made of the closure and the kangaroo 

closure and now we must consider that delightful weapon, and its use in 

standing committees • the guillotine. The gpillotine which in various 

forma has been used by the House since the 1880•s is a kind of closure 

by compartment. The House passes an allocation of time arder and under 

this the bill must be reported by a certain date. Within this date there 

may be fi..xed times by which certain clauses or groups of clauses must be 

passed. Before 1947, the guillotine did not apply to the standing 
2 

connnittees. The Labour Government streamlined the standing committees 

and as they determined to send major bills to the committees they felt that 

the guillotine logically followed. It seems clear that the guillotine was 

introduced to the committees because the Labour Government was fearful of 

obstruction, having experienced it in 1929-1931. If the guillotine was 

necessary it was going to be a fair guillotine. Herbert Morrison bas ex-

pressed his dislike of the procedure and is of the opinion that it is 
a 

justified only in periods of real obstruction and national emergency. 

11 • • • unless there is genuine co-operation and fairness in its application 

1. Ibid., pp. 127-128. 

2. Campion, op.cit., p. 159. 

3. Op. cit., p. 213. 



ll. 

1 
the Guillotine can make a mockery of the legislative process. 11 The 

element of fairness and reasonableness in the use of the guillotine is 

in this; once the Government decides that a bill it has referred to a 

standing committee is to be passed by a certain date, it makes an 

Allocation of Time Motion in the House. Through its majority this Motion 

becomes an Order. The bill must be reported out by a certain date. 

Within this deadline the detailed allocation of sittings to the parts of 

the bill is worked out by a sub-committee of the standing committee1 

consisting of the chairman and seven members of the committee itself1 

nominated by Mr. Speaker. The Opposition are represented on this 

cormnittee. They may decide how to use the available time. The Government 

members will have no desire to force the committee to spend its time one 

set of clauses rather than another. Within the over-all time limit the 

Opposition will largely decide how the time is to be apportioned. Having 

so decided they will know exactly how much time is available to them. 

The reasonable use of the ether types of closure is assured by 

leaving the greater part of the discretionary power involved in their use 

with the Speaker or the Chairmen. The guillotine is different in that it 

gets its power from the Government majority. It can be used with less 

restraint. The Opposition was fearful and suspicious when it became part 

of the standing committee procedure. The Government was determined to 

increaae the legislative output. Campion called the i~troduction of this 
2 

procedure into the rules of the House "the last turn of the Screw" • 

1. Ibid. 

2. ~., p. 159. 
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The standing committees coupled with the guillotine are a kind of ultimate 

weapon in the governments procedural arsenal, but their use till now by 

both Labour and Conservative eovernments has occasioned no alarm. Both 

parties have guillotined major bills. Labour used this procedure on the 

Transport, Iron and Steel and Town and Country Planning Bills. The 

Conservatives guillotined the Licensed Premises in New Towns and the 
.1 

Housing Repairs and Rent Bills. The use of standing committees has not 

deprived the Opposition of any of its essential rights. They do not lose 

anything that they have in the House. The Government will have its way, 

but that is to be expected. There is no other way. Even with the guillo-

tine it can be said that, 

" • • • generally speaking the proceedings on these 
five guillotined Bills do not modify the conclusion 
which can be drawn from the study of the working of 
standing committees as a whole namely, that there is 
adequate opportunity for a good discussion of the 
clauses of a bill, and that this opportunity is, as 
a rule, well taken by the Opposition in its conduct 
of the debates. 11 2 

Far from reducing the stature of the Opposition the standing committees 

have enhanced it. 11 • •• indeed it may be suggested that for the 

efficacy of standing committee proceedings a responsible opposition is even 
3 

more important than a responsible government. 11 

The Opposition leses nothing in the standing committees. In 

fact, it gains something because it is forced to concentrate its attack 

on the more important clauses or parts of a bill. The new restricted 

1. Wheare, op.cit., p. 152. 

2. ~., p.l52-153. 

3. ~., p. 154. 
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rules of debate affect only one aspect of the public business. The new 

rules are rules tc speed up the process of legislation. It is principally 

in the legislative function of the House that the traditional facilities 

for debate have been restricted, It must be remembered that no financial 

business is conducted in the standing committees. It is taken in the 

whole House, and 

11 through the conduct of its fina.ncial business the 
House undertakes the criticism of the whole range of 
administration; the Opposition obtains most of its 
opportunities tc discuss government policy. 11 1 

So it is that "the restrictive effect of the modern standing orders is 
" 2 

confined tc a part only of the field of parliamentary debate," 

11 • •• there rema.ins a great block of business taking 
up on the average half the time of a normal session, 
the discussion of which is used for the criticism of 
government policy •••• It retains the · characteristics 
of the traditional practice of the House, free of 
restrictive standing orders and serving the purposes of 
the minority • • • • it is worth noting that of the 
whole field of parliamentary business a considerable 
portion remains which is governed by the spirit of the 
traditional procedure rather than by the standing 
orders." 3 

1. ~., p. 143. 

2. Campion, op.cit., p. 166, 

3. ~· 



PART li 

PRACTICE and PROCEDURE 

in 

CANADA 

In order to discharge its legislative function more 

efficiently the United Kingdom House of Gommons has adopted a highly 

sophisticated procedure. This modern procedure was necessary if the 

machinery of parliament was to bear the loads placed upon it by the 

desire on all sidas for increased governmental activity. It was the 

necessary response in a unitary state to the demands of twentieth 

century government. Canada; with a federal system, fewer people, 

narrower responsibilities, still conducts its business with a pro-

cedure of another time and another era. Changes will have to be made. 

The methods for dealin5 ~ith the public business that were suitable 

when government expenditures were less than twenty million dollars are 

not suitable when expenditures reach thirty times that amount. We are 

told that by 1980 our population will increase to approximately 27 
1 

million. With this as a "plausible" number the federal budget may 

wall hit the ten billion dollar mark. There is less urgency about 

this matter in Canada than there was in the United Kingdom, but even 

in Canada changes are overdue. In a missile age, rules that are "the 
2 

last surviving relies of the a ge of wood, wind and water" are no longer 

adequate. 

1. Final Report RoYal Commission on Canada•s Economie Prospects, 
Ottawa, 1957, p. !o. 

2. J .R. Mallory, "The Election and the Constitution." Queen •s Quarterly, 
Vol., 64, 1957-58, p. 479. 



Since 1867 the House of Commons has made minor changes in the 
1 

rules on three occasions; in the 1880 1s 1 in 1927 and in 1955. The most 

recent changes have not been very far reaching. Their result has been to 

curtai1 debate to a certain extent1 and save some time in the House. The 

tvo major, general debates in the session were 1imited by the new rules. 

The Debate on the Address in Rep1y to the Speech from the Throne and the 

Budget debate are now limited to ten and eight days respectively. Since 

1955 speeches in the committees of the House have been limited to thirty 

minutes. By far the most interesting and most promising reform made in 

1955 was the one that limita motions to go into the committee of supply to 

six in any one session. 

It is an axiom of parliamentary government that grievances 

precede the granting of supply. It is facit~ting to see how this works 

out in the procedure of the Canadian House of Commons. On a Wednesday, 

Thursday or Friday the Government could call the order for supply and on 

these days the Speaker left the Chair "without question put" and the House 
2 

was automatically resolved into Committee of Supply. To make sure that 

grievances would be heard before supply was considered, let alone granted, 

the estimates of a departrnent went unconsidered unless they had been 

P.entered for consideration" on a previous Monday or Tuesday. On a Monday 

or Tuesday when the Government wished to go into the committee of supply 

it was necessary that "the question be put". Mr. Speaker did not auto ... 

matically leave the Chair. The Minister of Finance would move that "the 

1. Paul Fox, 11Canada ... A New Parliament with New Rules, 11 Parliamentary 
Affaira, Vol., 10, 1956-57, P• 402. 

2. MQst of this information on the 11Supply Rules" is from How Parliament 
Works, a publication of the Queen's Printer, ottawa, 19$71 byE. 
Russell Hopkins. 
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House resolve itself into Committee of Supply." This motion was debatable. 

In this way an opportunity was made to air grievances. Before 1955, only 

the estimates of one department could be 11entered for consideration" 

following the motion to go into supply. There were many depa.rtments and 

each of the motions was debatable. The rule of relevancy did not app1y. 

Getting into supp1y itself was interminab1y de1ayed because each of these 

motions was amendable. Many days were spent debating want of confidence 

in the Government before the vote was even taken on the motion to go into 

supply. By 1955, the Canadian House found this procedure somewhat long. 

In that year: 

11it was ••• formally provided that there be no more 
than six motions to go into supp1y: that only two 
days of debate would be permittèd on any such motion 
{ inc1uding any amendment or sub-amendment thereto) :_ 
and that the estima tes of six depa.rtments, to be 
named by the Government could be 11entered for con­
sideration" when the first of the six motions is -
carried, the estimates of three departments on each 
of the next four occasions, and the estimatès of any 
remaining departments on the final occasion. 11 1 

The effect of this rule is that there are now twelve days 

devoted during the session to debate the motion that the House go into 

supply. These days are really opposition time during which they may raise 

any grievance they wish. The Standing Orders further prmride that the 

unused portion of any two-day debate may be carried forward and "added in 

who1e or in part to the two-day allowance for debate on the next or any 
2 

subsequent one of the • • • six motions to go into supply. 11 These new 

supply rules are a Canadian adaptation of the United Kingdom provision of 

1. Hopkins, op.cit., p. 41. 

2. Canada, Standing Orders of the House of Gommons, 1955, s.o. 56, 4, b. 
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pwenty-six days (in total) for the consideration of supply. It has been 

realized at Westminster that the estirnates cannet be given any detailed 

consideration in a comrnittee of the whole House so the attempt is no 

longer made. The Canadian rule is a half way approach. There is a 
l'o 

limitation on the number ,days which may be spent debating motions to go 

into supply• but in the Committee of Supply itself there are no restrictions. 

on debate. Practice has been to allow a general discussion on the affaira 
1 

of a department on the first item of that department 1s estimates. The 

result is that no serious attempt is made to examine the estimates in 

detail. There has also been criticism of the timing of the two-day 

debate themselves. The leader of the opposition, Mr. Pearson remarked 

during the first session of the present parliaroent: 

111-fr. Speaker this is the fifth of the six supply 
motions we shall have this session, and I must 
confess that it is unfortunate that five of them 
will have been exhausted after today or tomorrow; 
because it looks as if we will now be here for 
sorne weeks. I think it was the intention when 
standing orders were changed dealing wi th this 
matter that these supply motions would be spread 
as evenly as possible over the session. I am 
not blaming anybody at the moment for this 
situation but it does mean that after this supply 
motion has been exhausted we will have one only 
during the rest of the session. There may be very 
important developments during that time which would 
normally be raised by the Opposition on going into 
supply, when such questions could be raised or 
grievances could be aired. " 2 

It is clear that the new supply rules have not resulted in a 

more diligent consideration of the estimates. Nor do they go far enough 

. 1. Hopkins, op.cit., p. 42. 

2. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1958, PP• 2207-2208. 
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towards meeting the demanda of the Opposition for more time to debate 

Governm.ent policy. A possible solution to beth these difficulties might 

be to increase the number of two-day supply motion debates from six to 

ten, or even twelve, and give up any attempt to consider the estimates 

in detail in the House itself. The estimates could be dealt with in a 

Select Comrnittee. It would be up to the Opposition to decide when to 

take these days. To allow the Opposition to spread these days out, or 

save them up if it wished, it would be necessary 11to enter for consider­

ation" the estimates of all the departments on the first supply motion. 

There is no objection to this and indeed there is one fact which 

recommends it. As it is now the estimates comrnittee must wait until 

the estirnates of a particular department are 11 entered for consideration" 

before they may examine that deparlment 1s estimates. If a government did 

not want the estimates of a particular department examined1 they could, 

under the present rules, "enter them for consideration" on the last 

supply motion, thus ma.king it ditficult if not impossible to bring them 

before the Committee. To make the estimates comnüttee really effective, 

it would be necessary to empower it to examine such of the estimates 

entered for consideration as it deems fit. This would have the affect of 

freeing the committee from proceedings in the committee of supply. 

Of the rule changes in 1955, it is only those dealing with 

supply that have been seriously criticized. The other changes have been 

accepted as being not only necessary, but overdue. The most significant 

thing about the new rules is that they impose an over-all limitation of 

time on each of the traditional debates; on the motion for can Address 

in Reply, on the six motions to go into Committee of Supply and on the 
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motion to go into Ways and Me~ns to consider the budget resolutions. 

Within the over-all time limite there are in all three cases certain 

fixed times by which the question must be put on the subamendment, the 
1 

amendment and the main motion itself. Wi th t hese rules there is the 

acceptance of the motion of allocation of time. In the procedure of th& 

House of CoiTUilons this is a modern idea. It is a break with the "practice 

of parliament, 11 which practice the CarlB.dian rules for the most part 

rene ct. 

Apart from the three debates mentioned above, there are only 

two ways in which debate may be curtailed in the House of Connnons. There 
2 

is the 11closure11 and the 11previous question". There is nothing subtle or 

sophisticat~d about the use of either of these two measures. They are 

brutal, awkward and singularly unima.gina.tive. The "Pipeline Debate" 

showed how inappropriate closure was and what a great political liability 

its use incurred. It is beyond dispute that some form of closure is 

necessary. What is clearly needed is some form of 11Kangaroo11 or"guillotine", 

but it is precisely here that we run into a unique Canadian Difficulty, one 

which the "Pipeline Debate11 again underlined. The problem is this: 

" • • • the success of these expedients depends essentially 
on the impartiality of the Chair. The pipeline debate 
reminds us of how far we are from placing the Speaker in 
a position of independance and authority which is essential 
to free debate in the House." 3 

This is the crux of the problem. Any far reaching changes in procedure will 

wai.t on some change in the nature of the Canadian Speakership. It is true 

to say that modernization of our procedure must begin at Mr. Speaker's Chair. 

1. See s.o., 38, 56 and 58. 

2. s.o., 33 and 51 • 

.3. Mallory. "The Election And the Constitution," op.cit., p. 480. 



Both on account of their denomination and the diversity of the 

ma.tters referred to them the standing conunittees of the Ganadian House of 

Commons come very close to defying description. The standing committees 

consider bills, examine estirnates and hear interested parties. Ministers 

are present sometimes and sometimes not, even when a bill is being con­

sidered. The standing committees are a kind of all purpose committee.- The 

comm.ittees most certainly are not 11committees to legisl.ate." They are to 

a certain extent beth "committees to legisl.ate" and "committees to scrut­

inize and control. 11 An important procedural point on which Canadian 

practice differa sharply from that of the United Kingdom is that in the 

Ganadian House the committee stage of the legislative process is always 

taken in the committee of the whole. If one looks with sorne care at the 

proceeding of the standing committees one might conclude the exact opposite1 

that is, that the comwittee stage of some bill is taken in standing 

cornmittee. Bills are referred to the standing committees, considered there 

clause by clause and are to all appearances reported back to the House. 

Yet the billS sent to the commit tees are not reported back to the House in 

a manner that would satisfy section 2 of standing Order 78 which says that 

all amendments must be reported to the House and the motion for its con­

currence in them disposed of before a bill is read the third time. This is 

not done even when amendments are made in the standing connnittees. But all 

is not lost because the comrnittee stage is alwa~ repeated in the committee 

of the whole and the amendments then reported to the House in the normal way. 

Thus the provisions of the Standing Order are satisfied. Should a bill be 

referred to a standing committee, and it can only be referred for its 

committee stage because of standing Order 77 which says: 



" Ever'J public bill shall be read twice in the 
House before committal or amendment," 

21. 

such a bill will in effect have been through the committee stage twice. 

This procedure is somewhat wasteful of the time of the House, but it does 

give members a close look at sorne bills and on occasion gives interested 

parties a chance to be heard. 

Sorne examples of this procedure are rrorth ci ting. In the 

1958 session at least three bills followed this procedure. On July 9, 

on the motion of Hr. Brooks, Bills G-33 and C-34 to am end the Returned 

Soldiers Insurance Act and the Veterans Insurance Act were referred to the 
1 

Standing Committee on Veterans Affairs. On August 18 after the committee 

had finished its consideration of the bills they were put through the 
2 

committee stage in the House. Also in this session, Bill C-37 An Act 

respecting the Taxation of Estates ~V"as referred to the Standing Committee 

on Banking and Commerce. After the Committee had reported, Mr. Fleming 

on August 6, moved that the House go into Committee to consider Bill 
3 

No. C-37. This Bill also illustrates horT a commit tee which considera a 

bill can report a bill tc the House and yet not report it tc the House, 

that is, within the meaning of Standing Order 78. The records of the 

committee show that on July 24 the bill was reported ta the House with 
4 

certain amendments. On August 6, in comrnittee of the whole on the first 

clause of the bill, Mr. Benidickson wondered if the minister would outline 

1. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1958, PP• 2061-2062. 

2. ~., pp. 3700-3704. 

3. ~., p. 3166. 

4. Canada, House of Cornmons, Standing Committee on Banking am Commerce, 
1958, Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence. pp. 118-119. 



to the committee the changes that had been made as a result of the 

conunittees discussion. J.tr. Fleming answered: 

" Mr. Chairman I should not have thought that 
this was the point at which to attempt an 
outline of the various amendments that the 
Committee on banking and commerce has proposed 
in the bill. (Then after giving the list of 
amendments). Those are the amendments that 
are recommended by the committee on banking 
and commerce. " 1 

It is obvious from this exchange that the bill was not reported. to the 

House in the manner contemplated by standing Order 78 and commented on 
2 

by Beauchesne. 

The Standing Committee on Public Accounts has not been 

immune from this procedure. In 1947, the Committee considered Bill 

No. 22 An Act to continue the Revised Regulations respecting Trading 
3 

with the Enemy (1943), and agreed to report it with amendments. The 

Cornmittee reported to the House on l~y 6 and on May 9 the Bill was 
4 

considered in the Committee of the whole House. In 1951, Bill No. 25 

which was An Act to provide for the Financial Administration of the 

Government of Canada, the Audit of the Public Accounts and the Financial 
-5 

Control of Crown Corporations was referred to the Committee. The bill 

was reported to the House where it was dealt with in committee of the 

whole. Ylr. Knowles directed a question to Mr. Sinclair: 11Would the 

parliamentary assistant tell us at this point which sections of the bill 

1. Ganada1 House of Gommons Debates, 1958, P• 3167. 

2. Arthur Beauchesne, Rules And Forms of the House of Gommons of Canada, 
4th ed., Toronto, 1~8, p. 287. 

3. Canada, House of Gommons, Standing Cornmittee on Public Accounts, 1947, 
Minutes of Proceedings and Evidence, Third Report, p. 51. 

4. Canada, House of Gommons, Journals, Vol. 381 1947. 

5. on Public Accounts 



2.3. 

1 
were amended by the committee?11 

The procedure follmied on these bills is not to be critized 

out of hand. Sorne of them dealt with matters of great complexity, and 

referring them to a standing committee gave members the opportunity for 

closer study than is possible in the House. Sorne of the measures affected 

a special interest group, and their reference made representations possible. 

He know that the purpose of the com.rnittee on veteran 1s affairs is to enable 

groups like the Canadian Legion 11to yearly place before the members of the 

House of Gommons their views • • • for the betterment of conditions with 
2 

respect to those who served and their dependants." It is worth noting 

that the Standing Committee on Veteran's Affaira alao considera the 

estimates of that department. The fact that a committee proceeds in this 

way, or that the Public A.ccounts Committee should have a share in the 

legislative process tends to prove Professer Corry's observation that: 

11 The Committee system in the Canadian House of Gommons 
has responded to bath British and American influences 
but has developed distinctive features of its own." 3 

One of the features of the committee system in Canada, and one 

may say that it is a regrettable feature, is that unlike the United Kingdom 

there is absent that distinction which is almost a conceptual one in that 

House, that is, the difference between a Standing and a Select Committee. 

The almost ridiculously partisan atmosphere of the House of Gommons has 

prevented this idea from taking hold. Canadian Committees tend to be looked 

1. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1951, p. 1989. 

2. Mr. Diefenbaker: Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1958, p. 681 • 

.3. J.A. Carry, Democratie Government and Po1itics, 2nd ed., Toronto, 
1951, p. 20 • 
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at as places where, no matter what is under consideration there is a 

government and ~n opposition side. The government always has a majority 
1 

because on any vote it must be upheld. This cornes rather close to 

saying that the government because it is the government can do no wrong. 

It is saying in effect that, we are always right and that if you want to 

examine the estimates or accounts in a Select Committee then you must 

be seeking party advantage, otherwise you would be content to examine 

these things in a Standing Committee and not bother us with such notions 

as non-party aspects of parliamentary control. 

1. W.G. Weir, "Minding Parliament 's Business - The Party Whip," 
Queen's Quarterly, Vol., 63, 1956-57, pp. 504-505. 



CHAPTER 11 

CANADIAN FINANCLlL PRACTICE 

am 

PARLIAMENTARY CONTROL 

Sir Iv or Jennings has written that, "the history of financial 
1 

control in Great Britain is long and tortuous". It would be an over-

statement to say that the same applied to Canada, Jet, though the memorable 

battles were not fought here, and though our history is not so long the 

story of financial control is one of sorne length and if the ways are not 

winding they are not quite straight and the end is not yet. Beginning 

with the assembly of the province of Canada, the story of financial 

control in this country is one of the ups and downs and ups of committees 

entwined with three great legislative acts. Bath before and after Con-

federation Comrnittees of the House of Gommons were active and new they are 

active again, and sorne new ones of importance have been added. The 

legislative milestones are the Consolidated Revenue and Audit Acts of 1878 

and 1931 and the Financial Administration Act of 1951. 

The Public Accounts Comrnittee in the assembly of the United 

Canadas was made a Standing Committee in the session of 1852-53. It had 

existed as a special committee as early as 1841 and its work was continued 

by five similar committees between 1844 and 1851. From 1852 till Confeder-

ation there were only two years when the cornmittee did not make valuable 

1. Jennings, Parliarnent, p. 324. 



l 
reports. William Lyon Mackenzie was a chairman of the ColiiDii ttee tor a 

number of seesions and it was COIIlJilon for the Committee to be chaired by 
2 

leading membera ot the Opposition. John Langt;on managed to uae the 

Committee as a forum tc promote reforma in the administration. His 

statua as parliamentary auditer was somewhat comprolftised by the tact 

that he vas at the same time an adJiinistrative ofticer. Perhaps his 

veakness was the Committee •s strength. Langton, vhen he became auditer 

in 16$5 wrote to his brother that 1 "I have declared open var against the 
3 

syste• •• •" The public accounts were JRUCh on his llind1 they vere he 

vrote his brother "a subject about which for want of any JllOre agreeable 
4 

one I think of ali day atvi dream. of Jllost of the night." He wrote of 

one ot his investigations: 

" I expected to .tind a mess but the real.ity exceeded 
my expectations, especially as I have only yet got 
into the threshold of the dirtiest stall in the 
Augean stable - the Board of Works." S 

In the Board of Works accounts he found "the most scrupulous detail in 
6 

&118.11 things ani the llOBt suspicious vaguenesa in the larger iteas." 

Langton vas a determined reformer and though the Board of Works declared 

1. J.E. Hodgetts, Pioneer Public Service, Toronto, 1955, p. 117. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Herbert Balls, "John Langton am the Canadian Audit Office,• 
The canadian Historical Review, Vol. 21, 19qQ, P• 160. 

4. 

S. Letters of John lAngton, p. 242. 

6. ~· J p. 222. 

of 
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1 
reform impossible, "Nevertheless," he wrote, "I will Conquer." The war 

that would lead to victory was to be carried out through the Public 

Accounts Comrnittee. Langton confided in the chairman of the committee and, 

"between them a plan for reform through the investigations 
of the committee was prepared1 whereby Langton's evidence 
of the conduct of departmental business could be given 
prompted by the questions of members who knew beforehand 
what questions to ask." 2 

After 1867 in the midst of 11 • • • the comic-opera setting in 
3 

which tàe early House of Commons had its being1 " there was a Public 

Accounts Comrnittee which was a Standing Committee and a "direct descendant 
4 

of a similar body in the old assembly of the province of canada • • • " 

The Public Accounts Committee was quite active in the ear1y post-confeder-

ation days and on one occasion it "played a 1eading role in unearthing an 
5 

unbelievably complicated tale of graft and corruption." If the committee 

unearthed complicated tales of corruption which ranged from the deplorable 

to the astonishing it was because, 

"from the beginning, consideration'1of efficiency and 
economy in government were subordinated to the 
political needs of the new federation." 6 

In the years from 1867 to 1878 the committee, composed as it was of 1eading 

members from bath sides of the commons, showed great vitality. This is the 

1. Balls, "John Langton a:rxi the Canadian Audit Officej" p. 160e 

2. Ibid. 

3. Norman Ward, "The Formative Years of The House of Commons, · 1867-91,'' 
Canadian Journal of Economies and Political Science. Vol. 18, 1952, 
p. l;IiB. 

4. Norman Ward, "Confederation and Responsible Government," Canadian 
Journal of Economies and Po1itica1 Science, Vol. 24, 1958, P• 49. 

5. Ward, "The Formative Years of The House of Cornmons," p. 450. 

6. Ibid., p. lJ49. 
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more impressive if we realize the difficulties which the committee e~ 

countered at a time when the building of railways occupied the attention 

of both Cabinet and Farliament. As Sandford Fleming put it, before the 

committee in 1875: 

"The discovery of a practicable line of railway for 
nearly 31 000 miles, through a country almost entirely 
unlmown, and much of it without the means of access, 
was felt to be a problem of no ordinary magnitude. 
Compared with this engineering problem, the matter 
of accounts and the various details · rela ting to 
vouchers seemed of minor importance. 11 1 

In 1877, the committee in two successive reports censured the Leader of 

the Opposition, the Deputy Minister of Finance in his capacity as Auditor 
2 

and Mr. Speaker. Mlcdonald and Langton incurred the committee 1s wrath 
3 

over the withdrawal of $6,600 from the secret service fund. Mr. Speaker 

Anglin, the committee discovered1 bad been receiving money from the 
4 

government for printing and stationery while a I-!ember of the House. 

John Langton's main goal as auditor was that of winning the 

power of free reporting and thus free himself from the 11ministerial yoke.n 

However, up until 1878, the auditer was also Deputy }finister of Finance. 

As auditor his responsibilities were the regulation of the issue and the 

direction of the audit. As Deputy Minister of Finance Langton was 

secretary to the Treasury Board and his d uties in this regard took a great 

deal of his time. As an administrative officer of high rank Langton not 

1. This and most other inforna tion on the Commit tee during its early days, 
is from "The Select Standing Committee on Public A.ccounts, 1867-78," 
·· Ga.nadian Journal of Economies and Poli ti cal Science, Vol. , 25, 1959, 
by Norman Ward, p. 155. 

2. ~., p. 164. 

3. Ibid., P• 161. 

4e ~·, P• 164. 



only did not reach hiR goal of independant reporting, but his duties 

were so onerous that the audit itse1f became less intense. ft • • • 

tem.pted by the offer of administrative power. Langton ••• bartered 
1 

his half-wcn independance for the gi1ded yoke of executive bondage." 

"Gradually the fal1acy of the system in which 
administrative and critical functions were 
combined in the person of one man was recog­
nized and the government prepared to correct 
the situation." 2 

The result was the Consolidated Revenue and Audit Act of 1878 which 

29. 

separated the offices of Auditor and Deputy Minister of Finance. The Act 

estab1ished the audit office as an agent of the Legislature. " . 
in all its essentia1s the new measure was a rep1ica of the Eng1ish 

3 
EKchequer and Audit Department Act of 1866. 11 

• • 

The essentia1 feature of the Act of 1878 was tha.t regulation 

of the issue was placed under the control of the legislature. For the 

fifty-three years during which the Act was in force this power 11 • • • 

served as a more or less effective restraint on executive disobedience 
4 

to parliamentary directions. tt It was through the A.uditor General t.hat 

the House of Commons exercised this control. Dpring these years accounting 

was under the direction of the departments, but as the countr,y grew larger 

and the demand for governmental services increased the departments them-

selves expanded with the reault that disbursing and accounting organizations 

1. Ba1ls, "John Langton and the Canadian Audit Office," p.l76. 

2. Ibid., pp. 174-175. 

3. Ibid. 

4. Herbert Balls. "The Le gis la ti ve Audit, 11 Public Administration 
Vol.,25, 1947, P• 156. 



became decentralized and independant. This caused delays in accounting 

and reporting. Even when reports were made, the depirtments would have 

followed different accounting procedures. There was a general lack of 

unifor.mity in the system which made effective control almost impossible. 

11Although the Act of 1878 directed the Auditor 
General to see that no cheque was issued far 
the payment of any public money for which there 
was no parliamentary appropriation, it was ~ 
possible to apply this instruction to cheques 
issued under departmental letters of credit 
which only came to his notice when application 
to repay the banks for the previous roonths 
issue were presented to him. Consequently 
appropriations were frequently overdrawn, and 
the Auditor General was unable to prevent 
overdrafts. It was to remedy these defects 
and to provide for central executive control 
of the disbursing process that the Consolidated 
Revenue and Audit Act was passed in 1931."1 

The Consolidated Revenue and Audit Act of 1931 made fundamental 

changes in the system of expenditure control. Unlike the earlier Act 

which 11bore a flattering resemblance to British procedure," it made a 

sharp break with the past and introduced procedures which are still at 

variance with British practice. The Act relieved the Aud.itor General of 

his duty of controlling the issue, abolished the letter of credit system 

and created the new executive office of Comptroller of the Treasury. It 

was around the Comptroller of the Treasur.y that the new system was built. 

He was given the responsibility of sanctioning issue and disbursing moneys 

from the Consolidated Revenue Furtd. The departmental accounting staffs 

were put under his direction and control, and a new method of paying out 
2 

government money was adopted. 

1. Ibid. -
2. Herbert Balls. "The Development of Government Expenditure Control: 

The Issue and Audit Phases: '!Canadian Journal of Economies and Political 
Science, Vol.,lO, 1944. 



It is to be wondered whether the far reaching changes in 

control involved in the transference of authority over the issue from a 

legislative to an executive officer are yet realized. The Act increased 

the power of the executive and looked at from that direction "was but the 
1 

endorsement of full executive responsibility. 11 It was true that 

legislative issue control had proved unworkable and that the problems 

created by the lack of uniformity in 'the control of issue and disburse-

ment could only have been solved by centralizing accounting under the 

executive. It is also true that whatever the shortcomings of the earlier 

system, the managerial duties of the executive now demanded a system wh~ch 

was under their control. · The executive were responsible for the creation 

of policy and in that task the data derived from the accounts was of in-

creasing importance. The new system gave the executive all the answers 

and in this way made their responsibility complete. Looked at from the 

viewpoint of parliamentary çontrol the Auditer General was relieved of a 

traditional duty and deprived of 11 ••• a salutary and early sanction 
2 

to enforce reforms and to prevent irregularities. Il In the transfer of 

issue control from the Audit Office the House of Gommons lost a certain 

control " • • • which preceding generations of legislators ha.d devised 
3 

for disciplining an over-exuberant executive •••• u However, this gain 

in executive power need not have signa.lled a loss for the House if it bad 

determined to use its machinery to investigate and question an executive 

w~tch now had all the answers. 

1, ~· J p. 474. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Ibid. -
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In 19~ there was enacted the Financia1 Adlli.niatration .Act 

which was an Act to provide tor the Financia1 Ad.Jd.nistration of the 

Government of Canada, the Audit of the Public Accounts and the Financia1 
1 

Control of Crown Corporations. Unlike its predecessor the Act of 1951 

did not JU.ke any tundamental changes in the SfBtem. The Act is rea1ly a 

kind of eonsolidation. One of the purposes of the Act vas to tidy up the 

position of the Crown Corporations which up till that tille bad bHn 

governed by several different Acta. Part vm of the Act was intended 

to establish a unitorm system of financial and budgetary control, 
2 

accounting, auditing and reporting for Crown Corporations. This Act ia 

the fundamental statute governing the financial adMinistration of the 

Oovernment of Canada. The general purpose of the Act vas vell stated iD 

the House by Mr. Macdonells 

" In large measure it puts into statutory form 
practices which have grown up that have been 
found to be convenient and vhicb have had to 
derive their sanction from various ather 
authorities as vell. They are now brought to­
gether and put into this bill • • • • " .3 

'l'hough we may J:ave occasion to deal later vith so:me of the 

sections of the Act as va look at same of the Reporte of the Auditor 

General to the House of Co111111ons; it vou1d be well to review the position, 

powers and duties of the Treasury Board, the Comptroller of the Treaaury 

and the Auditor General as outlined in the Act. 

1. Rev. stat. Can. (1952) Ch. 116. 

2. "Crown Corporations" Canada Year Book 1956, ot.tawa, p. 113 • 

.3. Canada, House of Cormnons Debat es, 1951, P• 1989. 



"The Treasury Board shall act as a Committee of the 
Queen 1s Privy Council for Canada on all uttere 
relating to finance, revenues, estiates, expendit­
ures and financial commi tments 1 accounts, establish• 
ments 1 the terms and conditions of employment of 
parsons in the public service, and general adminis ... 
trative policy in the public service • • •• • 1 

For our purposes it is worth noting that the Act gives the Board the 

power to demand from any public officer any account, return, statement, 

document or report which it considera necessary for the performance of 
2 

its duties. 

There are a number of duties of the Comptroller ot the 

Treasury of wbich we must take notice. "The Comptroller is responsible 
3 

for the appropriation accounts, and it is these that are under audit." 

No charge sball be made against an appropriation except on the requiaition 

of the appropriate ndnister. Thea& requisitions are presented. to the 

Comptroller of the Treasury who will make the required payment unless in 

his opinion the payment 

(a) vould not be a lawful charge against the 
appropriation, 

(b) would result in an expenditure in excess 
of the appropriation, or 

(c) would reduce the balance available in the 
appropriation so that it would not be 
sufficient to 11eet the committments charged 
again:st it. 4 

1. Rev. Stat. Can. (1952) Ch. 116, sec. 5 (1). 

2. ~., sec. 6. 

3. Watson Sellar, Audit Office Guide, ottawa, 1958, p. 73. 

4. Rev. Stat. Can. (1952) Ch. 116. sec. 31. 



Further: 

" No contract providing for the issue of public 
funds may be entered into or have any force or 
affect unless the Comptroller certifies that 
there is a sufficient unencumbered balance 
available in an appropriation or in an item 
included in the estimates before the House of 
Conunons to discharge any cornJlÛ.tments under the 
contract that would be payable during the 
fiscal year in which the contract was entered 
into. 11 1 

The Comptroller and the Treasury Board share a duty: 

11 At the conmencement of each fiscal year each 
department submits to the Treasury Board through 
the Comptroller a division or allotment of each 
item inc1uded in its estirnates. When these 
allotments have been approved by the Board they 
cannet be varied or amended without the approva1 
of the Board and expenditures charged to 
appropriations are 1imited to such allotments." 2 

34. 

Accounting officers are stationed in al1 the departments and 

are located in various cities throughout Canada. These officers are 

under the control and direction of the Comptroller and are responsible 

for the appropriation accounts which are the cnes under audit. This 

audit is conducted by the Auditor General and his staff who are likewise 

situated in the depa.rtments and in various centres across the country. 

11 The Auditer General shall examine in such nanner 
as he may deem necessary the accounts re1ating to 
the Conso1idated Revenue Fund and to public property 
and shall ascertain whether in his opinion 

(a) the accounts have been faithfully and properly kept, 

1. Herbert Bal1 1s summary of section 30 of the Act in "Financia1 
Administration of the Government of Canada", Canada Year Book 1956, 
p. 105. 

2. ~., summary of sec. 29. 
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(b) all public monay has be en ful.ly accounted for, and 
the rules and procedures applied are sutficient 
to secure an effective check on the aasesament, 
collection and proper allocation of the revenue, 

(c) money has been expended for the purposes for vbich 
i t was authorized by Parliament, and the expendit• 
uree bave been made as authorized, and 

( d) essential records are maintained and the rules and 
procedures applied are sutficient to safeguard and 
control public property." 1 

The Auditor General is bound to report annually to the House of Gommons 

the results of his examinations and call attention to ever,y case in 

wbich he bas observed that 

(a) "any officer or eaployee has wilfully or Mgligently 
omitted to collect or receive any money belonging 
to Canada, 

(b) any public money vas not duly accounted for and paid 
into, the Consolidated Revenue Fund, 

(c) any appropriation was exeeeded or vas applied to a 
purpose or in a manner not authorized by Parliaaent, 

(d) an expenditure was not authorized or vas not properly 
vouched or certified, 

(e) there has been a defieiency or loss through fraud, 
default or Jli.stake of any person, or 

(f) a special warrant authorized the pt.yment or &JV' aone;r, 
and to any other case that the Auditor General con­
sidera should be brought to the notice of the Hou•• 
of Co.nons. " 2 

Under the Financial administration Act the Auditor General 

regards his authority both with respect to the audit of revenue and 

expenditure accounts as all embracing. The Act made no change vith 

1. Rev. stat. Can. (1952) Ch. 116, sec. 67. 

2. Rev. Stat. Can. (1952) Ch. 116. sec. 70 (1). 
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respect to expenditure accounts because as he remarked, the directions 
1 

in this respect have always been ail embracing. Under }revioua 

legislation the directions with respect to the audit of revenue vere 

not all eabracing. The Auditor General 's prillle duty in this regard 
2 

bad been to examine recordings of aoney actually received. It is 

clear from the directions in sections 67 and 70 ot the Act that the 

Audit or General may now, not only exalli.ne records of aoneys actually 

received, but may examine records to aacertain whether moneym are due 

and ought be received. 

The Auditor General combines the role of commercial and 

legislative auditor. As commercial auditor he examines the books of 

account, vouchers and records to ma.ke sure tha t the entries are correct 

and tree from technical errors and errors of principle and judgment. 

As legislative auditor he must exard.ne the accounts and report to the 

legislature any unauthorized or illegal transaction. By convention he 

regards it as his duty to report the resulta of any administrative action 

which causes losa or vaste. The audit carried out by the Auditor General 

is one both of accountancy and authority. In the case of expenditures 

he oarries out wh&t is called an appropriation audit. This means that be 

must ascertain on behalf' of the House of Commons tbat the money they baTe 

voted vas used for the purpose for vhich it vas granted and that the grant 

was not exceeded. The purpoae of the audit of authority is to establish 

2. Ibid. -
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that those handling public funds have authority for each transaction be 

it found in a statute, order in council, executive order or departmental 

regulation. Herbert Balls has summed up these dual roles of the A.uditor 

General in the following way: 

" In conducting his examination of the accounts, 
the parliamentary auditer must therefore take 
cognizance of the statutory instructions govern­
ing the financial transactions and regulating 
the audit, the executive and departmental 
directions and rules prescribed for the receipt 
and disbursement of public moneys, and the 
conventions underlying the audit of business 
transactions which have been formulated by 
commercial auditors." 1 

There are certain matters relating to the audit about which the 

Auditer General has no choice; he must examine designated accounts, report 

certain transactions to the House of Commons, and do this under a deadline. 

As to the manner in which he conducts his examinations, Parliament is 
2 

silent. It 11has not attempted to draft a detailed audit programme. 11 

The Auditer General is given great discretion as to how the audit will 

be conducted. It is left to his judgment to develop those audit practices 

which will best serve the needs of Parliament. The Auditer General proceeds 

by way of a test audit. He does not attempt to review every transaction, 

and indeed, he could not possibly do so. What he does is examine the 

systems under which payments are made and accounts kept to see that they 

provide safeguards on which he can rely. If he is satisfied that the 

system of control in operation is sound, he will apply certain tests. It 

1. "The Legislative Audit," p. 158. 

2. Ibid., p. 159. 
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will be seen that in developing audit techniques the Auditor General's 

discretion is very real. On his decisions depends the value of the 
1 

legislative audit. 

Inasmuch as this paper deals with a period of time during 

which Watson Sellar was Auditor General it would be well to note his 

underlying attitude toward the audit and his reports. He bas written: 

11 The repute of the Audit Office is not dependent 
on lengthy and critical reports to the House of 
Commons. It is in the public interest that where­
ever possible immediate corrective action be taken 
with respect to any irregular financial transaction 
in order to avoid the necessity of reporting it; 
therefore, when one is observed, departmental or 
Treasury action should be drawn to it forthwith." 2 

The general effect of the Consolidated Revenue and Audit Act 

of 1931 and the Financial Administration Act of 1951 bas been to improve 

accounting and auditing procedures. The executive branch bas developed 

methods tbat enable it to render its accounting and perform its admin-

istrative and managerial duties more effectively. But, what of the House 

of Commons? The executive can become about as efficient as it wishes. 

However the business of government no matter how well carried on is still 

the business of the people. The people 1s representatives in the House of 

Commons assembled must have the right to find out how well the nation•s 

money is spent. It is not good enough to be told that, all is well. They 

must see for themselves. There is one difficulty in all this. The 

executive through parliament can come to control its own business well, 

but parliament, unless the executive is willing, will not be able to improve 

1. ~· 

2. Audit Office Guide, p. 3. 
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its control over tbat branch of Government. It is in the eommittees of 

the House of Gommons that control ought be exercised. The House, however, 

cannot without the support of the Government controlled majority, bring 

committees 1nto being or aake existing ones more jffective. The present 

Government seems willing to aake the committees aore effective instruments 

of control. An encouraging result of this gQod will bas been the firm 

establishment or an estimatea coamittee and the revival of the public accownts 

commit tee. 

What is nov the Standing Committee on Eati.n&tas began lite as the 

Special Committee on Estimates in the year 19.5.5, and be it noted, under the 

Liberal GoverDJilent. The early his tory of this cOJIIIIl:i ttee has been vell told 
1 

and it ia not necessar,y to repeat it tn any detail. The committee va• 
the first general committee on estimates to be set up in the Canadian House, 

but it was not the firat comarl.ttee to have esti~~ates referred to it. The 

Standing COtlmlittee on External Affaira bad bad the estimatea of tbat depart•. 

Ment before it. For a committee that vas to perfora a Select Committee 

fWlction, the Special Committee bad very linrl.ted povera. It could not call 

witne•ses nor could it call for papers. In 1947 the standing COl!Ullittee on 

Publie ~ccounts vas "• • • of the opinion that the Government should explore 
2 

the desirability of establishing a Standing Co~ttee on Estimates." ID 

19.50 the committee recanted and in a pious declaration told of the dire con-

sequences to ministerial responsibility that would be the result "• •• of 

1. See Norman Ward, "A Canadian Corsmi.ttee on Estimates," Parliamentary 
Affaira, Vol. 10, 19.56-.57, p. 4. 

2. Canada, House of Commana, Standing Committee on Public Accounts, 1947, 
Minutes of Proceedings and !Vidence, s!Xtfi Report, p. 551. 
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generalizing the practice of going down to the civil service for information." 

The Committee was quite definite that it had a right to get information from 

Cabinet Hembers and that to do otherwise was only to increase the too large 

influence and power of bureaucracy. 

Speaking to the motion to set up the Special Committee, Walter 

Harris made two things clear; one was tha. t the government was not preplred to 

have things in that committee differ from proceedings in committee of supply, 

where the minister of a department is responsible for the conduct of the 

affaira of his depa.rtment, the other was that the whole thing was quite an 
2 

innovation so it -was imperative 11to begin cautiously. 11 One of the odd 

things about the committee's first year was tt~t to settle the status of 

ministers before the committee, that is, whether they were there as ex 

officie members or as witnesses, an enterprising minister bad his own name 

substituted for that of another member of the committee and thus became a 

member himself. This was the interchange of anomalies. It meant as 

Professer Ward has pointed out that 

" • • • the minister whose Estima.tes were being 
scrutinized became a member of the scrutinizing 
committee, •• •" 3 

The affect of his presence was that any challenge of his Estimates from any 
4 

quarter was made to appear as want of confidence in the government. In 

1958~ the Special Committee on Estimates was turned into a Standing Committee 

1. Committee on Public Accounts~ Minutes of Proceedings 

2. canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1955, p. 938. 

3. "A Canadi an Commit tee on Estimates, 11 pp. 9-lOa 

4. Ibid. -

1 
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and given power to send for persona and papers. The motion setting up 

the committee in its present form was moved by Prime Minister Diefenbaker 
1 

on May 30. Under the Conservatives the committee has shown itself quite 

free of its cautious beginnings, but it is interesting to note that it has 

not lost its committee of supply imprimatur. Ministers ~ppear before the 

committee with their officials and are there as witnesses, but before 

being questioned, the ministers have rœ.de long statements nn.1ch as they would 

in the committee of supply. The committee 1reports in 1958 and 1959 have 

been of value~ not only because of the fields covered, but on account of 

their responsibly critical attitude. The firm establishment of a committee 

on estimates shows at least that the cause of parliamentary control over 

the executive is not dead. It also shows as was pointed out earlier, that 

it is quite dependent on the executive for its life. 

The establishment of an estimates committee, though of importance, 

is less important than the fact that the 6omrnittee on Public Accounts has 

been revived and, to an extent, revitali~ed. Put simply, the Public Accounts 

Cornmittee is more important because it works on a basis of ascertained fact. 

The accounts are somethi ng definite. There is no probability about them, 

!t is only in this committee that parliament may check to see if its 

directions have been carried out. If the committee does not meet the House 

has very little control over expenditures and it never really knows whether 

its orders are being followed. The reason for this is that once the House 

has appropriated moneys for the public service it has no further supervision 

over them. It must await the Ailditor General 's report. It is this report 

1. canada, House of Commons Debates, 1958, p. 679. 



that the committee ought examine and review critically, but until very 

recently, this has not been done liith any consistency. 

The most obvious thing about the standing Committee on Public 

Accounts in the last thirty years is that it has not met very often. We 

know that the committee was quite active during most years until the 
1 

1920's. Speaking in the House of Commons in 1951, a former chairman 
2 

of the committee recounted its history from 1929 up to that year. It 

is clear that in that twenty-two year period the committee sat only eight 

times and even one of these sittings is doubtful, being described by Mr. 

Picard himself as informal. This is the meeting of 1945, but there is no 

official record of it. If we count it in the total, the comrnittee met in 

1929, 1939, 1943, 1944, 1945, 1947, 1949 and 1950. Since the time Mr. 

Picard spoke up to 1959, the committee met six times, in 1951 (twice), 

1952, 1956, 1958 and 1959. So in thirty years the committee held no 

meetings during si.xteen years. During the period covered by this ~per 

the committee did not meet in six separate years. If we look at this 

shorter period by sessions, though we must remember that there were two 

emergency sessions during this time, we find that the committee met during 

nine of nineteen sessions. If the story of financial control in Canada is 

one of the ups and downs of the committees this thirty year period is 

certainly on the down side. The story continues, however, because now 

we are in a period when committee activity is definitely up1 The 

1. Norman Ward, 11The Select Standing Colll!littee on Public Accounts, 
1867-78 11 , p. 153. 

2. Canada, House of Commons Debates, 1951, pp.385-392• 



8tanding Cornmittee on Public Accounts has bad its form altered and it is 

that which rnakes this paper topical. The establishment of the estimates 

committee and the revival of the public accounts committee perhaps signal 

a return to the vigorous cornmittee action of early post-confederation days. 



CHA.Pl'ER 111 

COMI'1ITTEES TO SCRUTINIZE 

and 

CONTROL 

This chapter is going to deal with the Select Committee of 

Public Accounts in the United Kingdom Parliament and it is going to do 

thl.s in two ways. First we shall look at this Committee as one of a 

certain kind or type of committee and secondly we shall look at the 

committee itself. The Public Accounts Committee is one of a certain 

type of committee and this accounts for sorne of its effectiveness. 

The Committee has also its own particular effectiveness and we shall 

see how in the second part of this chapter. 

Of the cornmittees to scrutinize and control there are at 

the moment three of great importance; the Select Committee of Public 

Accounts, the Select Cornmittee on Estimates and the Select Committee on 

Statutory Instruments. What these cornmittees have in common is that 

they are Select Committees. These three are not the only Select 

Committees that meet. There are ethers and what we say of these will 

apply to the ethers, but these three have a certain permanence. Indeed, 

the Public Accounts Committee is provided for in the Standing Orders. 

Select Committees differ from the Standing Comrnittees which we described 

in chapter one. However, the Select Committees like the Standi ng 
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Committees, being Committees of the House, are composed of party men. 

But in the Select Committees party differences are discouraged. These 

Committees do not debate. They do not consider policy. What they do is 

examine the results of policy, weigh facts and comport themaelves in a 

judicial manner. These co~~ittees strive to be impartial and they 

succeed. They are aided in this by the fact that their meetings are 

held in camera. The size of these committees varies, but generally they 

are much less than the fifty members that go to make up a Staming 

Committee. So; these Committees are small, they exclude policy from 

their discussions and they meet in camera, The effect of all this says 

Eric Taylor 11 ••• is disastrous to party solidarity, impartiality 
1 

'keeps breaking through'"• 

There is, not unexpectedly, disagreement among the authorities 

as to the effectiveness of these committees. Taylor has this to say: 

" In this country the legislative assembly makes 
laws and criticizes policy in full session; its 
comrnittees are only auxiliaries, the mere access­
ories of the legislative and critical machine." 2 

What he says is partly true, but as far as the Select Committees are con-

cerned they are considerably more than mere accessories of the critical 

machine. 1l.hat the standing Committees do can be done and is often done 

in "full session", that is in the Commit tee of the Whole House. The same, 

however, i s not true of the Select Committees and the reason is that: 

1. Eric Taylor, The House of Commons at Work, p. 181. 

2. ~., p. 166. 



" The M:i.nister and his parliamentary assistants 
never appear before the committees. The depart­
ments are represented by officials. These 
committees, in their scrutiny come directly into 
contact with officials. Whereas in the House of 
Gommons or in a Standing Committee officials can 
speak only through a Minister, before these Select 
Committees they spaak for themselves and defend 
the actions of their departments. The layman is 
confronted by the official." 1 

46. 

"The layman is confronted by the official. 11 It is precisely because this 

is the unique opportunity of the Select Committees that they are not mere 

accessories. The member cannat confront the official in the House. He 

confronta the Minister and Ministers do not have to answer questions, 

Unlike the procedure in the standing Cornmittees the opportunities of the 

Select Cornmittees are not repeated in the Committees of the whole House. 

If officials are not interrogated in the Select Committees they are not 

interrogated at all. 

It must be agreed that the Select Committees give members an 

opportunity to scrutinize administration that does not exist in the House 

itself. These Select Cornrnittees are assisted in their work by experts or 

near experts. The Public Accounts Cornmittee is assisted by the Comptroller 

and Auditor General, the Estimates Committee by the Clerk of Financial 

Committees and his staff and the Committee on Statutory Instruments by the 
2 

Counael to Mr. Speaker." The question is sometimes raised that, even 

though the official is confronted by the layman and though the layman has 

sorne expert help he remains a layman. The layman is face to face with an 

1. K.C. Wheare, Government By Comrnittee, PP• 214-215. 

2. ~., p. 229. 
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expert. This is a serious objection. The member is not an expert. He 

may be an expert at something, but generally speaking he will not be an 

expert in the matter at hand. This is the common situation in the Select 

Committees. Does it weaken them? How can they be effective in face of 

this? The short answer is that far from weakening the effect of the 

Committees the fact that their members are laymen is a source of strength. 

They bring to the Committees what Wheare calls "the sceptical scrutiny of 
1 

the lay mind." The lay mind 

11 • • • is to check the excess of bureaucratie 
and expert nonsense by the application of his 
own connnon sense •••• He must provide sorne 
of that questioning temper of the outsider, 
sorne of that impatience of rigid procedure and 
accepted methods which is expected of the lay 
director in private business." 2 

The Select Committees enable something to be done which, if 

they did not exist could not be done by officials like the Comptroller and 

Auditer General. Sir Malcolm Ramsay, then eomptroller and Auditer General, 

made it clear to the Select Committee on Procedure in 1931 that without 

the Public Accounts Committee he would be quite ineffective. They were, 
3 

he said, the sanction on which all his work depended. What he said of 

the Public Accounts Comraittee applies to the other Select Committees as 

well. Without the Comrnittees the work of an official like the Comptroller 

and Auditer General would become a discussion between officials at the 

official leval and as an official secret. The public would be totally 

1. ~., p. 249. 

2. ~., pp. 23-24. 

3. Ibid., p. 235. -



48. 

ignorant of administration if it were not for the Committees. As it is: 

11 The whole process of calling heads of depart­
mente to explain their accounts, and of publish­
ing their evidence and the awkward cross­
examination to which they are sometimes submitted, 
can only occur because a committee of the House 
of Conunons is conducting the inquiry. The whole 
nature of the scruti~ is altered in this way too. 
It is one thing for the officials of a depa.rtment 
to have to face an inquiry from another official, 
for officials to answer an official 1s questions. 
It is quite another to have to answer the questions 
of critical and uninstructed laymen. In a system 
of government where the official is intended to 
be the servant and not the master, this is an 
essential exercise. 11 1 

One despairs in Canada. of there ever being set up on anything 

like an acknowledged basis, Select Committees. Select Committees like 

much of British procedure are a rather sophisticated way of doing things. 

These Cownittees feel themselves a team. They have a strong corporate 

sense. In them, the member of parliament as party man gives way to the 

member as layman. That this should be so is the result of a more mature 

political sense. This mature political sense is the result of many 

centuries of political conflict. The heritage of some of these conflicts 

perpetuates the mature approach. It is recognized in the United Kingdom 

House of Gommons, that financial matters may be dealt with at two broadly 

distinct levels. There is first, the leval of policy. At this level the 

House as a whole may engage in grarxi debate. But once it has been decided 

to increase expenditures by the extension of welfare services or the 

development of new weapons the House is concerned to ensure that the policy, 

though it is the government 1s in origin it has endorsed and made its own, 

1. Ibid. -



49. 

ahall be carried out accurately and efficiently. At this level policy 

has been settled and 'poli tics' ought to play a miner part. Of this 

second, or non-political level of interest Basil Chubb writes: 

~ No party has a greater interest than another 
at this stage and it is the House as a corporate 
body which is here concerned. Hence, the 
institutions and procedures for deciding policies 
and engaging in 'politics 1 are no longer appro­
priate. other institutions and procedures are 
necessary and exist. Consideration and debate 
in the full House are replaced by the inquiries 
and deliberations of Select Committees." 1 

There is firmly established in the United Kingdom, the idea 

of parliamentary control over the executive. There is the idea of control 

which has nothing to do with party. The idea exists because control in 

its most vigorous sense antedates party. This idea exists in Canada, but 

it is not held with any great conviction. It is more likely to arouse 

suspicion than confidence. The Select Committees are bodies which the 

House of Gommons has devised to assure itself that its orders are carried 
2 

out by the administration precisely and economically. It is true that 

the co-operation of the executive is essential to the development of 

better parliamentary controls, but in the United Kingdom tha.t co-operation 

is more likely to be forthcoming. Not even the front benches are immune 

from the feeling that the House is a corporate body. We shall see later, 

that it was the early co-operat ion of the executive which so firmly 

established the Public Accounts Committee. We may see from what has been 

1. Basil Chubb, from the Introduction, The Control of PUblic 
Expenditure, London, 1952, p. 1. 

2. Ibid. -



written by a former Comptroller and Auditor General how the Select 

Committees as the primary control agencies are joined to the past. 

After stating that, the Government with its majority will spend about 

as much as it wants to spend, he continues: 

" Parliamentary control is not therefore concerned 
with the total volume of expenditure but with the 
narrower issues on which members of all parties 
can reasonably be expected to see eye to eye. For 
instance, there can be few if any, members of 
Parliament who do not agree that the executive 
ought to explain fully to Parliament the reasons 
why they need grants for this, that and the other 
object; that the Executive should never spend 
taxpayers money without getting the prior sanction 
of the House of Commons; that the grants given 
should be prudently and economically administered 
and that the House should in due course be given 
a detailed account of how the grants have been 
spent and the reasons for any excess of expenditure 
over grant. Theae are the kind of things wbich in 
a modern state constitute Parliamentary control 
over expenditure - and they do not differ in essence 
from the abjects Which Parliament sougbt to achieve 
in the centuries of conflict with the Crown • ••• 11 1 

The Select Committees are the heirs and direct descendants of the seven-

teenth century House of Commons. 

The Select Committee of Public Accounts bas established for 

itself a rather formidable reputation, but it must not be supposed that 

it was always in existence. We know that the House of Gommons made no 

attempt to establish control over expenditure until the Dutch War of 
2 

1665-67. England, as has happened since, was not prepared for war. 

The Navy needed men, munitions, ships, sails and money. Samuel Papys 

1. Sir Frank Tribe, "Parliamentary Control of Public Expenditure11 , 

Public Administration, Vol., 32, Winter, 1954, p. 371. 

2. Rt. Hon. Osbert Peake, 11Parliamentary Control of Government 
Ex:penditure," Public Administration, Vol.,26, 1948, p. 77. 
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as Secretary of the Navy Board did his best to procure the necessary 

monay when in company with a nwnber of others, he 11 cooked11 the Navy 

Estimates for Parliament. In Pepy's words, 11 studying all we could to 
1 

make the last year 's swell as high as we could. 11 At the end of the 

war Parliament was much concerned over a number of naval contracta. 

Comrnissioners of Account were appointed. Pepys appeared before them 

and the report of the Commissioners was read in the House on February 

28, 1668. 

11 On 5th M!lrch, Mr. Pepys fortified by half a 
pint of mulled sack and a dram of brandy, was 
summonàd:-: to the Bar of the Ho use where he 
defended the Navy Board in a speech which was 
voted a masterpiece, and which lasted for three 
hours and a half. Thereafter Parliamentary 
interest in Appropriation lapsed for over a 
century." 2 

In 1785, an Act of Parliament created 11 Commissioners for Auditing the 

Public Accounts. 11 These Commissioners were subordinate to the Treasury 
3 

until 1834 when they were made directly responsible to the legislature. 

It was only in 1832 that Parliament required any Department to subrnit 

ac~ounts showing how the money voted to it had been spent. This pro­

cedure was first applied to the Navy. In 1846 it was extended to the 

Army and between 1851 and 1861 it was extended to votes for Civil and 
4 

Revenue Departments. In 1861 the Public Accounts Committee was 

established. Gladstone was immediately responsible for bringing it 

into existence, but 11 • • • it • • • owed its birth to the Public Monies 

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Sir Frank Tribe, op.cit., p. 365. 

4. Rt. Hon. Osbert Peake, op.cit., P• 78. 



1 
Committee • • •" Finally in 1866 the Exchequer and Audit Depa.rtments 

Act was passed. This Act required detailed accounts of all depa.rtments 

in receipt of money voted by Parliament. It also established the office 

of Comptroller and Auditor General. 

"By nature," Chubb writes, 11the Mid-Victorians disliked 
2 

goverrunent spending." Governments, it was felt, were likely to be 

dema.nding too much. Departments were to be watched distrustfully. There 

was a critical, even suspicious, approach to spending. This "led to a 

constant demand for expenditure committees and for stronger financial 

machinery • • • • both intended to ensure that the government should 
3 

spend as little as possible." Wbat this hatred of spending meant was 

that when the Select Committee on Public Monies recommended that a Select 

Corrunittee on Public Accounts be set up "support for the idea of an 
4 

Accounts Committee was widespread." But as widespread as this support 

was, the Accounts Comrnittee would not have survived had it not been for 

the support of Gladstone, the co-operation of the Treasury and a deter-

mination of its own to establish itself as a respected and useful body. 

Chubb notes two main reasons for the success of the Committee. First, 

it developed sound practices and procedures. For example, it adopted the 

practice of seeking its information from the highest officers of the 

departments and thus built up the position of the 1Accounting Officer•. 

It also began noting what action bad been taken on its earlier reports and 

1. Basil Chubb, op.cit., p. 33. 

2. Ibid. -
3. Ibid. -
4. ~., p. 35. 



the Treasury soon began to write minutes on each. The second reason 

for its success vas that it avoided qu.stions of policy and condueted 

its business in a judicial mannar. "It worked in the mannar ot a 

court on the facts as rela ted in the accowtts and on the law as laid down 
1 

by Par1iament and the Treasury." 

The fwtdamental financial Act in the United Kingdom is the 

Exchequer and Audit Depart.menta Act of 1666, or as it bas been called 

•1866 And All That '. 'l'his Act in its essentials was the one followed 

in Canada down to 1931 because the Audit Act of 1878 was basad upon it. 

In canada the Act of 1931 ll&de tundamental alterations in our financial 

structure. These changes were two in nWlber, accounting was centralized 

and the legislature through the Auditor General lost control of the issue. 

In the United Kingdom the Auditor General whose full title is •Collpt.roller 1 

General of the Receipt and Issue of Her Majesty•s Exchequer and Auditor 
2 

General of PUblic Accounts,• controls issue out of the Exchequer. It is 

not his principal function, but in this way the conatitutional principle 

of legislative control of issue is aafeguarded. Under this Act of 1866 

accounting is dispersed as it was in Canada before 1931. There is no 

centra11zed aocoWlting. The Act required that a11 Depart.ll9nts in receipt 

ot money voted by Parliament should render detailed accounts9 cal1ed 
3 

Appropriation Accounts, annually to Par11aaent. The Act provided that 

the accounts be signed by the departments. The term 1department' when 

used in connection vith the duty of preparing appropriation accounts was 

1. ~·, P• Jt). 

2. Sir Frank Tribe, op.cit., p. 366. 

3. Ibid. 



54. 

to 11be construed as including any public officer or officers to whorn 
1 

tha.t duty may be assigned by the Treasury." The Auditer General 

and the Public Accounts eommittee found the placing of responsibility 

difficult. Y et it was necessary to fix this responsibility. The Public 

Accouhts Cornrrittee raised this problern in 1872 at the request of the 

Auditer General. The matter was settled by a Treasury minute. The 

Treasury "would norninate, wherever practica.ble, the permanent heads of 

departrnents as Accounting Officers who sign, and make thernselves re-
2 

sponsible for, the accounts of their departrnents" Chubb refers to 
.3 

the Accounting Officers as the 11 children11 of the Committee. It is to 

the Committee that they owe their status and importance. "In the 

Accounting Officer members saw primarily an officer with the direct 
4 

responsibility for which they were seeking •• •" It is clear that the 

Accounting Qfficers are responsible for the Appropriation Accounts. It 

is these Accounts which the Public Accounts Conmittee must consider. That 

this is so is clear from the standing Order empowering the Committee to 
5 

act. The Comptroller and Auditer General audits the Appropriation 

Accounts. If he is critical of an Account, that is, if he qualifies his 

certificate, the Public Accounts Committee will wish to examine the 

Accounts of that Depa.rtment and it will begin its inquiry with the 

Accounting Officer. 

1. ~., p • .376. 

2. Rt. Hon. Osbert Peake, op.cit., p. 79 • 

.3. Basil Chubb, op.cit., p.61. 

4. Ibid., pp. 60-61. 

5. See Herbert Morrison, op.cit., P• 148. 
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The Public Accounts Comrnittee in the United Kingdom meets 

in every session. So certain is this, that Sir Ivor Jennings may write 

as simply as this in reference to parlia~entary control over grants in 

aid, in some cases he says: 

"it is very desirable to confer authority on 
the Comptroller and Auditor General to report 
to Parliament and thus secure control by the 
Public Accounts Committee. 11 1 

standing Order 90 from whence the Gommittee receives its power reads: 

11 There shall be a Select Committee to be 
designated the GornMittee of Public Accounts, 
for the examination of the accoW1ts showing 
the appropriation of the sums granted by 
Parliament to meet the public expenditure, 
and of such other accounts laid before 
Parliament as the Gornmittee may think fit, 
to consist of not more than fifteen members, 
who shall be nominated at the commencement 
of every.session, and of whom five shall be 
a quorum. The Gommittee shall have power to 
send for parsons, papers and records, and to 
report from time to time." 2 

By convention, a member of the Opposition is chairman of the Committee. 

It is interesting to note that none of the commentators place much stress 
3 

on this point. It is a feature of the Committee, if you will, but it is 

not anything like the main reason for the Committees'effectiveness. It 

can almost be said that the Committee in the United Kingdom would be just 

as effective if a member of the Government side were in the chair. Through 

the medium of a Montreal newspaper we have sorne first hand information on 

1. Sir Ivor Jennings, Parliament, p. 340. 

2. Herbert Morris,)r, op.cit., p. 148. 

3. See Sir Frank Tribe, Rt. Hon. Osbert Peake, Basil Chubb and K.C. Wheare 
all of whom have been cited above. Wheare does discuss in a general 
way the origins of a chairman 1 s authori ty, and also rerna.rks on the 
position of an Opposition Chairman, op.cit., pp. 36-42 and 214. 
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the Conunittee. Sorne of the comments of Mr. George Benson, the Committee 

chairman, give us an idea of the atmosphere in which the Committee 
1 

proceeds. In the state of the parties as they were before the last 

election there were eight Government members and seven Opposition on 

the Committee. Two of the Government members, the Financial Secretary 

to the Treasury and the chairman of the Estimates Committee, contented 

themselves with courtesy visits at the beginning of the session. They 

did not otherwise attend. Thus the Opposition outnumbered the Government 

members on the Committee seven to six. These gentlemen did not attend 

for the final meeting at which the chairman 's draft report is considered. 

The Government has never been afraid that "the report of the Committee 

drafted by an Opposition Chairman, amended and carried by an Opposition 

~ajority might be unfair or partisan or that any party political 
2 

advantage might be sought." 

Present at the meetings of the Public Accounts Committee 

technically as witnesses since this is a Select Committee, are the two 

Treasury Officers of Accounts and the Comptroller and Auditer General. 

The Auditor General is in no way a principal witness though he may be called 

upon for information as the meetings proceed. He will have had his say in 

his reports. He feeds the Committee. The Public Accounts Committee 

depends entirely on the examination carried out by the Auditor General and 

his officers. This is its source of information. Chubb tells us that 

1. A Latter in The Gazette, Monday, November 10, 1958. 

2. Ibid. 
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"practically nothing the department (the Auditor General 1s) bas not 
1 

~.nvestigated ever cornes before the Accounts Committee. 11 The 

Committee strengthens the Auditor General in his dealings with the 

departments. Before the Committee meets on any given day the Auditor 

Generals confer with the Chairman for an hour or two. The Chairman is 

given a thorough briefing. It is not surprising that it is he who 

leads the Committee. He asks most of the questions. The other members 

11appear • • • rather in the role of jurors who will come later to sorne 
-. 2 

conclusions on the matters at issue." The Committee calls before it 

the Accounting Officers of the departments. These men are usually the 

Permanent Secretaries of the various departments. They are "the very 
3 

highest personages in the Civil Service." The Permanent Secretary as 

Accounting Officer is personally liable for the correctness of the 

Appropriation Accounts and it is his duty to represent his department, 
4 

before the Public Accounts Committee. The position of the Accounting 

Officers is a difficult one. The accounting in the departments is done 
5 

by the Finance Branch under an officer called the Accountant General. 

The Accounting Officer must rely on this staff for his protection. He 

cannot possibly have direct knowledge of all his departments transactions, 

so before appearing at the Committee he must learn a brief. In the 

Accounting Offi cers the Public Accounts Committee bas always someone on 

1. Basil Chubb, op.cit., p. 174. 

2. Basil Chubb, op.cit., p. 189. 

3. Eri c Taylor, op.cit., p. 219. 

4. Sir Ivor Jennings, Cabinet Govermaent, 3rd ed. Cambridge, 1959, n. p.l70. 

5. Herbert Morrison, op.cit., p. 312 
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whom it can fix responsibility. 

We now know something of the atmosphere in which the 

Committee works, the information it bas available and some of its 

procedures and techniques. At this juncture we JmSt examine its 110st 

important machinery - the machinery to ensure that its wishes are con• 

sidered, ita recommandations implemented. When the Public Accounta 

Comrnittee issues a report it is not simply tabled and forgotten. 

" • • • Upon the commeiits of the Commit tee •a reports the Treasury bases 
1 

coJmunications giving warning and instruction to departments." 'fhe 

departments ansver the Treasury and the Treasury replies to the COJIIDlittee •s 

reports in the torm of a JRinute. The Treasury uy reply to the Committee: 

" My Lords note the coJBments of the Comittee. 
They agree that in this Jarticular case there 
was a lack of liaison between the departments 
concarned. My Lords will d raw the attention 
of all departments to this case and they hope 
that a similar error will not be ll&de a gain." 2 

The Public Accounts Comrnittee makes its reports as all Committees of the 

Bouse, to the House of Colll!1ons itself • This is the formal technical 

procedure for it is clear that "it is to the Treasury that llUCh of their 
3 

content is directede" We have seen that the Treasury talœs up vith the 

departm.ents concerned the coments of the Committee, and replies to the 

1. Samuel Beer, Treas~ Control, London, 1956, P• 62. 

2. This is from a Treasury Minute of January 31, 1955 on the First, Second 
and Third Reports from the Committee of Pnblic Accounts in the 1953·54 
session. This J:&rticular J:&ragraph is on p.ragraphs 119 to 122 of the 
Colllllittees Third Report, The Abandolllll9nt of a partially completed 
Territorial Army Training Camp. Reports From Committees, Vol. 4, 
1955-56, P• 527. 



COJIIIIlittee •a reports. This is a well established procedure. 

n • • • a !sature from the earliest days for, 
when the Cammittee began to inquire what action 
had been taken to impleJient recoJII11l8Ildations1 
the Treasury adopted the practice of writing 
minutes on reports for the departments 
concerned." 1 

The Committee, it ought be noted, did not inquire of the Treaaury in 
2 

pereon what action had been taken, but through its reports. The 

Treasury Minute in reply to the Committee 'a reports is presented to 

the COJII!llittee early in the following session. It is the dut;r of tbat 

Committee even though it may be a new one in a new Farliament to 

eX&Jdne the Treasury Minute on the reports of its :rn-edecessor. If it 

disagrees vith the views of the Treasury it will say so in its own 

report. Any difference of opinion between successive Committees and 

the Treasury will be brought to the notice of Parliam.ent am the public, 
3 

over a number of years perhaps, untU ultimately agreem.ent is raaehed. 

Agreement will be reached, not because the reports of the Committee haTe 

àny force in themselves, but because "the Treasury aets under some 

compulsion for, by long staooing convention, the recoJIJilendations contained 
4 

in reports must be implemented. " 

Depart:ment8 JIUSt make a serious effort to comp~ with the 

Committee's wishes. " ••• it is regarded as an actual crime for a 
s 

department to ignore a reco110nendation." Tbrough the reports of the 

1. Ibid. -
2. Ibid., note 2, p. 40. -
3. Sir Frank Tribe, op.cit., P• 380. 

4. Basil Chubb, op.cit., p. 190. 

s. ~., p. 191. 
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Committee and the Treasury Minutes upon them there has been built up 

a body of financial procedure. When the Committee and the Treasury 

reach agreement (and they almost always do) on a procedure, it becomes 

a rule. These rules are found in what is called Epitome of the Reports 

of the Public Accounts Conunittee. Jennings calls it "the standard 
1 

text-book of financial administration. " We have become so accustomed 

to committees whose only ability seems to be that of giving birth to 

other eommittees that, we may not recognize the achievement of the 

Public Accounts Committee. 

11 The ability to get its recommandations 
implemented is one of the Committees' 
greatest achievements and it is based, 
like many of the useful practices in 
British Government on convention. It 
arose )Ut of the harmony of views existing 
between early Accounts Committee members 
and the Treasury and it was the Treasury 1s 
enthusiastic backing in the early years 
which enabled the Committee to emerge as 
the final authority in this sphere. 11 2 

The Public Accounts Committee in the United Kingdom is a most 

influential body, yet it is apparent that it depends to a great degree on 

the co-operation of the Treasury and the Comptroller and Auditer General. 

These three are best thought of together in a kind of triangular relationM 

ship, the one influencing and being strengthened by the other. The 

Committee strengthens the Treasury in its dealings with the departments. 

The Treasury, by making the Committee 1s recommandations its own, gives the 

1. Sir Ivor Jennings, Parliament, p. 338. 

2. Basil Chubb, op.cit., p. 192. 
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Committee a firm band. The Committee backs up the Auditor General who 

in turn directs the Committee. These three, the Public Accounts Committee, 

the Treasury and the Comptroller and Auditor General work well together 

in what is now an established relationship. But as Chubb cautions us in 

another regard, we must remember that this relationship is conventional 

and that it depended originally on the good will which existed between 

the Committee and the Treasury. This is the origin of the procedure that 

has created a subtle yet powerful link between Parliament and the 
1 

executive. The Public Accounts Committee, being a Select Committee with 

power to summon officials exercises a certain influence over the public 

service. Apart from this the Public Accounts Committee has a kind of day 

by day control over executive action through the Accounting Officers. 

Perhaps we must make of our triangle a rectangle with the long aides held 

by the Committee and the Treasury and the verticals by the Auditor General 

and the Accounting Officers. 

11 ••• in 1883 the Treasury informed (the) 
Accounting Officers that if they were directed 
by their rninisterial chief to make a payment 
which they believed to be wrong or not 
sanctioned by Statute, they must report their 
objection in writing to the Treasury, and the 
papers must be sent to the Comptroller and 
Auditor General. 11 2 

Inasmuch as the Accounting Officer signs the Appropriation Accounts of his 

department and bears personal responsibility for them, it is only fair 

that he have a kind of veto over departmental transactions. It is the 

1. Ibid., p. 195. 

2. Rt. Hon. Osbert Peake, op.cit., p. 79. 
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certain support of the Public Accpunts Committee which gives weight 

to the Accounting Officers power of objection. It is this that 

strengthens his hand "and constitutes one of Parliaments• real 
1 

safeguards against ministerial extravagance. 11 

1. Sir Frank Tribe, op.ci t., p. 377. 



OHAPl'ER IV 

THE Si'ANDING COMMITTEE 

on 

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS, 1946-57 

In this and the next chapter it 1s intemed that ve should 

examine the activities of the PUblic Accounts Committee of the Canadian 

House of CoJIIJlons during the laet fourteen years. The next chapter 

covers the last two years of the period under exudnation 1n this p.per. 

During both of these years the Colllllittee ut. During the twelve years 

covered in this chapter the COIIJIIittee 11et seven times, but in one year 

the Commit tee held two series of 118&tings. In the tvel ve yean covered 

by this chapter the Committee held meetings in only six years. InasiiUch 

as the Com:mittee met in the years 1958 and 1959 ve can see tbat in a 

period of fourteen years there vere six years when the Co.dttee did not 

aeet at all. There were nineteen sessions of Farliament in the period 

covered by this paper. The CoDIIIIittee met in eight years, but in one of 

those years it met in tvo separa.te sessions. So in nineteen sessions 

the COJIIIli.ttee aet nine tiaea. As the Committee did not meet every year 

it is hardly to be expected that it vould meet in avery suaion. Two of 

the sessioll8 in this total period vere of an emergency nature am the 

Co:mittee vas not appointed. It was appointed in the other aennteen. 

In soae of the sessions during which the Committee did not meet it bad 

re.ferred to it the Public Accounts and the Report ot the Auditor General. 



In other sessions nothing was referred to the COJilDii.ttee. In the year• 

tbat the Committee held no meetings the net result was the saae, but 

it 1a interesting to note tbat the Colllllittee did not necessarUy ... t 

vhen matters vere referred to it. The Cammittee met in two or five 

sessions of the 2oth Parliament, in four of seven sessions of the 2lst 

Parliament, in one of five sessions of the 22nd Parliament, not in the 

one session 2.3rd Parliament alli up to 1959 in tvo sessions or the 24th 

Parliament. If the Committee meets this year, 1960, it will be onl.y 

the second time in twenty sessions of Parliament that the CoiiiDlittee will 

have met in three successive sessions. It is worth noting tbat the 

Col'lllllittee was quite active during the Parliament following the great 

Liberal victory of 1949. It was considerably lesa active in the nezt 

Parliament when as a result of the election the Liberale held twenty 

less seats. The Committee has become quite active since the buge Conservative 

victory of March 31, 1958. It would seem that the Committees 1 activity 

depends on how confident the Government of the day reels itself. The priee 

or a regularly meeting PUblic Accounts Cammittee is the annihilation or 

opposition. 

We have suggested that there is a correlation between the state 

of the parties in the House of Commons and the regulari ty with which the 

Public Accounts Co~ttee meets. But this remains only a suggestion 

because it is very difficult to show vhy the Committee meets, or more 

especially 1 vhy it does not meet. It is true to say that the Commit tee 

vould have ~~at every year if the Govermnent bad wanted it to meet, but 

it cannot be shovn tbat the Government prevented the Collllllittee from 
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meeting. PUt it this vay: apart f'r0111 the sessions vhen the Government 

vished the COIIII!ittee to consider some J:articular Jl&tter, it took no 

concrete steps to have the Committee meet, however, it did not prevent 

others tram taldng those steps. When the opposition parties insisted 

that the COIIIIIIittee meet, it 11et. 

In 1947 Bill No. 22, which vas an Aot to continue the Revised 

Regulations respecting Trading vith the Enemy (1943) was reterred to the 

Public Accounts Conmittee. There were several reasons vhy the Government 

referred this Bill to the COIIIIlittee. The Act conferred, as its pre-

deceesora bad, wide am sweeping powers upon the Secretary ot State and. 

the custodian ot eneJlY property. The Opposition made it clear during the 

debate on the resolution stage tbat they vould oppose the Bill because as 

Mr. FleJRing put it " ••• there are powera in these present regulAtions 

vhioh I submit no self'-respecting Parliament can pel"'lit to be continued 
1 

in tille of peace. " Whatever vast powers may bave been necesaary in tille 

of war they vere no longer appropriate in peace. Besidee, the adllinietra­

tion ot these regula ti ons bad be en carried on in complete eecrecy. 

Parliament had bad no report on the operation of' the custodian's office in 

seven and a half years. The Opposition demand as voiced by Mr. Flelling 

vas tbat: 

n Betore we proceed very far vith this meaaure, 
I think the Bouse will rightly deœnd and insiat 
that the tullest ld.lld ot report concerning 
operations mxler these sweeping regulations be 
given to hon.•JIIbers and to the people • •• • 2 

1. Canada, House of COIJIJilOna Debates, 1947, P• 5.31. 

2. Ibid., P• 533. -
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The Government was not looking for a fight. The Secretary of State 
-1 

agreed that war time secrecy was no longer necessary. The Bill itself 

was highly technical, a few clauses followed by complex schedules. The 

Opposition approved of the proposal to send the Bill to the Committee 

because it would afford them an opportunity not only to review the 

legislation itself, but to review carefully, as well, the Auditor's 

reports and all the information to date on the administration of enemy 

alien property. The Government welcomed this opportunity of having the 

custodian 's work reviewed. Because as Mr. Gibson said 11I know that the 
2 

custodian has nothing to hide ••• •" The Bill went to the Committee 

on this basis, it was to afford the Opposition an opportunity to review 

the custodian 's administration and give the Government a chance to state 

its case for what had been at times a difficult business. It was 

necessary to get the Bill passed by the 15th of May. The Committee met 

on the 28th of April. The Opposition wanted to proceed with the review 

of the custodian's administration and then deal with the Bill, but they 
3 

agreed to consider the Bill first. It is clear that the priee of their 

co-operation was the Committee's request in its Second Report dated the 

28th of April and concurred in by the House that: 

11it be empowered to inquire into, and regort 
upon, the administration of all regulations 
respecting Trading with the ErtemY made since 
the tenth day of September, 1939. 11 4 

1. Ibid., p. 535. - · 
2. ~., p. 2031. 

3. Canada, House of Commons; Standing Committee on Public Accounts, 1947, 
~inutes of Proceedings and Evidence, p. 168 

4. Canada, House of Commons, Journals, Vol.,BB, 1947, p. 348. 
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In 1951 the Government referred Bill No. 25 to the Cornmittee. 

This was an Act to provide for the Financial Administration of the 

Government of Canada, the Audit of the Public Accounts and the Financial 

Control of Crown Corporations. This Act was a consolidation of financial 

practice. The Committee had been associated with the work of revising 

the Consolidated Revenue and Audit Act of 1931 for sorne time. In 1947, 

when Mr. Sellar was before the Committee he commented that the Act of 

1931 was out of date and he made it apparent that the work of revision 
1 

had begun or was to begin shortly. Mr. Sellar presented a memorandum 

on the subject and in its Sixth Report to the House the Committee asked 

the Government to give consideration to amending the Consolidated 
2 

Revenue and Audit Act of 1931 11in the light of J.fr'. Sellar 1s memorandum. 11 

In 1951, there were two sessions of Parliament and the Committee met in 

beth of these. In the session preceding the one in which it considered 

the Bill, the Co~nittee discussed whether it would receive the Bill or 

not. The Parliamentary Assistant to the lünister of Finance, Mr. Sinclair, 

said that in the previous year the Committee had made a number of technical 

recommendations that were being considered in preparing the new legislation 
3 

and that it was intended to refer the Bill to the Comrnittee. Mr. Croll 

agreed that this was a good idea. He made the point that if the Act was 

dealt with entirely in the House, members would get very little information 

on it. It was a technical act and except for those members who had been in 

1. Evidence, 1944, p. 427. 

2. Evidence, 19~.7, Sixth Report, p. 551. 

3. Evidence, lst Session, 1951, pp. 141-142. 
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attendance at the meetings of the Committee, mernbers of the House would 
1 

have difficulty understanding much of the material. There was a great 

deal to this because during the meetings of the previous year the 

Committee had questioned at great length experts, such as: the Comptroller 

of the Treasury, the Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance and the Auditer 
. . 

General. Mr. Fleming agreed with Pli'. CrolJ.. The Chairma.n said that he 

was ready to report accordingly to the Minister of Finance and that he 

was sure that the parliamentary assistant would see that the Minister 
"2 

was informed of the Cornmittee's views. In the next session the Committee 

considered the Bill. At the last meeting on the Bill which was the first 

Mr. Abbott had attended,. he explained: 

11 • • • I could not be here rnyself rouch of the time. 
However, I did feel that it was a b5.11 in which the 
officials of the department could probably give 
better explanations than I could because a great many 
of the questions about it are essentially technical 
questions. It is not a bill in which there is any 
real controversy as to the object. The whole 
purpose is to get a measure which will bring up to 
date the law relating to the control of public moneys 
and the control by parliament ••• 11 3 

What the experience of 1947 and 1951 show, is that when the 

Government had a particular purpose in having the Cornmittee meet, it met. 

In both these sessions the Public Accounts and the Auditer c~neral's 

Report were also referred to the Committee. In 1951, the Cmamittee co~ 

sidered only the Bill, while in 19h7, it went as we have indicated, far 

beyond. No matter what else was referred to the Committee in these 

1. Evidence, lst Session, 1951, p. 142. 

2. Evidence, lst Session, 1951, p. 142. 

3. Evidence, 2nd Session, 1951, p. 178. 



sessions and no matter what else they investigated, the fact is that the 

Committee met in these sessions because it was convenient for the 

Government. The Comwittee could meet when the Government wanted it to 

meet, but in the ordinary course of events they did not include amon~ 

their duties the taking of any initiative towa.rd that end. On M:l.rch 17, 

1949, Mr. Drew asked of the Prime Minister on the orders of the day, 

when it could be expected that the Public Accounts Committee would be 

called. This touched off an exchange between Mr. Casselman ani Mr. 

st. Laurent. Mr. Casselman suggested that it was the duty of the 

Government to call the organization meeting of the Cow~ttee. Mr. St. 

Laurent answered: 

11 In rey view of the duties of the government 
I differ from ~ hon. friend. These are 
comrnittees of the House, not committees of 
the government." 1 

During the debate on an interim supply bill in the second 1949 session, 

~x. Abbott made the Government 1s position with regard to the Committee 

somewhat clearer. The Committee, he said, was a Standing Committee of 

the House and it was open to any member to ask that the Committee be 
2 

called together. It is obvious that in the hyper"party House of 

Comm.ons not many Government members would be asking tha.t the Committee 

meet. This would be true even though Mr. Abbott said that no Govern-

ment since he was Ydnister of Finance had ever refused to refer the 

Public Accounts for a particular year to the Committee. And it would 

1. Canada, House of Commons Debates, 1949, p. 1562. 

2. Canada, House of Commons Debates, 2nd Session, 1949, p. 1169. 
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be true despite his assertion that the Public Accounts Committee was 

"the place where parliament as distinct from the Goverrunent can 
1 -

exercise its responsibility." Mr. Green took ~~. Abbott up on the 

way in which he had suggested the Cornmittee be calleda Mr. Green 

suggested that the Government should take the lead in arranging that 

the Committee meet, for as he put it: 

11 If it were done in the way in which the 
Minister suggests, then that means that 
the opposition will be considered to be 
walking into that rublic Accounts 
Committee looking for a fight." 2 

On April the 28th 1950, Mr. Drew 1a motion to set up a 

"Hoover Commission" was dehated. The Chairman of the Public A.ccounts 

Co~ittee, Mr. Philippe Picard, took part in the debate. He did not 

think too highly of Mr. Drew's motion. The House, he said, was not 

lacking in ma.chinery to examine public expenditure. Mr. Picard made 

particular reference to the Public Accounts Committee. He admitted 

that greater use of the Committee could be made and he did not see any 

objection to it scrutinizing and investigating public expenditures in 
3 

a more consistent manner. But as to how the Committee would be called 

together, there was only one way: 

1. Ibid. -

11 As for the Public Accounts Comrrittee, it has 
been the custom to rêfer ta it sorne time after 
the address is voted, the Public Accounts and 
the report of the Auditer General. This is not 
done automa.tically or on any given date, however. 
For many years the practice has been to refer the 

2. ~., P• 1170. 

3. Canada, House of Commons Debates, 1950, p. 2020. 



public accounts when a request to that effect 
has been made in the House. Once the public 
accounts are referred to the committee there 
is no special time when it must sit. The 
tradition has developèd that the committee 
assembles when an hon. member signifies to 
the chairrnan elect his desire that it should 
do so." 1 

71. 

Mr. Picard did not criticize the opposition members for not asking that 

the Committee be called, nor did he take this as indicating that all 

was well. \fua.t it meant was that: 

" • • • there are no such unsatisfactory 
conditions as sorne members opposite pretend 
exist, because I have no doubt that aey 
important irregularities would have come 
to the ear of members opposite • • • • 
then they would have been brought to the 
attention of the cormnittee. 11 2 

This was the refrain, things were not perfect in ottawa, but the Liberals 

thought that they were pretty good. At a meeting of the Committee in 

1951, the Opposition were forced to withdraw to attend the House. This 

1eft the Committee without a quorum. Mr. Sinclair did not want any 

misunderstanding. He said: 

" The government members did not want to 
have the committee, and I do not want it 
inferred later that we had no quorum 
because there was indifference on the 
part of Liberal members. The Liberal 
members have confidence in the government 
and they do not feel they need the 
coi11ITlittee. 11 3 

Who needed this Committee? Not the Liberals. They were 

confident in the Goverrunent. The Opposition~ On two occasions, at 1east, 

1. Ibid. 

2. Ibid. 

3. Evidence, 1951, p. 676. 
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they got the Committee to meet because they insisted that it meet. Why 

did they not insist every year? They did not have much confidence in 

the Committee and not without some reason. During the first session of 

the twenty-first Bar1iament during the debate on the interim supp1y bill 

to i1hich we have a1ready referred Mr. Drew said that his party would 

insist upon the ca11ing of the Conmdttee at the next session, They did 

not insist that the Cornmittee meet in that session because they would 

be able to deal with the Accounts and the Auditer Genera1's Repart for 
1 

the fiscal year ending March 31st 1949 in the next session. The 

Accounts available at this fa11 session were those up to March 31st.1948, 

In the next session, the Committee met. I n the Throne speech debate in 

1951, Mr. Thatcher gave notice that his group, as saon as the debate on 

the speech from the Throne was finished, would seek to have the Committee 
"2 

meet in arder to deal with national defence expenditures. In that 

session, the Committee did meet and dealt with the Accounts of the 

Department of National Defence. 

Though the opposition parties could get the Public Accounts 

Committee to meet, they had no guarantee as to the 1ength of those meetings 

nor that the Committee would consider the matter for which it was especially 

assembled. In 1949 the Connnittee met and held tlvO meetings and simply did 
- - 3 

not meet again, It met for a total of two hours and f i fty-five minutes, 

It held meetings on the 29th and 31st of }tu'ch, This session of Barliament 

was the last before t~l( elect ion, but dissolution did not come until the 

1. Canada, House of Commons Debates, 2nd Session, 1949, p. 1171, 

2. canada, Hous e of Gommons Debates, 1951, p, 203, 

3. Evidence, 1949, pp. 5,6,7. 



30th of April. The Committee could have held more meetings, but as we 

shall see later the Government did not so wish. Mr. Fleming indicated 

in the House that the Committee was set up because the Opposition 

demanded it. However, the Committee was 11stopped in its tracks by this 

Government. 11 This was, he said, 11 a fine example of governmental re­
l 

sponsibility. 11 In 19.50 the Conunittee was convened in the prescribed rnanner. 

It was called at the request of Mr. Stewart, a member of the c.c.F. party, 

for the specifie purpose of examining the accounts of the Department of 

National Defence. The Committee held thirty-two meetings that year. Its 

evidence ran to over a thousand pages. It did not, however, consider the 

accounts of the Department of National Defence. It was not until the next 

year that the Committee dealt with these accounts. Incidents such as this 

strained opposition confidence in the Committee. Mr. Thatcher was es-
2 

pecially bitter about the events of 19.50. This was in the second session 

of the twenty ... first Parliament. The short "Railway Session" intervened, 

but early in the fourth session the Chairman of the Committee, Mr. Picard, 

felt compelled to deliver a lengthy speech in the House on the Public . -

Accounts Committee. Its purpose was to safeguard public confidence in the 

Committee. (The public are only dimly aware, at best, that such a Committee 

exists.) The speech was a review of the Committee's past, a justification 

of the procedure in 19.50, and a defence of Mr. Picard 1s record as an un-
3 

biased presiding officer. 

1. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1949, p. 2701. 

2. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1950, pp. 3956-57. 

3. Canada House of Gommons Debates, 19.51, pp.38.5-392. 
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!he Conaervativea, for their part, did not have •uch faith 

in the COIIII:i.ttee. 'l'hough when it did meet, it was led by leading memben 

ot tbat party, notably, Mr. Drew and Mr. Fleming. Mr. Drew and Mr. 

Macdonnell made constant reference to the Collllldttee 's efforts in the reala. 

of ancient history. Mr. Diefenbaker was an outspoken critic of the 

Committee on many occasions. 

The Public Accounts CoJIIIDittee in Canada is not agreed, even 

yet, on how it ought proceed. It is submitted that it is beat equipped 

to examine and review the reports of the Auditor General to the House 

of Cmuons, and tbat it ought do this and do it ann~lly. In the United 

~ingàom the Public Accounts Committ~~ reviews the .Accounts. It examines 

critically, with witne~ses, those accounts on vhich the Audit~r General 

bas made untavourable comment. It passes the others automatically. 

Its examinations are based on the Auditor General 's Report. The Collld.ttee 

is prepared to accept the audit o! the A.uditor General, but it ~nte to. 

eDJIÜ.ne any account on which in his report he bas qualified his c ertiticate. 

This is what a Chair.man o.t that Committee ..ant when he said, the job of 
1 

the CoMMittee vas -the checking of an audit." Tbat this is the function 

of the Canadian Com.ittee is accepted1 at least, by a former 4uditor 

General. Reterring to his own report, he saids 

" ••• (the) audit report is only a step 
in the parliamentary audit. It still bas 
to be scrutinised and teated by th8 Houae 
and, in particular by the Public Accounts 
CoRillittee." 2 

1. Basil Chubb, op.cit., p. 194. 

2. Watson Sellar, "Auditing For ParliaMent," Canadian Chartered A.ccountant, 
Vol.,6o-61, 1952, P• 178. 
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In its activities the Canadian Committee goes somewhat beyond scrutiny 

of the Auditer General's report, but it at least accepts this as one of 

its duties. In ever~y year that the Public Accounts Committee held 

meetings it devoted some if not all of its meetings to the scrutiny of 

the Auditer General 1s report. In each of those years it considered the 

most recently available report. However, the Committee held no meetings 

in six years. In each of those years the report of the previous year 

went unconsidered. These reports were for the fiscal years ending }nrch 

31st 1945, 1947, 1952, 1953, 1954, and 1956. It is quite instructive tc 

see what seme of these reports contained •. 

In his report for fiscal 1947 the Auditer General in paragraph 

98 referred tc the "multiple housing schemas" undertaken under the 

authority of the Veteran's Land Act. 

11 At the time of audit in M9.y1 1947, the 
records disclosed that construction of 
2,663 houses had been undertaken • 
• • • It is estimated by administrative 
officers that the final cost of the 
2,663 houses will approximate $22,600,000 
- an average of over $8,000 a house. For 
various reasons it has been decided that 
many sales priees be 1ess than cost. -
Order in Council P.c. 1278 of April 2, 
1946, authorizes that costs be written 
down by $1,000,000 in arder tc establish 
reasonable selling priees. Order in · 
Council P.C .. 1811 of Ma:;rl7,·1947, in­
creases the amount tc $1,850,000 of which 
$500,000 is tc be app1ied in remedying 
defects in the houses. ~124,007.32 had 
been officially written off at year end, 
but practically all of the $1,850,000 is 
earmarked tc be applied in adjusting the 
priees of the 2,381 houses for which 
selling priees had been set. It has yet 
tc be established what amount will be 



recovered from contractors because of faulty 
workmanship." 1 

In the report of fiscal 1952 the Auditor General dealt at sorne length in 

paragraphs 30 and 31 with a fundamental principle of financial procedure. 

He was clearly seeking guidance from the Public Accounts Committee. The 

matter concerned 11Estimates DetailE>. 11 

"30. The accepted rule is that "Details" 
printed in the Estimates are not legally 
binding because they are not included in 
the Appropriation Act, The case now re­
referred to is t0 introduce the question: 
whether Estimates Details are to be re­
garded as binding when the Vote specifically 
refers to them. 

"31. In 1950 a new style was adopted in 
classifying Estimates items for the co~ 
struction of public buildings by the 
Department of Public Works, By separate 
vote numbers, lump sum provision is made 
for work in geographical areas, with the 
proposed projects specifically listed in 
the Estimates Details. For present purposes, 
the material text and votes are: 

Construction, acquisition major 
repairs and improvements of, and 
plans and sites for, public 
buildings in the Details of the 
Estirnates provided that Treasury 
Board may increase or decrease 
the amount within the vote to be 
expended on individual listed 
projeèts .;. 

341+. Ottawa •••••••• ~ .$5,783;ooo 
351. Unforeseen I mprovements •• $2,200,000 

Estimates details for Vote 344 included 
provision for a building since erected for 
the Bureau of Statistics, by listing 

1. Canada , The Report of the Auditer General té the House of Gommons 
f or the fiscal year ended r1arch 31, 1947, P• 28. 



$1,800,000 for a 11Departmental Office Building". 
A contract was awarded under the authority of 
Order in Council P.C. 128 of January 10, 1951, 
for a building to cast $5.889,000. Work was 
actively proceeded with and it became apparent 
by mid-summ~x that the $1,800,000 allotment 
would soon be exhausted. With the approval of 
Treasury Board, $530,000 was added by transfer · 
from other building projects listed in Vote 344. 
A further ~250,000 was added by transfer from 
Vote 381, which reads: 

77. 

To supplement, on approval of Treasury 
Board except where less than $1,000 is 
required, any of the appropriations of 
Depa.rtment of Public Works • • • $400,000. 

Thus $2,580,000 became available in the manner 
contemplated by the Appropriation Act. Hm•ever, 
by October, the contractor 1s costs exceeded the 
$2,580,000 so a further application for funds 
was submitted to Treasury Board, which authorized 
~~900 ,000 to be transferred from Vote 351 but 
subject to reimbursement-by àn item in the Further 
Supplementary Estimates • • • • The Details for 
Vote 351 cannot list projects because the purpose 
of a vote for 11Unforeseen Improvements 11 is to ma.ke 
provision for urgent and rinanticipated needs which 
may arise during the year. Hm-rever, the printed 
Details follow the pattern of the -votes by making 
a geographical division of the 32,200,000 vote: 

ottawa •••••• 
other than ottawa 

• • ~ • • $4oo;ooo 
• • • • $1,800,000 

The provision for Ottawa being $400,000 and the 
transfer for the Bureau of Statistics building 
being $900,000, the result is that $500,000 was 
taken from the allocation for unforeseen and 
urgent requirements which might arise in ether 
parts of Canada. A transfer for example, from 
the vote for British Columbia projects, could 
not be made to construct a building in Ottawa, 
because the power of transfer is limited to · 
projects within a vote; therefore to be con­
sistent it would seem that Vote 351 Details 
limit Ottawa expenditures to $400,000. A 
supplementary vote was granted before the year 
ended. Consequently, attention is drawn to the 



transaction primarily to indicate the desirability 
of guidance being given with respect to Estimate 
Details of which notice is taken in Vote texts." 1 

78. 

The report of fiscal 1953 was the first after the proclamation of the 

Financial Administration Act. In paragraph 44 the Auditer General raised 

several questions as to his responsibility and that of the Department of 

Finance in reporting matters of fraud or loss under Sections 67, 70 and 

98 of the Act. The Auditer General did not consider the problems as 

questions of law, but 11rather as subjects to be clarified during the 
- 2 

rev:iew of the Public Accoœ1ts and Audit Report • • • 11 In his next 

report, the Auditer General, in pa.ragraph 19, with reference to the 

Financial Administration Act and administration generally remarked: 

" While the general standard of administration 
is commended, attention is being drawn in this 
report to various administrative practices and 
to instances where doubt is entertained with 
respect to application given to vote texts, 
and also to circumstances which permit the 
opinion to be entertained that existing legis­
lation may merit further consideration. 11 3 

In his "observations on revenue and expenditure transactions" for 1956, 

the Auditer General included the following paragraphs. 

"47. Cost-Plus Construction of Mi.nesweepers. 
By way of information, several years ago it 
was decided to construct 14 coastal mine­
sweepers in nine Canadian shipyards selected 
by the Canadian 1-'Taritime- Comriri.ssion and all 
have now been delivered • • • • administrative 
opinion is that the contractors had comparable 
projects. An analysis of labour required in 

1. Auditer General's Report, fiscal year ended March 31, 1952, pp. 12-13. 

2. Auditer General's Report, fiscal year ended }Brch 31, 1953, P• 11. 

3. Auditer General 1s Report, fiscal year ended ~~ch 31, 1954, p. 6. 



construction of each minesweeper discloses a 
wide variation, the lowest being 529,565 and 
the highest 850,195 man-hours. Because of 
this, a firm of naval architects was retained 
to make a study before work commenced on 
cost-plus contracta for six new coastal mine­
sweepers. A target of 498,225 man-hours per 
ship has been fixed with the contracts in­
cluding an incentive bonus clause if the 
target estimate is met. 

57. Cos t Reaulting from Defects in 'Hork 
f,rojects. About six ~ars ago it was decided 
to install underground steam distribution 
systems at approximately 30 Service install­
ations across Canada, the majority being 
R.C.A.F. stations. Neither planners nor con­
tractors had practical experience in using the 
special type of insulating material selected 
and major repairs have since had to be made at 
14 points. The contract for a system at the 
R.C.A.F. Chatham station will be used to 
illustrate because to date repaira to that 
system have cost the most. The original contract 
w'as awarded in December 1951 at a firm priee of 
$288,450 but subsequent work changes brought the 
cost to $317,578. The system was put into 
operation in November 1952 and Was soon found 
to be defective in various ways. It was decided 
to repair and replace to the extent necessary on 
a cast-plus basis, ~dth the Crown bearing the 
cast where defects were due to faulty design or 
other causes beyond the contractors control. Up 
to 31 March 1956 these cast-plus repairs totalled 
$288,014 of which $271,025 has been accepted as 
costs to the Crown. The estimated collective 
cost for repairs at the 14 sites · (original cost 
approximate1y $6,000,000) was $1,218,500. By 
31 March 1956 expenditures had totalled $728,918 
with about 46% of the work completed." 1 

79. 

What this sampling of the reports of the Auditer General shows is that, 

whatever reasons there were for the Public Accounts Committee not meeting, 

lack of material was not one of them. 

1. Auditer General's Report, fiscal year ended r~ch 31, 1956, pp.l516-18. 
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In 1947, under the Chairmanship of Mr. Philippe Picard the 

Standing Committee on Public Accounts held twenty-eight meetings and 

issued seven reports. The Committee spent four meetings on Bill No. 

22 which was an Act to continue the Revised Regulations respecting 

Trading with the Enemy (1943). No more than two meetings were given 

over to the consideration of the Auditer General 1s Report, the dis-
1 

cussion of which, it was agreed "would be on general terms 11 • A part 

from those meetings in camera during which the Committee decided on its 

Reports, the other meetings dealt with the extended inquiry into the 

administration of the Custodian of Enemy Property ar.d an investigation 

of a building project in Sarnia Township of the Veteran 1s Land Act 

Administra ti on. 

From the poir.t of view of a study of Canadian Committees 

the procedure on Bill No. 22 is of sorne interest, The Secretary of 

State, Hr. Gibson, was present at the first meeting and urged upon the 

Committee the need for speed in dealing with the Bill. The Committee 

began its detailed consideration of the Bill at its next meeting. Mr. 

Gibson was not present and he did not attend the Committee again. ·The 

chief witness on the Bill was Dr. E.H. Coleman, the Under Secretary of 

State and Deputy Custodian of Enemy Property. The Cow~ittee proceeded 

with the Bill section by section. Amendments were moved on matters of 

policy. This put the witness in a somewhat difficult position. He 

1. Evidence, 1947, P• Lll, 



did not wish ta accept certain anendments on his own, but the Secretary 

of State was not present. It was necessary to consult him between 

meetiDgs. The witness told the Co~nittee that it was desirable that 
1 

they should see Hr. Gibson, and that he might like to be heard. 

Dr. Coleman did not want to make "snap judgrnents", but would see 11what 
2 

we can do v-rith it over the weekend. 11 At the next meeting he speke 

of having had 11 the advantage of conferring with the 11inister and it 

would be agreeable, if the Committee approves, tc strike out the words 
3 

" • • • • The Bill as amended was 11 reported" to the House, 

It was not until its eighteenth meeting that the Committee 

dealt with the Report of the Auditer General for the fiscal year ended 

March 31, 1946. The Report did not receive any careful scrutiny, 

Members discussed the value of the War ~penditure Committee and its 

suggested combination with the Public Accounts Cornwittee. Mr. Fleming 

suggested that a number of Committees then in existence be dona away with 
4 

and replaced by an Estimates Committee. As for the Estimates themselves 

the Auditer General gave it as his opinion tl~t the details on the 

Estima. tes as then gi ven to the members were 11 practically worthless. 11 

The discussion touched on the fact t~t the Reports of the Auditer 

General are twelve to fifteen months behind current transactions. The 

Auditer General suggestéd that if the House met in November the ComiT.ittee 

would not be so far behind in its scrutiny of the Accounts. He also 

1. Evidencel. 1947, pp. 31-32. 

2, Evidencez 1947' P• 39. 

3. Evidence, 1947' p. 58. 

4. Evidence, 1947' p. 415. 

5. Evidence, 1947' p. 416. 



pointed out the logic of taking the calendar year as the fiscal year, 

but that this would make it necessar~,r for the House to meet in December 

to vote interim supply for the period after January first. 

Hr. Fleming questioned Hr. Sellar on paragraph 41 of his 

Report 1 There bad been lapsings the previous year of something like 

$66,000,000 and the Auditer General had coMFiented. 

11 Parliaments control over public money is, 
to a degree dependent on the effiéiency 
employed in calculating estimates. Attention 
is therefore drawn to the fact that with 
respect to comparable votes $26,258,295.96 
lapsed in 1944-45 and $43,572,665.97 in 
1945-46. Il 

After quoting this, Mr. Fleming asked the Auditer General how Parliamentary 

control could be extended in this matter and whether Yx. Sellar had any 
"1 

proposals that the Committee could usefully consider. Mr. Sellar had 

sorne proposals, indeed, he had drafted 11a little memp" in hopes that a 

question of this kind would be asked. The purpose of the meme was to 

suggest to the Connnittee what they 11might prudently consider recommending 

to the House when the government revises the Consolidated Revenue and 
"2 

Audit Act to bring it up to date • • • It was clear to Hr. Sellar that 

the Act needed revising, The Auditer General's solution to the problem 

of lapses and his answer to Mr. Fleming was outlined in his memorandum. 

He wanted to see vote items consolidated. Before 1938 there were 295 main 

esti mat e items and i n 1947 there were 484. With more vote items t here was 

less money within each of the votes to transfera Departments new being 

1, Evidence, 19h7, p. h22. 

2. Evidence, 1947, P• 427. 
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more restricted and not wishing to find themselves short, included 

"contingent reserves" in every item. Using the Post Office as an 

illustration, he showed that if their votes had been consolidated a 

supplementary in the previous year would not have been necessary 
'1 

because there had been lapsings in sorne of their other votes. 

At the next:. meeting of the Conunittee Ur. Sellar was 

questioned on the methods he used in his audit and how he followed up 

his directions. He l.Uldertook to furnish the Comrnittee with a 11supple-

mentary" memorandum containing further suggestions r egarding amendments 

to the Audit Act of 19.31. The Committee dealt with this aspect of its 

work in its Sixth Report, It passed on its memoranda with the suggestion 

that the Government amend existing legislation in accordance with or "in 

the light of" the memos. It recommended as we have seen that the 

Government explore the desirability of establishing a Standing Committee 

or Estimates. As for the Auditor General 1s Report it had this to say: 

" }~my items of the report of the A,uditor 
General were the abject of your Comrrrl.ttee 's 
attention and the information gathered 
conduces to a better understanding of the 
work, as well as the important functions of 
this office." 2 

There were three categories of ass ets that were administered 

by the Custodian of Enemy Property. There were those assets belonging to 

nationals of enemy countries or countries that had been overrun by the 

enemy, the assets in Canada of organizations declared illegal by the 

1, Evidence, 1947, P• 430, 

2, Evidence, 1947, Sixth Report, p. SSl. 
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Governor in Council Wlder wartime regulations and the assets of persans 

of the Japanese race resident in Canada. In its inquiry into the 

Custodian's administration, the Public AccoWlts Committee was concerned 

ma.inly with the assets of the two last mentioned groups. 

If anyone remembers Pearl Harbor, it is the Japanese resident 

in British Columbia who were evacuated from the coastal areas ar that 

province in 1942. In March of that year, control of their property was 

vested in the Custodian. This property included chattels and real 

estate. The Custodian disposed of this property. It is clear from the 

evidence that these people received very little for their affects. Tbere 

were immense problems involved in the identification, storage and dis­

posa! of the chattels of these twenty-two thousand people. While they 

received very little for their moveable effects, it seems clear that 

they would not have received much more in any public disposition of them. 

In the case of real property, the same is not true. The re is evidence 

that the owners did not receive anything like full value. Among the 

parcels of real property vested in the Custodian were farm lands in the 

Fraser Valley. These were not sold to the general public. By a decision 

of the Government they were purchased from the Custodian by the Director 

of the Veteran's Land Act to be held for returned soldiers. The sale was 

made on the basis of the valuation of the Soldier Settlement Board, which 

Board is jointly Wlder the direction of the Director of the Veteran•s Land 

Act. A nl.llllber of properties, for various reasons, could not be conveyed 

to the Director. Later these properties were appraised by an independant 

appraiser. The independant appraisal of these properties was $73,312 and 

the sale priee $82,183. The Custodian's offer for the same properties 

!. 



1 
was $38,876. In its Fourth Repart the Committee said: 

" In view of the evidence adduced and in order 
that more information may be obtained as to 
the desirability of adjusting any apparent 
discrimination or loss of any kind which may 
have resulted from the taking over or sale of 
pro:perty of any kind, your Committee recommends 
that a Commission be appointed under the pro­
visions of the Inquiries Act to inquire into 
am report upon the claim of any person of the 
Japanese race now resident in Canada for 
alleged loss which resulted from the arnount 
received by him being less than the fair 
market value of his property at time of sale 
or loss." 2 

85. 

There were fifty-three organizations considered illegal and 

whose property was under the administration of the Custodian. These 

organizations fared comparatively well under the Custodian and did not 

have too much cause for complaint. Books belonging to some of these 

organizations were seized and destroyed by the R.C.M.P. The Committee 

expressed surprise 11that destruction of books was carried on in canada 
3 

as it was in Germany. 11 In the summa.ry of its Report dealing with 

these organizations the Public Accounts Committee remarked: 

11 The opinion was widely expressed in Your 
Committee that the treatment given to 
illegal organizations ••• was somewhat 
more generou~ tha.n that accorded to the 
Japanese-Canadian evacuees." 4 

The last major item of business dealt with by the Public 

Accounts Committee in this session was an investigation into the operation 

1. Evidence, 1947, p. 115. That this was the strongest evidence that the 
property was bought too cheaply, see the comments of a C.C.F. member 
of the Committee, p. 363. 

2. Evidence, 1947, Fourth Report, p. 302. 

3. Evidence, 1947, Fifth Report, p. 549. 

4. Evidence, 1947, Fifth Report, P• 549. 
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of the Veteran 1s Land Act in Sarnia Township. The Veteran 1s Land Act 

administration bad bui1t over two thousand houses in some one hundred 

and fourteen projects across Canada. These bouses were bui1t by private 

contractera for the Veteran1s Land Act administration which in turn so1d 

them to the veterans. The bouses in the Sarnia project were bad1y built. 

One of the veterans, resident in the project, testified at 1ength as to 

their inadequacy. The Opposition argued that the Sarnia project was 

typica1 of the ethers. The Govemment members said tbat it was not. The 

Opposition moved to bring witnesses from another nearby project, but the 

motion was defeated. The Govermnent meni>ers contended that as it was 

near the end of the session it would be better if the Committee reported 
1 

on the basis of the evidence already beard. Their point was well taken 

becauae Parliament was disso1ved within a week. As for the Opposition, 

they did not 1ose anything, as no one could serious1y have doubted that 

Sarnia was simp1y a typical examp1e. This inquiry put the Libera1s on 

the Committee in an uncomfortab1e position. They did not wish to criticize 

the Government, yet to have tara1yzed the investigation would have been to 

incur the wrath of the then powerful Canadian Legion. The Committee took 

a middle course and was highly critical of the Director of the Veteran•s 

Land Act. 

The resulta of the Committee's investigation and its recommend-

ations were contained in its Seventh Report to the House of Commons. In 

part i t said: 

" • • • the eight houses bui1t on the Veteran•s 
Land Act project at Sarnia have coat substant­
ia11y more than the overall average tor Canada 

1. Evidence, 1947, Mïnutes of Proceedings, July, 11th, P• 709. 



and that the construction has been unsatisfactory. 
From the admissions of the Director, The 

Veteran 1s Land Act, Mr. Gardon MUrchison, it is 
apparent that the defects in construction of the 
houses at the time they were so1d to veterans 
resu1ted from negligence on the part of officials 
working under his direction, from faulty workman­
ship, from the use of unsatisfactory materials 
and possibly from faulty engineering." 1 

The Report went on to say that it hop:~d that any remedia1 measures 

87. 

taken as a result of its inquiry would adjust defects which may have 

occurred in other projects. It said that it was not favourab1y im-

pressed by the way evidence was given by the Director of the Veteran's 

Land Act. It recommended that a board of experts be appointed to pursue 

the work undertaken by the Committee. None of these experts were to be 

connected with the Department of Veteran 1s Affairs or with any other 

Government building project. The board was to begin with the Sarnia 

project, but the Committee thought it would be well to examine any others 

brought to its attention. The board was to work, 

"with a view to giving justice and fair treat­
ment to veteran purchasers and a11 parties 
interested in this question, and to recommend 
to the Minister any remedy it may consider fit 
to correct the situation." 2 

Sorne twenty months after its 1947 meetings the Standing 

Committee on Public Accounts met again. As we have pointed out before, 

the Committee held only two meetings that year for a grand total of two 

hours and fifty-five minutes. The Committee 1s first meeting was for the 

1. Evidence,l947, Seventh Report, p. 707. 

2. Evidence, 1947, Seventh Report, p. 708. 
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purpose of organization. The second meeting was held two days later 

and ât this meeting the Auditor General was called. He had been 

requested to prepare and present a statement in respect of certain 
1 

matters which he consi.dered important. In his memorandum, Mr. Sellar 

commented that throughout his report notice was directed to various 

administrative practices and procedures. His reason being, 

11that I am of' the opinion that a gap would 
be f'illed were sorne rulings or directions 
given by the Public Accounts Committee to 
the end that the influence of' Parliament 
goes beyond the grant of' money or the 
right to levy taxes. 11 2 

The Public Accounts Committee f'illed no gaps in 1949. It issued only 

one report, and it dealt with the printing of' the Committee's evidence. 

In his memorandum, the Auditer General elaborated on certain 

paragraphs of' his report. Essentially it dealt with the problem of' 

lapsings in votes which he had brought up at the 1947 meetings. If' the 

problem was the same, so was the solution. There were lapsings in votes 

because there were too many votes and in every vote departments put 

cushions. 

Mr. Fleming: Q. ''To what extent do these cushions exist? 

A. You can go by the lapsings. T'hat is 
what you have to go by to see the real 
cushion. As a rule it will run any­
where from two percent to f'ive percent 
of' the votes." 3 

1. Evidence, 1949, Report of the subcommittee on Procedure and Agenda, p.7. 

2. Evidence, 194J, p. 20. 

3. Evidence, 1949, p. 43. 
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In fiscal 1947-48, $245 millions lapsed W1USed out of annual appro­

priations of $1,350 millions. The amoW1t of the lapsings was about 

18 per cent of the total voted. In answer to a sustained Liberal 

defence of lapsings Mr. Sellar said that, they may weil be something 

in which a government could take pride because they indicated economy. 

However, Mr. Sellar soon recovered his groW1d and went on to say: 

" • • • I • • • think it is objectionable 
from the viewpoint of testing the efficiency 
of those who rnake the estimates because, if 
there is a large lapsing, it may be considered 
that they must have over-estimated beyond the 
real need. 11 1 

This discussion took place at the Committee 1s second meeting. There 

were no others. 

In 1950, the standing Committee on Public Accounts, again 

W1der the Chairrnanship of Mr. Picard, held thirty-two meetings and 

made six reports to the House of Commons. The Committee was called 

together at the request of a c.c.F. member to consider the accounts of 

the Depa.rtment of National Defence. As we know, the accounts of this 

department were not discussed at all in this session. In fact the 

Committee spent much of its time discussing estimates and repeatedly 

members were ruled out of order because they discussed accounts. This 

method of procedure seemed slange to sorne members, but Mr. Picard offered 

this explanation in the House, the deliberations of the Committee were 

centred on the question 11of redefining its task, or of remode1ling its 
2 

m.achinery in order better to perfom its functions. 11 

1. Evidence, 1949, p. 43. 

2. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1950, p. 2020. 
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In this session the Committee as it claimed in its Third 

Report 11reviewed all the items of the Auditer General. •s report for the 
1 

year ending March 31, 1949." But it must not be thought that this 

was the main work of the Committee in that session because sorne of the 

items were covered at the rate of about thirty a meeting. The main work 

of the Committee arose not out of the Auditor General•s report but out 

of his memorandums and briefs of which there were four in number. The 

more important of Mr. Sellar•s briefs dealt with the preplration of the 

estimates and in pa.rticular with a revision in the form of tœ estimates 

for the Department of Agriculture. The Committee called Mr. R.B. Bryce, 

then Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance, as a witness. Kr, Bryce was , 

called so that members could question him on the memora.nda submitted by 

~~. Sellar. The witness described, at sorne length, the whole process of 

estimates preparation. He tabled a summary of the estimates for the 

fiscal years ending in 1951, 1950 and 1939 by main objecta of expenditure 

and special categories. This summary was a functional classification of 

estimate items and it had been prepared on the request of Senator Crerar 

of the Senate Finance Committee. Mr. ~ew suggested that the estirnates 

of each year contain such a summary. Through Mr. Bryce, Mr. Drew led the 

Committee to a scrutiny of certain Crown Corporations. Mr. Drew had asked 

Mr. Bryce to prepare a list of properties owned by the Crown because of the 

difficulty he had encountered in tracing down the sale by the Crown of 

the Canadair Aircraft facility. Mr. Drew's inquiry brought the President 

of the Crown Assets Disposal Corporation before the Committee. Arising 

1. Evidence, 1950, p. 1013. 
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from the examination of Mr. Sellar's report, the Chairman of the 

Northwest Territories Power Commission and the President of Eldorado 

Mining and Refining (1944) Limited, testified before the Committee. 

At the request of Mr. Thatcher, the Dominion statistician was called 

and questioned on the value of the quinquennial census of the prairie 

provinces. 

The Second Report issued by the standing Committee on 

Public Accounts in 1950 is a document of sorne interest. The Committee 

began with an explanation of why it had dealt with estimates: 

" Your Committee being of the opinion that the 
study of Public Accounts can best be pursued by 
a related consideration of estimates from which 
they derive, felt that its work might be 
facilitated in coming years if it first studied 
the question of estimates with a view to making 
certain recommandations that would result in a 
more thorough study of accounts. It considered 
that by giving considerable attention to the 
form of estimates as the source of authority for 
expenditures over which your Committee has a 
power of review, it would thereby help to 
satisfy a demand generally expressed in the 
House that better facilities be afforded Members 
to scrutinize the expenditure of public moneys." 1 

The Committee did not "concur in the suggestion of the Auditor General 
2 

that the number of items in the estima.tes be substantially reduced." 

This was the Committee 1s answer to the suggestion of the Auditer General 

made to three successive Committees that the number of vote items be 

reduced. The reason the Committee gave was that with fewer votes, those 

votes would of necessity be la.rger, 11 giving thereby more leeway to the 
3 

reallocation of amounts within an item without Parliamentary control. 11 

1. Second Report, Journals, Vol. 92, 1950, p. 525. 

2. Second Report, Journals, 1950, p. 526. 

3. Second Report, Journals, 1950, P• 52~. 
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As for the inclusion in the book of estimates of a summary by functional 

classification or by main abjects of expenditure, the Committee thought 

"that the Government should explore the practicability of supplying the 
1 

House wi th such a summary • • • u This suggestion was acted upon and 

the estimates 11blue book" for the fiscal year ending March Jl, 1952, 

contained such a summary. 

The Cornrnittee considered the difficulties of Parliamentary 

evaluation of revenue producing services, It did not think that the 

appropriation for such services should be for the deficiency between cast 

and income, It agreed with Treasury officials that the difficulties in-

volved in forecasting revenue from such services might result in a less 

satisfactory picture being given to Parliament of the net appropriation 

needed. The Committee was of the opinion that Parliamentary control 

could be better secured by voting the gross amount required by these 

services. It was of the opinion that wh en a revenue producing service 

appeared in the estimates the revenue figure of that service for the past 

year be included. In this way Parliament would have a better opportunity 
2 

to see the net cast of that service for the preceding year, On the subject 

of vote te.xts that legislate the Committee gave it as its opinion, that 

while it was not possible to do away with the practice it ought be re-
3 

sorted to rarely and only for temporary emergencies. 

1. Second Report, Journals, 1950, p. 527, 

2. Second Report, Journals, 1950, PP• 527-528. 

3. Second Report, Journa1s, 1950, p. 528. 
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In its Second Repart the Cornmittee dealt at sorne length 

bath with a Committee on estimates and the PUblic Accounts Committee 

itself. In 1947, the Committee was of the opinion that the Government 

11should explore the desirability11 of establishing an Estimates Conunittee. 

In 1950, the Committee was of a different mind. It reviewed the practice 

at Westminster and was of the opinion that to follow such a procedure 

in Canada would not improve the present system. Wherever the estimates 

were exaroined, the Committee made it clear that it was only to Ministers 

or their assistants that questions ought be directed. To do otherwise, 

to establish a Committee on the English madel, to question officials, all 

this; ~ould only lead to a decrease in the sense of ministeria1 responsi-
1 

bility and an increase in the power of bureaucracy. The Committee did 

not agree on this and the minutes of the in camera meeting which considered 

the Report show that Mr. Fleming moved, that the Committee recommend to the 
2 

House that it appoint a Standing Committee on Estimates. The Cornmittee 

agreed that the Estimates ought be tab1ed earlier in the session and 

considered saon after tab1ing. It a1so wanted consideration given to the 

setting aside of certain days in each week, immediate1y the Address was 
.3 

voted, for the study of the Estimates in Committee of Supply. As far the 

Public Accounts Committee, the Committee was of the opinion that: 

" This Comr.û ttee can provide a check on the 
expenditures of public moneys if it is made 
operative each year and avails itself of the 
authority granted to it by the rules of the 

1. Second Report, Journals, 1950, p. 529. 

2. Evidence, 1950, p. 957 • 

.3. Second Report, Journals, 1950, P• 529. 



House • ••• it can render valuable service 
if it is assembled each year • • • • at the 
start of each session, as soon as the 
Standing Committees have been selected ••• 
the Report of the Auditor General and the 
Public Accounts of Canada should be ex­
peditiously referred to the Public Accounts 
Conunittee. 11 1 

Thus spoke the Committee of itself. 

94. 

In its Third Report the Committee expressed the opinion 

that, "the yearly Report of every Crown Corporation should be referred 
2 

for study to a Select Commit tee of the House. 11 In its Fourth, Fifth 

and Sixth Reports, the Committee reviewed the sale of various Crown 

assets by War Assets Corporation to different private interests. In 

each case the Committee thought that the Govermnent had made a gocx:l 

deal. In each case the Committee was divided, because the Opposition 

were of the opposite opinion. 

In the year 1951 there were two sessions of Parliament. The 

Standing Comrnittee on Public Accounts met during both of these sessions. 

In the first session it held twenty-seven substantive meetings and issued 

five Reports. A subcommittee meeting in camera heard evidence from an 

Interdepartmental Committee set up by authority of Treasury Board on 

the matter of the writing off of uncollectable debts. The Third Report 

of the Committee dealt with this matter. Of the other meetings, five 

were devoted to the consideration of the Auditer General's Report and 

twenty-two to the examination of the Accounts of the Department of 

National Defence. During four meetings, while the Auditer General's 

Report was being considered, the Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance, 

1. Second Report, Journals, 1950, p. 530. 

2. Evidence, 1950, p. 1013. 
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Mr. R.B. Bryce, liaS in attemance along with Mr. Sellar. In 1950, Mr. 

Bryce and Mr. Sellar had also been examined together am had answered 

questions on many items. Hearing both men together on the same item, 

gave the Committee a much clearer picture of things than would have 

been possible were only the Auditer General heard alone. The principal 

witness during the examination of the Accounts of the Department of 

National Defence was the Deputy Minister, Mr. C.M. Drury. Officials of 

the Canadian Commercial Corporation were heard and even the Minister of 

Defence Production, Mr. Howe, testified. 

In 1950, the Committee in its Third Report had been of the 

opinion that steps ought be taken to authorize the write-off of un-

collectable debts which had accumulated in Government Accounts up to 

1940. It was logical then, that the Department of Finance should have 

asked the Committee to consider the Report of the Interdepartmental 

Committee set up to examine the matter. The Accounts Committee in its 

Third Report expressed satisfaction with the work of the Interdepart-

mental Committee. The Committee recommended that appropriate measures 

be taken to obtain the approval of Parliament so that the sums considered 
1 

uncollectable by the "official" Conunittee could be written-off. .All, 

however, was not sweetness and light because the Cornmittee was of the 

opinion that there was sorne laxity in the pursuing of sums due to the 

Crown am that sorne of the debts might have been collected if the proper 
2 

effort had been made, 

1, Evidence, First Session, 1951, P• 690. 

2. Evidence, First Session, 1951, P• 690. 



In its Fourth Report, the Committee commented on its review 

of the Auditor General's Report for the year ending March 31, 1950. It 

made one remark of sorne interest concerning the Canadian Broadcasting 

Corporation. 

" The apportionment, as between the C.B.C. and 
the International Shortwave Service, of the 
cost of office space occupied by the latter, 
as well as the cast of the C.B.C. building in 
Montreal were considered to be matters that 
might best be referred next year to the Public 
Accounts Committee or to a Committee that 
might be appointed to deal especia1ly with 
the whole financial aspect of C.B.C. 
administration." 1 

The review of the Auditor General 's Report was not the Coii'IIiittee 's chief 

work in this session and its Report upon it is not of much value. 

The main work of the Committee was an examination of the 

Accounts of the Department of National Defence. This was a fruitless 

inquiry. Defence spending then was much lees than it is now, but still 

it was a large amount, sorne $380 million. The Cormnittee may have done 

sorne effective work with it if it had dealt with the larger amounts, 

those of national significance. Instead, the Committee preferred to deal 

in local issues. A member would want to know if the local flying club 

had been given an aircraft, if the rifle club received ammunition, and how 

many rounds, at what cost: why women 1s and other clubs were paying in-

creased rental for use of the armoury: how maey officers bad cars in the 

ottawa area, and whether the Arnzy- trained Chiropidists. Mr. Drury was 

kept busy answering questions. He would present the answers at the next 

1. Evidence, First Session, 1951, p. 691. 



day•s meeting to be questioned upon them. The Committee feil into sorne 

confusion with questions being asked on the answers presented at one meeting 

and on questions being asked on the answers presented at previous meetings. 

The Committee never really came grips with anything and it recognized this 

in its Fifth Report which it adopted unanimously. It said: 

11 Your Committee performed a considerable 
amount of work and covered extensive ground; 
all witnesses asked far have been heard, all 
documents requested were produced and no 
trouble was spared • • • to satisfy Committee 
members with detailed answers to their questions. 

Your Committee on the other hand was not able 
to go deeply enough into all the detailed 
accounts of each of the numerous items totalling 
$380,948,197.62 to express a definite opinion 
as to the propriety of all operations performed 
by these departments • • • " 1 

At its second series of meetings in 1951 the Public Accounts 

Committee considered Bill No. 25 which was an Act to provide for the 

Financial Administration of the Government of Canada, the Audit of Public 

Accounts and the Financial Control of Crown Corporations. These meetings 

were held during the fifth session of the twenty-.f'irst Parliament, which 

was an Autumn session. The Co:mmittee did not consider the Report of the 

Auditer General at these meetings, but it could have done so. The Public 

Accounts and the Report of' the Auditer General for the fiscal year ended 

March 31, 1951 were referred to the Committee. The Committee is not to 

be blamed, because it did not have time to deal with the Report. The 

point is often made that the Connnittee is always far behind in its ex... 

amination. It is interesting there.f'ore to note this reference of the 

Accounts to the Committee because it shows that if' Parliament met in the 

1. Evidence, First Session, 1951, p. 693. 
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Autumn, the Committee would not be so far behind in its scrutiny of 

administration. Of its consideration of Bill No. 25, there is not 

much more to be said. We have already noted the dominant role played 

by officials in the conduct of this Bill through the Conunittee. Arising 

from its consideration of Part VIII of the Bill, the Committee re-

commended in its Third Report tbat: 

" • • • the annual Reports of all Crown 
Corporations be published together in one 
section of the Public Accounts • • • • 
further • • • that the annual Report of 
ever,y Crown Corporation should be referred 
for study to a Select Committee of the 
House. 11 1 

In 1952, the Public Accounts Committee met again. The 

Comrnittee met without enthusiasm. It held only six meetings. At the 

organization meeting of the Committee, a Liberal member suggested that 

the members forgo further meetings because, as he put it, a lot of the 

members were on different Committees and they were a11 meeting. The 

Chairman said tbat he had hoped that such a suggestion would have come 

from the Opposition. However, the Opposition members, and especiallY 

Mr. Fleming and Mr. Harkness, agreed that the Committee burden was great 

and they welcomed a delay of about two weeks. The Chairman agreed to 

this, but not before he told members tha.t there was a principle involved 

and that was, that it had been decided seven or eight years ago that the 
2 

Committee should sit each year if only for a few meetings. The Auditor 

General did not present any memoranda to the Cornmittee and it confined 

1. Evidence, Second Session, 1951, Third Report, Vol. 3, page not nwnbered. 

2. Evidence, 1952, p. B. 
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itself to an examination of his Repart. The Committee completed this 

work in three meetings. The Assistant Deputy Minister of Finance was 

again present at these meetings, and he was examined on specifie points 

arising out of Mr. Sellar 1s examination. During the rest of its meetings 

the Committee exarnined witnesses particularly involved with certain items 

which it had held in abeyance. 

One of these items concerned the rental of space in an Ottawa 

office building. The Auditor General had drawn attention to certain 

agreements whereby rental of $70,000 had been paid, but, and this was his 

objection, the space had not been occupied. The Auditor General was 

emphatic about where the fault lay. Before the Committee he named the 
1 

Indian Arfairs Branch of Citizenship and Immigration as culprit. When 

the Director of the Indian Affaira Branch was called, he disagreed sharply 

with Mr. Sellar: 

11 I would say at the outset that the statement 
made by the witness is not in accordance with 
the facts, and because it is not in accordance 
with the facts it should nat have been made 
••• tl 2 

The Deputy Minister of Public Works, Mr. Murphy was called to clear up the 

matter. He explained that with the onset of the Korean war there was a 

great need of space. The Department was attempting to give the defence 

departments space alongside their present locations and to move, if 

necessary, the civilian departments. Public Works took space in this 

building as a safety measure. It was to be a cushion. 

1. Evidence, 1952, p. 44. 

2. Evidence, 1952, p. 98. 
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Mr. Benidickson: Q. " I gather your cushion is 
something like a man 'Whose 
wife is going to have a baby; 
he has to have a new room? 

A. Yes, but in our case the baby 
has arrived and is hanging 
around in the woodshed." 1 

After this enlightened exchange there was a general dis-

cussion on the point the Auditer General had made in his Report. He 

drew notice to this building because he wanted to illustrate the risks 

involved when one department had to finance the cost of a service for 

another. The consensus was that if departments bad to pay for their 

own services, their true costs would be known. It was also agreed that 

if a department had to find its own s:r:ace and pay for it, it would be 

less demanding. This was the only substantial point the Committee dealt 

with in its Second and Final Report. It said: 

" Your Comnd.ttee is of the opinion that the 
Government should entrust to an interdepa.rt­
mental Committee the task of considering the 
advisability of charging to ail departments 
of the administration ani all Government 
agencies the cost of rental and upkeep of 
all the properties and office space occupied 
by them and that the Report resulting from 
such study be sent to the Public Accounts 
Comrnittee at a future Session for 
consideration." 2 

The Public Accounts Committee was in no hurry for this study 

because it did not meet again after this for nearly four years. The 

Committee next met in 1956 under the Chairmanship of Mr. Charles cannon. 

It decided that its work would be an examination of the Auditer General 

1. Evidence, 1952, p. 115. 

2. Evidence, 1952, Second Report, p. 105. 
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on his Report for the year ended March 31, 1955. The Committee devoted 

eleven meetings to this work and made three Reports to the House. The 

last Report was the only one of an;y substance and even it was not much. 

On the most important single item dealt with by the Committee, it merely 

recorded that it heard evidence and received additional information. 

The item was paragraph 36 of the Auditer General's Report: 

" Sometimes the Government of the United 
States joins with Canada in contracta for 
production in Canada and rarely has an;y 
serious problem arisen in distributing 
the cost between Governments. However, 
during the audit one large contract was 
observed where the original basis of 
sharing was later varied to such an ex­
tant that guns accepted by canada cost 
much more tha.n those delivered to the 
United States Navy, due to the United 
states taking the stand that the priee to 
it should bear reasonable relationship to 
like production in the United states. In 
lieu of the first a~rangement, it offered 
$45 million for the production of 180 guns 
and this was acceptecl, the result being 
that the unit priee of guns ulti.mately 
exported approximated $244,000 while the 
charge to the Royal Canadian Navy for the 
46 delivered to it was about $356,000 per 
gun. To an undetermined degree, subsequent 
production on Canadian account benefitecl by 
certain items of cost wholly absorbed by 
canada under the arrangement; particularly 
those relating to preliminary expanses and 
plant rehabilitation costs." 1 

The difference in cost as between the guns purchased by the Canadian and 

United States Navies was explained by the Deputy Minister of the Depart-

ment of Defence Production. Three classes of expenditure were considered 

1. Auditor General's Report, fiscal year ended March 31, 1955, P• 13. 
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tc apply tc the Canadian account only • These related tc the re-

establishment of Canada 1s only facility for the production of heavy 

guns which were urgently required by the forces at the outbreak of 

the Korean War. The expenditures which were calcul.ated on the basis 

of cost per gun mount were for preproduction and learning expenses, 

including the cost of recruiting and training seme 4,000 employees, 

the cost of rehabilitation of plant and staff house, settlement made 

with the contracter tc compensate for the cost of maintaining the 
1 

facility from 1945 to 1950 when it had no commercial use. 

The contracter was Sorel Industries Limited and the guns 

were 3ni5o twin mount, anti-aircraft. Mr. Monteith was highly critical 

of the third item of expanse which was wholly absorbed by Canada. The 

witness made it clear that the c ontractor would not have accepted the 

work at all if he had not been compensated for the years he bad mai~ 

tained on idle plant. The Government would have ha.d to pay one way or 

the other. The expanse was unavoidable. By paying this compensation 

the Government was able tc negotiate with the contracter on the same 

basis as ether defence contractors who were not in the same position. 

But it is clear that if ail the contractera were allowed the same profit, 

this contracter would have received more had he not been compensated. 

Anyway, the Government argued, subsequent production benefited by these 

payments. Said Mr. Golden in answer to a question: 

11 There was something in the order or 
magnitude of $30 million in ether con­
tracts there, and this expenditure of 

1. Evidence, 1956, PP• 169-170. 



course would be substantially greater if 
these expenditures had not been absorbed 
by the 311l.$O gun contract. 11 1 

103. 

This exchange with Mr. Hamilton (Notre-Dame de Grace) summed up the 

situation: 

to say: 

Q. " • • • Since this contract was put through 
there have been ether contracta for the Army 
which you got for this plant? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Correct, those have benefited? 

A. Yes. 

Q. By these ~rticular expanses? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Therefore if these e.xpenses had been apportioned 
across the board the subsequent contract would 
have been at a somewhat higher priee and this 
~rticular one would have been at a somewhat 
lower priee? 

A. I have no doubt it would have been possible to 
make other accounting arrangements. 11 2 

In its Report on this inquiry the Committee had only this 

" Your Committee • • • heard evidence on the 
production cost of 311t'5o twin mount guns for the 
Royal Canadian Navy and the U.S. Navy. Your 
Committee obtained additional information thereon 
in particular with reference to coLlll!ents by the 
Auditer General as contained in his Report." 3 

1. Evidence, 1956, p. 177. 

2. Evidence, 1956, p. 189. 

3. Evidence, 1956, Third Report, p. 195. 



CHAPrER V 

'l'HE STANDING COMMrrTEE 

on 

PUBLIC ACCOUMTS, 1958-59 

In 19571 the Conservatives took ottice. The election ot 

June loth bad given thea only one bundred and thirteen seats in the 

House of Colllllona. The âtate of the parties in the 23rd Parl.ialutnt 

made any change in procedure extremely ditficult, but this wu not 

the case atter the election o:t March 31st 1956. The Conaenati vee 

vere than tree to introduce acme cbangee in the procedure ot the Houee 

vhich they and some other .ambere thought desirable. In the Speech 

From The Throne opening the fir8t eeasion ot the tventy-tourth 

Parliaaent, •libers of the Houae of Col!lllons vere told th&t: 

" MY Ministars will propose that a aeaber 
of Her Majesty•s loyal opposition be elected 
Chainan of the Collld. ttee on Pnblic Accounta." 1 

This vas one of Mr. Dietenbaker•s measures "to restore the supremaoy of 

Parliuent. " 

While in opposition Mt". Diefenbaker was an early and con-

sistent advocate of auch a chaBge. His acbniration tor the Publie 

Aceounts Committee in Great Britain knew no bounds. The one teature 

ot tbat Commit.tee whieh eapecially appealed to hia vas tbat the CbairBUln 

vas a JBember of the opposition. Speaking in the House in 1949 during 

1. Canada1 Houae ot Commons Debates, 1958, p. 6e 
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debate on an interim supply bill he said, that though this may be 

considered an unusual course to follow, its purpose was to ensure a 

complete investigation of all expenditures. There seems to have been 

no doubt in his mind that its purpose was fulfilled, and largely because 
1 

the Chairman was of the Opposition. In 1950, during the debate on The 

Address he spoke on the subject again. On that occasion he referred to 

two features of the British Committee, one, that a majority of its 

members were members of the Opposition, and two, that the Chairman was 
2 

a member of the Opposition. In his 1950 speech he cal1ed the Canadian 

Conunittee 11ineffectual. n It was mere window-dressing. He knew how to 

make it more effective. In both 1949 and 1950 he advocated tbat the 

Canadian Committee be set up on the same 1ines as the British. 

11 :ftr purpose in speaking at this time is to 
suggest that a Committee be set up along the 
lines of the Public Accounts Conunittee of 
the United Kingdom which has done great work." .3 

11 In the British House of Conunons there is a 
Public Accounts Committee, a rep1ica of which 
I should like to see established here." 4 

In 1951, at the organization meeting of the Public Accounts 

Committee, Mr. Thatcher moved that Mr. Fraser, a Conservative member 
5 

from Peterborough, be e1ected Chairman of the Committee. Mr. Picard 

had a1ready been elected Chairman, but on a point of order Mr. Thatcher 

protested that his election was not in accordance with 11Beauchesne." 

1. Canada, House of Connnons Debates, Second Session, 1949' p. 1155. 

2. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1950, p. 591. 

.3. Canada~, House of Commons Debat es, Second Session, 1949, p. 1155 • 

4. cahada2 House of Commons Debat es, 1950' p. 591. 

5. Evidence~, First Session2 1951, p. 1. 
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The Chairma.n agreed tha.t strictly speaking his election was not 

according to the rules. The practice to which Mr. Thatcher took ex~ 

ception was the election of all the Chairmen of all the standing 

Committees by all the members of those Cornmittees at one time. In 

agreeing with Mr. Thatcher, Mr. Picard pointed out that attendance 

could not be verified at the general meeting. Members were not re-

gistered as they were at meetings of individual Committees, and for 

that reason it was not certain that a quorum of the Committee had been 

present. Mr. Picard stepped down and asked the Committee clerk to 

recei ve nominations so that a Chairman could be properly elected. A 

Liberal member then nominated Mr. Picard, whereupon Mr. Thatcher 

nominated Mr. Fraser. He did not do so for any personal reas ons, he 

said, and continued: 

11 I would point out that in England the 
Chairman of the Committee has always been 
a member of the Opposition, and I think 
that if we are to do our work effectively 
a member of the Opposition in the chair 
would be advantageous. 11 1 

Mr. Thatcher 1s motion was lost as he knew it would be. Indeed, the 

org.anization meeting was held on I~ch lst, and Mr. Picard read into 

the record a letter from l{r. Thatcher requesting that the Committee be 

called, addressed to him as Chairman, and dated the 22nd of February. 

vlhat this incident poi nts up is that Mr. Diefenbaker was not àlone in 

assuming that the reason for the effectiveness of the British Committee 

was tha.t the Chairman was a member of the Opposition. 

1. Evidence, First Session, 1951, p. 1. 
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It may be said that among parliamentarians who spoke or 

wrote on this matter it was accepted doctrine that the British Public 

Accounts Comw~ttee derived its effectiveness from the peculiar position 

of its Chairman. Of the Canadian Committee, :Mr. Ma.cdonnell wrote in 

1956: 

" • • • we c ould, if we really wis hed, 
rnake the Public Accounts Committee much 
more effective by following the British 
practice with its two chief features -
a carefully selected, small Committee 
and a Chairman chos en from the Opposition. 11 1 

During the debate on ~he Address in 1958, Mr. Diefenbaker spoke about 

the Public Accounts Committee. He gave sorne reasons why he wished to 

implement 11the criticism of an earlier day." 

11 I have been here sincè 1940 and when­
ever that Committee was convened it was 
impossible to bring up any matter ex­
cepting those matters desired by the 
ma.jority. I am now asking that this 
Committee be made effective and I doubt 
whether it would have been thought that 
action of this kind would be taken so 
early in this first session of Parliament. 
I want to see that an effective Committee 
is formed, not just a body for decorative 
purposes. \ve intend in so far as that 
Committee is concerned to propose that a 
member of Her Majesty's loyal Opposition 
be Chairman of that Committee in order 
to ensure its effectiveness • , • 11 2 

Her Majesty 1s loyal Opposition were markedly unenthusiastic 

about I1r. Diefenbaker 1s proposal. The Liberals suspected that it was 

just a po1itica1 trick. The Prime Minister was quite right when he said, 

1. J.M. Macdonnell, "Parliament and The Purse", Queen's Quarterly1 
Vo1.,63, 1956-57, P• 539. 

2. Canada, House of Gommons Debates, 1958, P• 34. 
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that he doubted whether it wouJ!l have been thought that action of the 
~ 

kind outlined in the Throne Speech would have ieen taken so soon. This 

pro,osal may have been discussed informally with the Opposition before 

it was included in the Throne Speech, but if that was the case the 

discussion was only on general terms. The Opposition were not prepared 

to find this item in the Throne Speech. In the debate on the amendment 

of the Standing Orders to set up additional standing Committees, Mr. 

Pearson compared the Canadian and British Committees: 

" As an illustration of the difference 
between the British Committee system and 
our own, I might perhaps use as an ex­
ample their Public Accounts Committee, 
which is very closely related to their 
Estimates Committee as indeed I suppose 
the Public Accounts Committee here will 
be close1y re1ated to our Estimates 
Committee. It has been indicated in the 
Speech from the Throne - and we were 
rather surprised to see this in it -
that there may be a change in the 
parallel Comrnittee of this House in so 
far as its organization is concerned. 11 1 

It was the inclusion of this proposal in the Throne Speech which really 

disturbed the Liberals. They did not think that the change in the 

Connnittee 's organization shouJ.d have been announced in this way. They 

felt that their hand was being forced. It is also true that had the 

Government not indicated in the Throne Speech that a member of the 

Opposition was to chair the Committee, the Liberals may not have agreed 

to the change at all. In the same debate, Mr. Green referred to the 

suggestion that a member of the Opposition be Chairman of the Committee 

and wondered why the Liberals were 11so coy" about it. Mr. Mcllraith 

1. Canada, House of Commons Debates, 1958, P• 683. 
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1 
interrupted him to say, "It should not have been in the Throne Speech." 

Liberal reasoning on this matter ran something like this: The Conser-

vatives have gained an advantage by including this 11 statesman" like 

proposa! in the Throne Speech. If lve do not accept it, they will 

make gain out of our refusa!. We must go along with them. We have no 

choice, but we are suspicious all the same. The Government can say 

that the Commi.ttee is nmv- more effective. 1'Wha.t else can we do11 ? they 

will say. We do not want to put a man in there to ma.ke the Tories look 

good, and then have him overruled by the Goverrunent ma.jority. \ole want 

sorne guarantee that this will not happen. 

This was the crux of the problem. The Liberals wanted a 

guarantee that the Government ma.jority would not dominate the Connnittee, 

and thus make a farce of the changed Chairmanship. They wanted the 

Chairman given more extensive powers and Government assurance that they 

could be used. The Government refused both to increase the power of the 

Chairman or to give any assurances as to the conduct of their supporters 

on the Committee. In the Standing Orders arnendment debate, Mr. Green 

touched upon this point and gave the Government 1s answer to the 

11guarantee11 dema.nds: 

" • • • there was sorne question about Comrnittee 
Chairrnen. The Chairman of a Committee is quite 
an important persan. He has very wide powers 
and we do not intend that those powers shall be 
confined. This is one reason we wonder why 
Liberal members are so coy about the suggestion 
that one of their members should be Chairman of 
the Public Accounts Committee • • • • They back 
away from it and seem to suspect that here is a 
Trojan Horse. They are not quite sure what is 

1. ~., p. 697. 



inside it and seem to think that probably 
it aay hold a lot or !aries ready to juap 
out and bite them. But I point out tbat 
the Chairman or a Coamittee bas «Ktensive 
powers." l 

uo. 

Wbat Mr. Green vas aaying was that, inherent in the otrice ot Cbairan 

itselr, there vere great powers. It could not be expected tbat the 

Go-..rnment would increase the authority or the Chairman, wbich, alread.y 

vas substantial. Proreasor Wheare has pointed out the origins or a 
2 

Cbairman's authority. This authority is quite real and arises trom 

the Cbairman being the keeper of order and the target of all re-.rlœ 

made in the Cœmittee. The Cbairman is never "out or order. tt He can 

al.most alvaya intarvene in a discussion. He •Y recognize one 11ellber 

and not another, encourage one line of questioning or dis courage another• 

It ia bis job to present a dratt Report to the COIIIId.ttee. In this, he 

may suggest a lina ot action, &Dd even it it ie not accepted it will help 

clarity issues and bring the Comittee nearer a solution. Though the 

Chainaan 1s acti'Yity ia ultiJIIately limited by wbat the COIIIIIdttee will 

stand, be bas as Mr. Green pointed out, "axtensi ve powers." 

The tiret session or the twenty-tourth Farliament laated 

from the 12th of May to the 6th of Sept amber, 1958. The Pllblic Accounts 

Committee vas appointed on the .3rd ot June, but it did not •et 'LUltU the 

29th of July. !he cause or delay was the Liberal reluctance and the 

Government insistance about the proposed change. There wu a great deal 

ot inf'ormal. d.iacuasion about the move, before the Liberale tinall)r aareed 

to it. Once they bad agreed to take the ChairmaMhip, they bad to ti.Dd 

1. Ibid. -
2. I.e. Wheara, GoverDaent By COIIDdttee, pp. .36-42. 
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a Chairman. Mr. Macnaughton took the job. He was not a member of the 

Committee when it was appointed. At the organization meeting after the 

Chief Clerk of Committees had invited nominations for Chairman, Mr. Bell 

drew the attention of the Committee to the pa.ragraph in the Throne Speech 

which proposed that a member of the Opposition be Chairman. He said that 

the member of the Opposition "designated" to be nominated for the Chair-

manship was not then a member of the Committee, but that the situation 
1 

would be rectified. The organization meeting was held on the 29th of 

July and Mr. 11acnaughton was made a member of the Committee the same day. 

A member of Her Majesty's loyal Opposition is now Chairma.n of 

the Standing Committee on Public Accounts. What difference does it make? 

Seme, but not much. Of itself, this change is not of great significance 

or importance. We saw in our examination of the operation of the British 

Public Accounts Comrnittee that the fact of the Chairman being a member of 

the Opposition was perhaps the least important feature of that Colllllittee. 

If the introduction of this feature into Canadian procedure is consi.dered 

as a first step toward the setting up of a 11replica 11 of the British 

Committee, and if the ether steps are tak:en, and it will be submitted 

that they must be, then this change in our procedure will be of real 

significance and importance. As it is, the change has had one beneficial 

result. Among the few people interested in such matters there is great er 

confidence that the Accounts and Reports of the Auditer General are being 

given a thorough scrutiny. Among the members of the Committee, especially 

the Opposition members, there is confidence in the Committee's procedure. 

1. Evidence, 1958, Hinutes of Proceedings, p. 7. 
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With the Chainnan from their own party, they should no longer entertain 

doubts as to why a motion is ruled out of order, a question discouraged 

or a witness refused. 

The debates on the Public Accounts Committee and the corn-

parisons with the British Committee over the years, reveal a certain 

lack of knowledge as to the reasons for the effectiveness of that 

Committee. When it was proposed that a member of the Opposition be elected 

Chairman of the Committee, this lack of knowledge resulted in great ex-

aggeration as to the significance of the change. Many members thought that 

this was the essential procedural difference between the Canadian and 

British Committees. "If we only had an Opposition member as Chairman of 

the Committee, we would have a replica of the British Commit tee. 11 Of 

course, this is not true. Even if it were, we would have to take notice 

of Professor Wheare's remarks in this regard concerning the British 

Committee where on occasion the Chairman as a former Financial Secretary 

to the Treasury: 

11 It may be rema.rked in passing that the 
choice of a former Financial Secretary to 
the Treasury as Chairman of the Public 
Accounts Committee does not necessarily 
ens ure that he will be complet ely free 
from party bias when he cornes to preside 
over the inquest into the Government•s 
Accounts for it may well happen that, 
with a change in Governnent he is con­
sidering in the first year or two of his 
Chairmanship the Accounts of the depart­
ments while his own party was in power 
•••• No charges of partiality could in 
fact be preferred against Chairmen of the 
Public Accounts Committee on this ground, 
but it is worth while to mention the point 
because it is often assumed that to put an 



Opposition member into the Chair necess­
arily means that the g<>vernment •s 
spending is going to be scrutinized with 
no special tenderness. 11 1 

113. 

With a member of the Opposition as Chairman of the Comrnittee, it may 

be that under certain circumstances, such as that of a Government being 

in office for a long period, that the Accounts would receive a more 

thorough e.xamination than would be the case under a Government Chainnan. 

However, an effective Accounts Committee must do more than conduct an 

examination. The British Committee is effective because, the recommend-

ations which it makes as a result of its e.xaminations are implemented. 

The Canadian Committee will not be an effective instrument of control 

over the executive until it passes beyond the stage of examination, no 

matter how thorough, to that stage where its recommandations are co-

ordinated and implemented. 

In 1958, the standing Committee on Public Accounts met under 

the Chairmanship of Mr. Alan Macnaughton, a member of Her Majesty•s loyal 

Opposition. The Cornmittee had referred to it the Public Accounts and the 

Report of the Auditer General for the fiscal year ended March 31st, 1957. 

The Committee held twenty-five meetings. Seme eighteen of these were 

devoted to an examination into the construction of the National Printing 

Bureau. This was the principal work of the Comrnittee in 1958. Two 

meetings were taken up by the Committees organization and one by its 

consideration of the draft Report. One meeting dealt with paragraphs 

1. K.C. Wheare, op.cit., PP• 213-214. 
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27 to .34 of the Auditor General's Report, relating to postage on 

Newapapers and periodicals. Another dealt with two prep.red statements 

at the Auditor General; one on the torm ot the Public Accounts, the 

other, on the advisability of taking revenues into calculation when 

voting supply. To consideration of the Report of the Auditor General 

itselt, the Commi ttee devoted about a meeting and a halt. Why? "By 

reason of the Parliamentar.r Session being vell advanced befare the 
1 

CoiiJIIi.ttee was organized," reported the Colllllittee. 

The investigation into the construction of the Printing 
2 

Bureau was entertaining and at times enlightening, but there vas at 

least one item in the Auditor General •s Report which had it been looked 

into thoroughly would have been quite as interesting. The item was 
3 

paragraph 60 of the Report, entitled "Project Abandoned." The project 

abamoned was an electronic taotical trainer for the Joint Maritiae 

Warfare School at Halifax. At the time of its abandonment the project 

bad oost 6 lllillion dollars. It was estinaated at tbat time that the oost 

of Jaald.ng the trainer really workable would ulti~~&tely bave reached 

between 16 to 19 millions of dollars. This was one ot the few itell8 on 

which Mr. Sellar vas questioned. It carae out 1n the evidence tbat the 

Department of National Defence vas acquiring an appliance froa the United 
h 

Kingdom at a oost of $900,000 which would serve the purpose equally vell. 

Apparently the ~chine had soae possibilities and it vas put into the 

1. Evidence, 1958, Third Report, p. 588. 

2. The Steering Comittee refuaed a request of the Canadian Broadcasting 
Corporation to televise prooeedings, Evidence, 1958, p. 175. 

3. Report ot the Auditor General, year ended March 31, 1957, P• 16. 

4. Evidence, 1958, p. 38. 
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control of the Department of Transport. The Department of Transport 

reached an agreement with the Civil Aeronautic Authority of the United 

States to convert the trainer to an air traffic control simulator. 

This conversion was done by a Canadian firm and paid for by the Authority. 

On completion of this job the trainer was moved to the C.A.A. establish~ 

ment at Indianapolis to be used jointly by the Department of Transport 

and the Authority. The Authority agreed to pay a rental for the equip-

ment of one dollar per year. Mr. Grant Campbell, a Conservative member 
1 

of the Committee referred to this business as a "colossal blunder." 

It was in its way no less colossal than the National Printing Bureau, 

but the Committee did not have time to find out who blundered. 

There was no reference in the Auditer General 1s Report to 

the Printing Bureau itself, but it was well known in ottawa that it was 

worth investigating. The Committee got onto it through Mr. Sellar and 

the Public Accounts. The Accounts of the Department of Public Works 

showed that in the Estimates for the previous year $400,000 dollars had 

been provided for the National Printing Bureau, but that sorne $800,000 

was spent. In previous years as well the amounts actually spent were 

considerably more than the amounts in the Estimates. All this was legal. 

It meant that ether projects in Quebec received 1ess money than it was 

estimated they would. The Bureau was in Hull and the Public Works votes 

are apportioned geographically so that all the money estimated to be 

spent on different projects in a province may in fact be transferred and 

spent on only one or a few projects. The Treasury Board had the power to 

transfer the funds even though the amounts in the details were directly 

1. Evidence, 1958, p. 40. 
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re.ferred to in the main vote. The Y.lote itsel! gave the authority, 

Mr. Sellar re.ferred to this text and quoted it: 

" !c~uisition Construction and !mprovements or Pûlic BûUdinp. 

Construction, Acquisition, Major Repaira 
and !llprovements o:t, and plans and sites for, 
Public Buildings listed in the details of 
the Esti.Jiates provided that Treasury Board 
may inorease or decrease the uount wi thin 
the vote to be spent on individual listed 
projects-" 1 

Mr. Sellar objected to this vote because he did not think that it gave 

enough protection to the House of Commons. This vote text is a way of 

satisfying the natural curiosity of indindual Jlellbers as to bow JlUch 

projects in their constituencies will receive, while enabling the 

Government to retain coçlete control over these projects. The result 

is that the Estimates details for Public Works projects are useless so 

long as this vote text is applied. 

The National Printing Bureau was constructed in Hull across 

the ottawa river !rom the Capital. The idea behind its location 

originated with the National Capital Plan. Mr. Jacques Greber, the town 

planning expert f'r011 France, thought tbat a 110numental structure in Hull 

would gi ve a lead toward the eradication of' that city' s d.is112l look. It 

vas recognized that any successful planning in the Capital area bad to 

include Hull. Mr. King, vho at that time was Prime Minister, agreed vith 

Mr. Greber. The Printing Bureau proceeded vith not auch attention being 

paid to its coat. Monay vas not a problell. The building co•t sœe fitteen 

lllillion dollars which was several million more tban the estimted. coat. 

1. Evidence, 1958, P• 51. 
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The inquiry into the construction of the National Printing 

Bureau had all the characteristics of a trial without sorne of the 

niceties of judicial procedure. The Government rnernbers on the Committee 

prosecuted the case while the Opposition acted as defence. This was 

logical because the Tories were pursuing the Liberals and the Liberals 

were tr,ying to put the beat face on things. Mr. David Walker acted as 

prosecutor. He had been appointed by the Steering Committee to make 

a special study of the project. All of the information which he had was 

equally at the disposal of at least sorne mernbers of the Liberal party. 

The defence was carried on principa.lly by Mr • Lionel Chevrier. The 

principal witnesses in order of their appearance were: Major General 

H.A. Young, Deputy Minister, Department of Public Works; Mr. Ernest 

Cormier, the architect; Mr. J.M. Kennedy, Building and Research In-

stallation Unit, Department of Agriculture, former Mechanical Engineer 

wi th the ~partrnent of Public Works. 

Mr. Walker questioned Major General Young on an excavation 

contract let to Miron et Freres for $55,000. The final cost of this 

contract was $238,695. Of the arnount of the difference, $8,000 was to 

fence the excavation and $176,695 was for additional excavation. 

Mr. Walker:" Q. • •• that contract for $55,000 in 
regard to excavation was let on open 
public tender,is that correct? 

A. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Q. The other amoWlt $175,000; was that 
ever tendered for? 

A. No, Mr. Cha.irman. 

Q. No one else bad a chance at that contract? 

A. That is correct. 
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Q. I realize that you were not there, 
but do your records indicate whether 
there was even comparative priees 
obtained? 

A. No, Mr. Chairman. The records show 
that this was a matter of negotiations 
between the Department of Public Works 
and the contracter. 

Q. Y es. The first contract amounted to 
$55,000 which included how many cubic 
feet of earth and rock? 

A. The original contract was for 110,000 
cubic feet. 

Q. Cubic yards, you mean? 

A. Cubic yards, yes. 

Q. The second contract which oost three 
times as much invo1ved how many cubic 
yards? 

A. There were 10,000 cubic yards at $2 
per cubic yard, there were 93,011 cubic 
yards at 1.50 and there were 2,000 
cubic yards of rock at $3. 

Q. So that for $55,000 the contracter ex­
cavated 110,000 cubic yards and where 
he did not bid he charged three times 
as much and did approximate1y the same 
amount of excavation? 

Q. Yes. The first time he excavated 110,000 
cubic yards at $55,000 and the second 
time he excavated 116,000 cubic yards for 
$165,000? 

A. That is correct." 1 

1. Evidence, 1958, pp.65-66. 
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}tl.jor General Young was also questioned by Mr. Walker and 

other ~ers of the Committee on another contract. Extras on this 

contract bad resulted in the total axpenditure being substantially 

higher than the original amount. The witness replied to Mr. Walker: 

Mr. Campbell: 
(Btormont) 

Mr. Winch: 

Mr. Homer: 
(Acadia) 

The Witnesar 

Mr. McGregor: 

Mr. Winch: 

Ml". Spencer: 

An hon. Member: 

"A· Actually three extras were involYed 
in that one. It vas broken down, 
One vas for $2.31092. This vas an 
adjustment to the basement tloor so 
tbat it would be above the vater 
level. 

Q. Were there no soundings or boringa 
taken to deteraine the water lev.l 
beforehaD:l? 

A. There vere boringa talcen but un­
fortunately they were not complete 
borings. 

Q. In other words you bave tvo basement 
tloors there now? 

No just one big, thick one, 

The basement vas raised up. 

Q. Waa the noor put in betore the 
baseJHnt was raised? 

A. It was lett where the pUllps are. It 
is sort ot a vacant spaee where the 
pumps can pump out the water as it 
comas in. 

Q. Was it the intention in the tirst 
place to do it that way? 

Q. Iou ll&&n we bave a noating building 
the re? 

It would tloat if you lett the water ~ 

It is a Noah' s .A,rk. 
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Let us come back a gain on to 
solid ground." 1 

When Mr. walker bad finished his principal questioning ot 

Major General Young, Mr. Chevrier took over. The Chairman remarked: 

" Mr. walker last veek advanced one aide of the 
case. Mr. Chevrier, this morning will continue 
his eDllination until auch tille as he has 
finished vith the vitness, •• •" 2 

The whole point ot Mr. Chevrier's questioning of the witneas was to get 

hill to admit that there vere reasons of record why the unit priee for the 

excan.tion work was changed. Mr. Chevrier produced various docllllents 

which dealt vith and reco11U11ended the priee changes, but none of these 

doeuaents gave aey hint as to why the unit priee itself was raised.. It 

was clear that Mr. Chevrier was looking for ollly one answer and tbat he 

vas going to question the vitness till he got it. On a ll8JIOrandUil 

addressed to the Deputy Minister' 

Mr. Chevrier: 

1. Evidence, 19S~, p. 10. 

Q. "• •• now in faee of that document 
oould you say there was notbing ia 
the record to indicate the rea•ons 
for the change? 

A. I do not think there is, to change 
from 50 cents to 11. ,5o. There i• 
nothing to support the boring test 
or to show the quantities, and the 
quantities enter into negotiations 
of t.his kind. " 3 

2. Evidence, 19.58, p. 176. Mr. Chevrier bad begun his que•tiolling at 
a preV!ous aeeting, but had not got very far vith it. 

3. Evidence, 19.58, P• 193. 



On a submission to Council: 

Mr. Chevrier: Q. 

A. 

Mr. Walker: 

The \.Ji tnes s : 
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"• •• was this submission to Council 
not a pretty good record of the first 
contract? 

Mr. Chairv~L, it is a record of what 
transpired, but does not explain why 
the priees were increased. 

I dannot hear • 

It is a record of what transpired but 
does not explain why the priees were 
increased. 1 

Mr. Chevrier then returned to the earlier document and insisted that it 

gave the reason for the increase in the unit priee. ~œ. Wa1ker objected 

that this was argument. 

The Chairman: 

Mr. Chevrier: Q. 

"May we go on. It may not take too long. 

It will not if I get the answer. Again 
I put the question; Was this not a pretty 
good. record? 

A. I say it is a record of the transactions. 
In my opinion it is still not adequate 
evidence as to why the priees were in­
creased, that is my opinion. 11 2 

Mr. Cormier, the architect, was questioned by Mr. lia.lker on 

this excavation contract. MT. Cornier gave sorne insight into the 

negotiating process. 

Hr. \-lalker: 

1. Evidence, 1958, p. 203. 

Q. ''1'llio eventua11y raised the unit priee 
three times as much? 

A. If you could put it otherwise "who raised 
the unit priee. 11 

2. Evidence, 1958, pp. 203-204. 
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Q. Yes; who raised tt to $1.50 per yard. 

A. The Deputy Hinister of the time. 

Q. Without any authorization or suggestion 
from yeu? 

A. Oh yes. 

Q. He did it on his own. 

A. No. 

Q. Did yeu suggest that he shou1d do? 

A. Yes, certainly. 

Q. Yeu suggested he should reise it, 
triple it? 

A. During the lapse of time, between the 
time I saw the condition of the surface 
and the time it was decided to go 
further, there was a lapse of time and 
I had interviews with Mr. Brault, chief 
architect and we discussed that. Both 
of us realized that it was a very unfair 
commission for Messrs. Miron, and Mr. 
Brault wrote a meme to the Deputy Minister 
stating the unit priee that should be 
applied, • • • • 

Q. Who was it who finally gave authority, 
Nr. l1urphy the Deputy Minister? 

A. Yes. 

Q. He arranged that verbally? 

A. No, in discussing these priees with Miron 
et Freres he had been writing - I told the 
story yesterday - he had been writing - I 
know now, it was on a box of cigarettes -
writing the unit priees that could be 
applied, and before leaving, Mr. Miron 
took that box away with him. 

Q. So our Deputy Minister of Public Works 
worked this contract out on a box of 
cigarettes? 

A. Nol 
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A. 

Q. 
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Q. 

A. 

Hr. Chevrier: 
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That is what you said1 

Yes, but it could have been on the back 
of this pad - it does not matter. 

It is a big box of cigarettes - is there 
a letter confirming the change in contract 
and the reason for it? 

Yes, - there is a memorandum from the 
chief architect. 

Where is it? 

To :tvT.r. Hurphy. 

I put it on the file last week, and you 
are aware of it. I examined and cross 
examined the general upon it. 11 1 

There had been sorne criticism of the air conditioning install-

ation at the Printing Bureau, and ~1r. Chevrier gave Mr. Cormier the oppor-

tunity of replying to this criticism. Mr. COrmier was never at a loss for 

an answer. 

Hr. Chevrier: Q. 11Then may I direct your attention to the 
so-called criticisms or criticisms con­
cerning ventilation? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Would you say something on that? 

A. The criticisms were gathered from a few 
disconteDted employees, instead of con· 
sidering the opinion of responsible 
officers, ••• First I will speak about 
the first aid unit. This was located 
• • • next to the press room and composing 
room,!or the treatment of cuts, bruises 
and burns. The temperature of 80 degrees 
and 55 per-cent relative humidity happens 
to be what is required in hospitals for 
surgery." 2 

1. Evidence, 1958, pp.327-328. 

2. Evidence, 1958, p. 564. 
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The last of the principal witnesses questioned was Mr. 

Kennedy, who as a mechanical engineer in the Department of Public Works, 

had examined and reported to his superiors on the Printing Bureau. ~x. 

Kennedy was questioned by Hr. Walker on his Reports and the facts brought 

out in the evidence were enlightening, if not always edifying. Mr. 

Kennedy told a tale of sewer lines running above open drinking water tanks, 

of steam backing up and loosening the joints of said pipes causing them to 
1 

discharge into the tanks below. When it was noticed that this was 

occurring the ~deral department of Health were called in and took daily 

readings of the bacteria count of the tank. Finally the bacteria count 

went so high that the domestic water system bad to be closed down. The 

pipes were rerouted and this situation was corrected. The steam alse 

backed up through ether pipes, making the use of ordinary plumbing facilities 
2 

hazardous. After Mr. Walker 1s examination of this witness there was not 

much more to be said. At its next meeting the Committee proceeded to the 

consideration of a draft Report. 

The Co~~ttee's Third Report was the only substantive one 
3 

which it made to the House. The Report was adopted on division. Of the 

organizational change which brought a member of the Opposition to the Chair, 

the Committee said: 

11 This being the first occasion in the history 
of the Standing Committee that such action has 
been taken, your Committee now records that the 
action thus taken is not regarded as in any way 
limiting or impairing the interrogatory powers 

1. Evidence, 1958, pp.573-574. 

2. Evidence, 1958, p. 574. 

3. Evidence, 1958, p. 592. 



ot the CoDD'Iittee, but does iaply that the 
CoJIIIittee •a Reports will take a tora that 
proaotes application of sound tinancial 
principles tbroughout the public service." 1 

12.5. 

'l'he Collllllittee reported under five headings: The Jfational Printing Bureau, 

Agreements with Architecte, Second Class Mail, the Public .lccounta and 

Treatment of Revenue Receipts. 

On the National Printing Bln"eau the Collllittee saids 

n Evidence given to your Coœlittee clearly 
indicates that regardless ot the suitability 
of the site fro11 the town planning point of 
view, it vas an untortunate selection. Sub• 
terranean waters, tlowing near the surface, 
greatly increased ooets of excavation and 
construction, and bave done bara to public 
confidence in adllinistrative co•petenoe. 
Your CoDIDiittee would have expected that, as 
soon as the situation bec81le selt-evid.ent, 
those responsible tor the erection of the 
project wuld bave advised tbat a new site be 
selected. This not being done costa increased 
to a disconcerting degree • • • • Evidence 
given indicates tbat administrative action 
was not of a nature as to :aa.ke certain that the 
public interest vas continuously protected in 
the financial sense." 2 

Still on the subject of the Printing Bureau, but aore e•pecial.l7 

on the wording or the Public Works vote, the COIIIlittee co•ented: 

n It was also observed 1n the review of the 
PUblic !ccounts tbat in three fiscal years 
amounts detailed in the Estimates tor the 
Printing B\lreau vere exceeded: in 19.56 the 
sWil listed was tl,300,000 but actual ex-
penditures aaounted to 11.,6911.56.3s in 1954 
the &mount stated in the EstiJiates vas 
82,7.501 000 but recorded expenditures aaounted 
to $.5, 208, )86, and in 19.57 the aJIOunt listed 

1. Evidence, 19.58, !bi.rd Report, PP• .587-.588. 

2. Evidence, 19.58, Third Report, p, J88. 



was $400,000 with actual expenditures 
$802,94.5. Ammal Appropriation Acts 
have, since 19.51, provided that the 
amount which may be spent on any listed 
public building, harbour or river work 
under the Minister of Public Works, is 
the amount listed in the details of the 
Estimates 11provided that Treasury Board 
may increase or decrease the amount 
within the vote ta be expended on 
individual listed projects." While it 
is the exclusive constitutional right 
of the Crown to recommend appropriations 
to the House of Co~nons, your Committee 
entertains strong doubts as to ei ther 
the desirability or propriety of Parlia­
ment also sub-ordinating appropriating 
powers to the convenience of the Ex• 
ecutive. In view of the fact that this 
practice has been in effect only since 
19.51 and is considered necessary for the 
needs of the Department of Public Works 
only, it would seem that the Department 
of Public Works could organize in such 
a way that it operates efficiently with­
out any constitutional concession by 
Parliament. 11 1 

126. 

The Committee's final paragraphs on the Printing Bureau were 

on agreements wi th architects 11 so worded that i t is to the financial 

advantage of the architect that planning be grandiose and assent automatic 
2 

to extras and additions." The terms of Mr. Cormier's contract with the 

Department of Public Works were not such as to induce economy. The 

Committee was of the opinion 

"that contract terms should be the subject 
of exhaustive review between the professions 
and all departments contracting for pro­
fessional services in arder to make certain 
that in future the basis of agreement is such 
as will ensure that the public interest is 
ever paramount. 11 3 

1. Evidence, 19.58, Third Report, pp • .588-89. 

2. Evidence, 19.58, Third Report, p • .589. 

3. Evidence, 19.58, Third Report, p • .589. 
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In 1959, the standing Cornmittee on Public Accounts met again, 

a gain:~ under the Chairmanship of r1r. Alan Macnaughton. It is likely 

that Hr. Macnaughton will continue as Chairman for the duration of this 

Parliament. The Chairman is elected for one session, so that while one 

man may be Chairman during one Parliament, he will have been elected 

and then re-elected several times. The Cow~ttee had referred to it 

the Report of the Canada Council for the year ended March 31, 1958, the 

financial statements of the Council and the Report of the Auditor General 
1 

thereon for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1958. The Committee devoted 

one meeting to an examination of the affaira of the Canada Council. There 

waà. also referred to the Committee, the Public Accounts and the Report of 

the Auditer General for the fiscal year ended March 31, 1958. To the 

consideration of the Auditor General's Report, the Committee gave thirteen 

meetings. In 1959 this was the Cornmittees main work. In no other year 

under consideration was the Report of the Auditor General given such care-

ful scrutiny nor did any other Committee make such a thorough Report on 

this aspect of its work. The Committee's Report on this inquiry was under 

sorne seventeen different headings. It can be said of the Committee, that 

given its present organization, it cannot be more effective than it was 

in 1959. It is submitted that the Committee can be made more effective, 

but not without further changes in its procedure. These procedura1 

changes will be put forward in the next chapter. We may put this another 

way: The Committee did a good job in 1959, but it can and must do a better 

one, and for this, certain further changes in its procedure are necessary. 

1. Evidence, 1959, p. 4. 
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The method of inquiry which the Committee followed in 1959 

was, first, to examine the Report of the Auditer General, and then, look 

into the affairs of the Canada Council. The Committee went through the 

Auditer General's Report item by item, with Mr. Sellar as witness. On 

the items on which the Auditer General could not give the Committee full 

information, witnesses were called. An unusual item on which the 

Committee beard witnesses was that concerning 11Air Transport Tariff Rates. 11 

The Auditer General wrote this up in paragraphs 71 and 72. 

11 ••• this paragraph treats of two cases 
where contractors are willing to refund to 
the Government amounts totalling about 
~}93,000, but a statute stands in the way. 
In the spring of 1956, the Department of 
Defence Production chartered helicopters 
for use in the transport of freight and 
personnel required on the Mid Canada 
Early Warning Line project. The aircraft 
were chartered for only a short pericxl be­
cause it was expected that the R.C.A.F. 
would take over the work. That not 
occurring, the helicopters continueditn use 
throughout the summer and fall. This 
materially reduced costs to the contractors, 
so in the summer of 1956 the Department 
negotiated with them to substituts with 
retroactive application, rates that would 
have be en paid under the approved tariff if 
the contracts bad originally been entered 
into for longer periods. 

Air rates are, by the Aeronautics Act, 
subject to the approval of the Air Transport 
Board and once a rate is approved the carrier 
may not reduce charges without the consent of 
the Board. The proposed new agreement was 
therefore brought to the notice of the Board 
by the .Depa.rtment. The Board declined to 
approve, apparently because, unless an approved 
tariff provides for retroactive adjustments, 
the extension of the period of the agreement 

1. Report of the Auditer General, year ended March 31, 1958, pp.l819. 

1 



is not cause for automatic, concurrence by 
the Board. In money the consequence is that 
one company has around $73,000 and another 
about $20,000 which they would willingly 
refund to the Crown were that not a breach 
of the law." 

129. 

On investigation, the company did not prove to be so anxious to repay 

the money. The Deputy Attorney General reported: 

11 • •• the company may have been willing at 
the time it entered into the respective ex­
tension contracts to enter into such contracta 
at the lower rates if that were permissible 
in accordance with its filed tariff. It does 
not necessarily follow that the company is, 
at this time prepared to remit a corresponding 
portion of the tolls to which it became 
entitled under the contracta. 11 1 

The work of the Committee is perhaps best judged from its 

Reports. The Committee made three Reports to the House. The First 

Report vms concerned with the Comffiittee's conduct of its own business, 

that is, the power to print papers and evidence and permission to 

reduce its quorum. The Second Report was on the Committee's review of 

the Auditer General's Report. The Committee's Third Report was on the 

Canada Council. The Second Report was the most important. It was as 

we have said the most thorough Report made on the Report of the Auditer 

General during the total period under consideration in this paper. The 

following is a representative item of the Committee's Second Report. 

"National Defence EKpenditures on Education." 

" Indian children are provided with educational 
facilities by the Government of Canada. The Public 
Accounts record $17,456,000 expended for this 
purpose in 1957-58, with particulars given on pages 

1. Evidence, 1959, p. 344. 



CC, 12 to 20. However, only where capital 
expenditures were incurred in constructing 
schools - the total in the year approximately 
~5,400,000 - is any disclosure made in the 

Public Accounts of expenditures by the 
Department of National Defence in providing 
educational facilities for children of 
members of the Services Forces. On inquiry, 
your Committee was informed that, including 
the $5,400,000 noted above, approximately 
$11,500,000 was spent by the Departlllent in 
the year, and that these expenditures are 
distributed in the National Defence section 
of the Public Accounts to 7 standard objecta 
of expenditures: heading for each of the 
Service Forces, such as, Professional and 
Special Services - travel and removal ex­
penses, municipal or public utility services. 

Your Committee is of the opinion that it 
would be more inforznati ve were these Depart­
ment of National Defence costs consolidated 
and suitably disclosed. Whether this may be 
more efficiently done by use of a special 
vote or otherwise is regarded as a matter 
for Treasury Board to consider. 11 1 

130. 

The Committee devoted its last meeting to an examination of 

the activities of the Canada Council. The Council was before the 

Commit tee because as Mr. Sellar put it: 

11 • • • it is required to table a Report in 
Parliament through the designated rünister 
who, in this instance, i s the Prime Minister; 
and I am required to make an audit • • • • 
After these Reports were tabled during the 
present session of the House, the House 
referred them to this Committee. 11 2 

In his audit of the Accounts and f i nancial transactions of the Canada 

Council the only thing to which the Auditer General drew attention was 

the use of the "University Capital Grants Fund. 11 

1. Evidence, 1959, Second Report, pp. 400-401. 

2. Evidence, 1959, P• 361. 



On this he reporteds 

" In the review o! the transactions it was 
observed. that grants ot 50% ot eetiE.ted 
coat vere authorized with respect to the 
construction o! atudent residences at tour 
univeraities. These grants are now noted 
in order to illustrate a point. The Canada 
Council Act is not !ree !rom &Jibiguity, but 
section 9 eontemplates that the Council make 
grants only "in turtherance of its objeets,n 
which are detined in the Act as tolloWB: 

The objecta of the Council are to 
foster and praaote the st~ and 
enjoyment of, and the production 
ot works in, the arts, hwlanities 
and social sciences. 

No problem is present where a grant is 
-.de towards the oost ot a building having 
direct and immediate association with courses 
of' atudy related to the arts, humanities or 
social etudies. What is now reterrad to is the 
legal position where the association ~ght be 
regarded as indirect or reaote. The statue 
of' the Council in administering this fund 
being s1milar to tbat of' a public trustee, it 
is suggested that consideration be gi Ten to 
detining boundaries vith respect to grant• 
from the University Capital Orants Fund." 1 

1.31. 

In a note suppleaeœà17 to bis audit Report the Auditor General 

"illustrated" wbat he ealled the "audit perplexity" thia ways 

n Two brothers attend the saae university, 
one to study Arts, the other Engineering. 
Is the second boy ineligible to lin in a 
student•' residence beca\18e 1 t bad been 
f'inanced, in part, by a Canada Council 
grant? Alternatively, if both are eligible, 
it f'ollows that there is nothing to pro­
hibit the residence being wholly oocupied 
by engineering, medical, etc., students. 11 2 

1. Evidence, 1959, Appendix "2", P• .349. 

2. Evidence, 1959, Appendix Z..l, p • .351. 
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It might have been thought that, the perplexity of the 

audit being equal to the absurdity of the illustration, the two cancelled 

each otter out. However, it was not to be. Members of the Committee 

were more interested in this question than in any other aspect of the 

Council's work. Mr. vlalker asked in what way culture was promoted by 
1 

the building of dormitories. I1r. Claxton answered, quoting from an 

article which had quoted Leacock: 

11 Then they have a quotation from Leacock: 

Mr. Walker: 

Hr. Claxton: 

If I were founding a university, he 
once wrote, I would found first a 
smoking room; when I had a little 
more more money in hand I would 
found a dormitory; then after that 
a decent reading-room and a library. 
After that, If I still had more 
money, I would hire a professer and 
get sorne text-books. 

I think Stephen Leacock would have 
had a beer parleur in there: Is 
that the answer, then? Is that your 
answer to my question? 

Yes, this is the view of the Council, 
that dorrnitories are an integral, 
fundamental part of a modern or ancient 
univer sity. All unive~sities are 
su.ffering from a Jack of them; and 
the addition of them to the university 
equipment adds to the work they do in 
the field of the arts, hurnanities and 
social sciences, and is a direct service 
performed, for which the Canada Council 
was set up. 11 2 

The Public Accounts Comrnittee was not too sure of its role 

in relation to the review of the Reports of the Canada Council. It 

1. Evidence, 1959, p. 374. 

2. Evidence, 1959, p. 375. 



comrnented: 

" Section 23 of the Canada Council Act 
requires that Reports be submitted to a 
designated r·ünister within three months 
after the termination of each fiscal year 
of the CoW1cil; that the !1inister cause 
Reports to be laid before Parliament 
within fifteen days, and that "provision 
be made for a review thereof by Parliament." 
Because the Act declares that the Counc11 
11is not an agent of Her Majesty," it is 
recommended that further consideration be 
given to the text of section 23 or to any 
subsequent Order of Reference to this 
Committee or both, in arder to determine 
more precise1y the ro1e of the Committee 
in reviewing these Reports." 1 

1. Evidence, 1959, Third Report, p. 411. 

133. 



CHAPrER VI 

RECOMMENDlTIONS 

and 

COICLUSIONS 

If the Public Accounts Committee is going to be ot any use, 

it will have to 11eet each 7ear. This seau obvioua enough~ but the 

Committee'a recent hiatory shows that we cannot take its •eting tor 

granted. The practice tolloved in getting the COJmd.ttee asseJRbled and 

started on its vork each year bas been somewhat casual. It bas been 
1 

le.rt to too mn7 people, to take the iniative. As the Cbai%'JI&Il 

observed at the Committee•s first meeting in 19SOs 

" 'l'his Comnittee so far as I und.erstand, bas 
sat oD17 about six times in the last tventy 
years, &lXi it bas been traditional that the 
Committee would sit upon a request made by 
auy aeJilber to the elected Cbairllan. There 
is no tixed date, no defini te tiu at which 
we should sit.• 2 

Meeting& o! the COIIJli.ttee cannot be ade manda tory. It will al ways 

relll&in to sœne llember to start the JJB.chinery in 110tion. With a 118mber 

o! the Opposition as Chairman it is 110re likely tbat the Ca.nittee v1ll 

uet tban not. We JIIB.Y say that the Yeey leaat that is neoessary in order 

for the COI!IIdttee to aeet is that it is the desire Of some aember or 

members that it should. 

1. See Mt-. Pican\ •a outline o! the procedure tollowed, Canada, Houe o! 
CoJIIIlons Debates, 1950, P• 2020, also quoted above. 

2. Evidence, 1950, P• 7. 



Should the Chairman and some ot the more interested llellbera 

ot the COIIIJidttee wish to haTe the Committee met, there is no guarantee that 

it actually will •eet. The reason tor this is that the Committee ia too 

dependent upon the Government. The Committee considera oolT what is re­

terred to it by the House on the initiative ot the Govermaelt.. It the 

GoverDJHent does not refer the Report ot the Auditor General or the PW>lic 

Accounts to the Comnd:ttee, the CoJIIIIli.ttee will have no buainess betore it, 

ancl baving no business before it, vill not ~~eet. Within its tel"llS ot 

!:eference the Public Accounts COliUTiittee has aubstantial power. For in· 
l 

stance the COIIIli ttee bas the power to sand tor pere ons, paper s and records. 

The Commi.ttee is -.powered to eDid.ne and inquire into all auch •ttera 

and things as 11ay be referred to it by the House, and to Report its opinions 
2 

and observations to the House on the matters betore it. There is nothing 

in this which says that the COIIDli.ttee will have anything reterred to it. 

Wbat it does say is tbat i:t and when the Bouse refera so:aething to the 

Committee, it bas auch and auch power to enable it to conduct its bquiey. 

The present practice would se• to be tbat when it ia certain 

tbat the COJUDi ttee is going to 11eet 1 an into1'118.l request is ade "through 

the usual cbannels" requesting that the Public Accounts am Report ot the 

~uditor General be referred to the Committee. In 19S8, these iatters vere 

reterred to the Collllittee on 29th .fuly, but the Chairman was elected only 
3 

on the .30th, July. It is quite true that the House generally agrees vith 

l. Arthur Beauchesne, op.cit., p. 236. 

2. Ibid. -
3. Evidence, 19S8, P• 4 and 7. 



the reqa.ests ot its CoJIDili.ttees 1 be they tor.al or intoral, but atill 

the Committees .ust wait on the House. In 1959, at the tirat ~eting 

of the Public Accounts Comittee, the ChailWUl congratulated the 11811bers 

for turning up at a merning meeting when the notices bad gone out atter 

tour o'clock on the previous day. 'lben he eaid: 

" The notices vere delayed because the 
reference bad mt been passed by the 
House and a •eting could not be called 
untU this was done." 1 

The essential point about ali this is tbat the HoUlle 1s not an abstraction. 

The House does vhat the Oovernment wants it to do. It the GoTerllll8nt does 

not want the Auditor General •s Report re.f'erred to the COIIIIIittee, it need 

not make the necessary motion. It the mtion comes troa the other aide, 

its •jority can be uaed to defeat it. It would be illpolitic for a 

GovernDlent to act in this manner, but the tact reains that the Governaent 

controle the Committee. 

The House ot Co11110ns is controlled by the OoverllJI8nt. The 

purpoee ot the Publie Accounta COIUid.ttee is to control the Oovernaent. 

Ir we are to be certain that this COJIIJJd.ttee will uet, it becoJII8s apparent 

that the Co:amittee IIU8t be made JllOre independant of the Houae. It vill be 

said that to speak ot independant COIIIIld.tteee is to introduce French or 

.AJnerican practice into our procedure. To suggest auch a thing, it vill be 

said, 1e to trespe.es upon established concepts whieh hold that the COIUid.ttees 

of the House are mere auxiliaries. Under present collditions ot party 

discipline the ColiiJni.ttee aurt be iniependent of the House, 1t 1t is to 

1. Evidence, 1959, P• 9. 
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control the Government. When party discipline vas loose, theories 

about Committees as auxiliaries of the House held more relevanoe tban 

they do today. The British have recognized this, and ve bave seen that 

there is there, a stage of control vhere the House as a corporate bod.,­

is concerned. There is no playing "poli tic•". The Government allows 

a COIIrnittee to exist vith an indepemence of the House. The Comittee 

of Public Accounts in the United Kingdom does not need to have an 

ord.er of re!erence paased each session. It is empowered by standing 

Order to examine "the Accounts showing the appropriation of the suas 

granted by Parliament to aeet the public expemiture, and of auch other 
1 

Accounts laid bef ore Parliament as the COIIIIIlittee 111.y thinlc fit • • • • 

The standing Order also makes it clear tbat the COJUD:ittee is to be ••t 
2 

up "at the comencement of every session." The United lingdom 

Committee bas a relatively permanent statua. It .ust consider certain 

accounts and may consider others, but it need not wait on a reference 

from the House. 

During the first tvo sessions of the twenty-fourth :Farlialle~ 

1110st of the standing Comittees of the Houae vere active. It is generally 

agreed that the COEd.ttees were and are being used as a bandy way of 

occupying the large Government najority. More extended use of the 

Colllllittees was also a fultill.Jaent tn part of Mt-. Diefenbaker •s pl'Oidse 

to restore the rights of Parliament. Wbat all this Ca.mittee actiTity 

did was give us the opportunity of seeing the :u.ny different •:rs in 

1. Herbert Morrison, C?J>.cit., p. lW. 

2. Ibid. -



1 
which they are used. The ll08t noticeable thing about the Comdttees 

is the absence of any distinction between Standing and Select COIIII1itteea 

which we rind in British praotice. A Caœdian practice which ia quite 

di.trereut. tr011 the British, bas an EstiJAates Ca.aittee aeetin.g considering 

Estimates, while other Committees meet and also consider Estiaatee. Some 

ct the Committees wbieh considered Estimates also dealt vith Bills related 

to the same department. We have dealt at SOlRe length already vith the 

role or the standing Conmittees in the Canadian Hou•• and the "eo.mittee 

stage" or the legislative process. As a "60mmittee stage" the atudy or 

Bills in the standing Committees is a .aste of time because in tact the 

·~mmittee stage is taken in the Ooamittee or the whole House. 

It is submitted that all the Estimates ought be considerad 

by one Ooi!DIIittee. This Oommittee oould split up into sub-collllitteu and 

deal with the Estillates which are now considered by aenral other 

CoJRJdttees. The advantage of this procedure would be tbat with an 

Estima tes Oolllllittee and the Public !ccounts Co:mittee, the acceptance or 

the idea of Select Oo.mittees would be eneouraged. These Committees 

vould Met in CUlera, and conduct their business in a non-partisan 

-.nner. It it vas desired to investigate a specifie •tter 1 a Select Collllittee 

could be set up tor that session to deal with it. It this could be brought 

about, we would bave Select Oommittees doing wbat Select Committeea do 

best; in"f'estigating, exaainiBg, weighing tacts and iss'ldftg sound Reports. 

Party di.tf'erences could show theaselves in stancling CoJIIIId:ttees. The 

Estim&tes and Accounts Oommittees would not be denominated "standing Committee." 

1. Sinee all the CoDI1littees print their evidence and minutee ot proceedings1 
the best systematic outline of' vhat they do is the, Catalogu.e, C&nadian 
Government Publications, The Queen •s Printer, otta•• 
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'l'o the standing CoDDilittees could be sent Bills tor a real coiiUIIittee stage. 

The Select Commi ttees would be smaller as a rule than the standing 

Committees. 'l'he Estimates Committee with its sub-committees vould be 

an exception to this. If we bad sewral standing Commi ttees taki.ng the 

colllllittee stage of Bills we could speed up the legislative process and 

occupy 110St of the meltlbers of the House. As it is nov, the beat ue 1• 

not being ll&.de of the Canadian Commi ttee systEIIle 

The Public Accounts Committee should have fewer •embers. At 

any given 11eeting1 there are between f'ifteen am twenty-f'ive :ulli:>ers in 

attendaœe out of' a •embership of' ruty. A. aember need only be in the 

Committee room long enough to be .seen by the clerk to be registered as 

in at tendance. This ma.kes it ditficult to g1 ve meani.ngful attenianee 

figures. However, it can sately be said that at tendance 1s generally 

souwhat lees tban balf' the total membership. This would sea to in­

dicate that the number could be reduced. Of the l'lellbers who eomè to 

the Conni ttee, there are some who are continually walking out and in, 

while there are others who come and read their newspaper between 

appointments. In any one year that the Committee meats there is, hw• 

ever, a small nUllber of interested lllellbers who attend œarly every 

meeting. These may nwaber between ten and twel"Ye. 'l'bey are members of 

every party and they ask most or the questions. 

It is difficult to say just bow many aeabers are enough. In 

the United Kingdom., the Public Accounts Committee bas tifteen ~~embers. 

We do not have to decide exactly wbat number the Canadian Committee should 

have, but it is clear that f'if'ty is too many. As one reads tbrough the 

.. 



Coaittee•s evidence, it beaomes apparent tbat the Mllber who attende 

only occasionally at the Coanittee is the cause ot much repetition with 

its consequent delay. He will not be interested in wbat the Co.mittee 

is doing. He will not have tollowed the proceedings or read the eTidence. 

One JIOrning he will turn up, and ask questions ot the 1fitneas tbat vere 

answered three aeetings ago. It the Chairl!an is not caretul, the 

Comdttee goes ott on a tangent. Many •J'Ibers ot the Cœld.ttee are not 

interested in its work. It would be better to le&Te them ott. 

The Public Accounts ComMittee would do better vork 1t it .. t 

in camel'll. 'l'he public nature of the Colllllittee •s meetings 1s a constant 

potential source ot disorder and co.~otion. 'l'bat this is so, is not 

because the public attend in all1' number, but, rather, becaue ot the 

presence ot the press. Their presence encourages the :ellbers to play 

politics and grab headlines. As Mr. George Benson, the Cbairan ot the 

British Aooounts Ca.ittee, put it in a latter to the Oasnte, CODlenting 

on a coluan ot Mr. Blakely1s which had expressed skepticiss ot Mr. 

Macnaughton •s "findings" on the British COIIIJIIittee: 

• Mr. Macnaughton is quite right in attaching 
the greatest importance to the f'aet tbat the 
Committee site in camera• Members of' the 
P.A.O. are only hWIIB.n, and our aeetings iive 
aaple material tor kea.diness, which in the 
presence of' the press llight be exploited by 
some smart, slick question. Under auch 
eircUJDStance it llight not take long bef'ore 
the COIImittee vas di vided. into opposing 
camps, one seeking to score points against 
the GoveriDlent and, the other seeking to 
dErl)end it. 11 1 

It •• a "slick question" ot Mr. Walker 1s which tbrew the Collllittee into 

1. The Gazette, Nov. 10, 19S8. 
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turaoU in 19$8. He asked the leading vitness vhether any preseure 
1 

bad bean put on him in the -.tter ot allocating contracte. The 

witness suggested tbat Senator Fournier bad put pl"essure on hill to 
2 

favour one contractor rather than another. In a public statement 

the Senator, who is also the Mayor ot Montreal, hotly denied the 
3 

witneas 's statement. A ConsenatiYe Jlellber ot the Commit tee helpo-

full.y suggested tbat the Senator' a Liberal appointee, be brought 

before the COJDittee to testi.ty. This episode alaœt resulted in 

the resignation of the Chairman. The leeson of this incident is tbat 

the COJIUidttee JIU8t ••t in caaera. 

The Public Accounts Collllittee bas met so intrequently in 

recent times tbat there 1s no real agreeaent on vhat the Collllittee 

should exaa1ne vhen it does JReet. It is sublll:itted that vhat the 

Committee ought do each year il call and exaw1ne witneesea on the 

Report ot the Auditor General. It is tor this that the COBnit.tee ie 

best equipped. The Committee cannot covar the expenditur.. of a vhole 

depart.ment. It realized this in 1951 when it examined the defence de-

partment accowrts. In its Fitth Report it said that its 

"•s not able to go deeply enough into the 
detaUed Accounts ot each ot the DWI8rous 
items • • • to express a definite opinion 

1. 

2. 

.3. 

4. 

'· 

as to the propriet;r of all the operations 
perforraed by these departaents • • •" $ 

Evidence! 1958, p. 1.5'0. 

Erldenoe, 1956, P• 151. 

The Gazette, August, 16, 1958. 

ET.idence2 19$8, P• 197. 

Evidence! ll'irst Session2 19Sl, p. 693. 



As tor the Crown Corporations, the Oo.Uttee itselt, on tvo occasiona, 

bas recOlllllended that a Select OOJilllittee be set up to examine their 
1 

year]Jr Reports. It the Public Accounts COIII11ittee considered the 

Report! ot the Crown Corporations then it would not deal with the 

Auditor General's Repart. St.ilarly it there 1s some transaction ao 

notorious tbat the COEittee delves into it, the Report of the .A.uditor 

General goes unconsidered. .ln iDquiry like that iDto the construction 

ot the lfational Printing Bureau is best dealt with by a Select Coaittee. 

As tor the DepartMnts ot Gonr!DI8nt, the COJIDlittee :aust assume that all 

is vell untU the .A.uditor General Reports tbat it is not. The Co.d.ttee 

taa.s to rely on the Auditor General and his o.fficers for its WorMtion. 

The COJIIDittee cannot hope to turn up JIOl"e than the Audit Of'!ice. What 

the Comittee can do is ex&Jiline in detail those items or transactiona 

about whioh the Audit Office bas some reservations. HaTiD& doœ this it 

can give directions and make rec0Jil11endations to the end that &JV' un­

satis!actor.y conditions which .ay haTe been uncovered will be corrected. 

The Reports or the A.uditor General are not as he1ptu1 as they 

ahould be. Mr. Sellar's Repm-ts vere written vith a terseness alld an 

econoay or vords which •de it sea that he was reluctant to give JIOre 

tban the barest tacts ot any transaction. The Report o.f the Auditor 

General ought be vritten in such a vay that llellbers will knov trODl reading 

it vtv" an itea is 1nc1uded. As full an explanation as is necusary tor 

the intelligent; layan to urderstand the "audit interest" in a •'\ter is 

1. Evidenc~ 1950, Third Report, P• 1013, and Third Rapt, Evicieœe 
!ëcoiil ssion 1951, Vol. 3'. 1 page not numbeî'ëd. 
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required.. Members should not have to aak the A.uditor General vày a 

certain item bas been reported. UntU quite recently, the Colllmittee 

bas •et so sporadically tbat the Auditor General bas usumed an al:aost 

domjnant position in the cirole or control. This is not bis !ault 

beoawse he is tUling a kiDd ot vacullll which he did not create. It is 

on acoount ot this tbat he bas presented ao many brie!s and •e110ranàa to the 

Colllnittee. Everything which the .luditor General !eels he should. 1&7 to 

the Cœud.ttee, ought be 8&id in his Report. Tbat is his tille to speak. 

He should attend the Committee•s -.etings, but sbould only be questioned 

when it is absolutel.y necessary. 

In the United Kingdoa the principal lfitneases betare the 

Committee are the Permanent Secretaries who as Aceounting ot!ioers .ust 

represent their department betore the A.ooounts Co-.ttee. The Perunent 

Secretary as !ocouuting Qt!icer bas in the .a~ter ot iccouuts a responsi• 

bUity that is not the Mil:dster•s. But as he is subordinate to the 

Minister he exercises a kind or veto over the department•s tranaactione. 

In the Epito•e ot the Reports tr011 the Cœmd.ttee of Public .lccounts the 

duty of the Aoeounting otticer bas been defineds 

" The Acoounting Of'!icer 1s personau.,­
responsible tor the correctneas of the 
Appropriation Account which he randers 
on bebalt or bis àepartment, tor the 
proper conduct ot its tinanoial business 
am tor the balance in the custody of the 
departant. It he takes o!fice during 
the period o! an .A.ccount and subsequently 
signs the Aocount tor the whole year he 
thereby accepts responsibility tor tbe 
whole or that A.ccount. He is not required 
to posseas technical knowledge ot AocoUDts, 
but i t is his duty to see tbat proper 



superrlaion and control are exercised. OTer 
the parsons executing t,he detaUed business 
ot Account and book-keeping in the depart­
Ment, and to satisty hiiiself' by appropriate 
means of the correctness and propriety at 
the transactions embodied in the AccoUDts1 
as vell as to represent his depa.rt:ment 
betore the Public Accounts Oommittee." 1 

Herbert Morrison bas given us an exaaple of hov the Permanent Secretary1s 

"veto" Dight vork: 

" It a Minister wishea to spend aoney tor 
vhich his etatutory authoriti is in any 
degree doubttul, one of the JI.OSt effective 
restraints of the Pemanent Secretary is 
to rellind hill that the Permanent Secretary 
is the .A.ccounting otticer of the Department 
and tbat he has to answer for the Department • s 
expenditure betore the Public .A.ceoUD.t8 
Committee. This is a polite vay of telling 
the MiDister that he cannot run the risk of 
excee<:ling his statutory authority and tbat, 
if the PermaneDt Secretary as Accounting 
Qfficer vere challenged by the PIWlic .A.ccoUDts 
Committee, he would be coapelled to infora 
the COIIllli.ttee that the expenditure bad been 
incurred on the Minister • s personal in­
struct,ions after he bad been varned about it 
by the Accounting otficer." 2 

A weakness of the Canadian COlllllittee is tbat on many iteliS 

it must dig and probe for information. It goes troa witness to witness 

chasing down the detaUs at a transaction. !ach witnesa will onl.y 

volunteer so .u.ch information. Only oceasionally will a vitness giTe the 

Committee the who1e "story" of a questioned transaction. The Committee 

would save a great deal of tille, and control would be tighter it tbare 

could be a canadian equi ruent of the Aocount.ing otficer in each 

1. Ivor J ennings 1 Cabinet Oovernment, a note on p. 170. 

2. Herbert Morrison, op.cit., P• 1$0. 
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de:J:&rblent. The official so designated, would represent bis departaent 

befora the Co.d.ttee. He would ooae prepared. By the tems of the 

Civil Service Act, the deputy head would. appear to bave reaponsibillties 

s1•1l.ar to those of' the PeriiiB.nent Seoretary as .lccounting otf'icer, but 

it is not too clear. The .A.ct gives hia general control of' the business 

of the department subject to the direetions of the head, that is, the 
1 

M:l.nister. This authority of the deputy head OTer the department, 

subject to the Minister, does not appear to be the saae as the responsi-

bility of the Peranent Secretar;y as .A.coounting otticer before the 

Committee or Publio Accounts. The Permanent Seoretar,y see.a to baTe sole 

responsibility in these u.tters. It would appear to be a respoD8ibility 

that is not the Hinisters. If the daputy beads of depart~~ents are nat 

Accounting Of'f'icers, in the British sense, there seems to be no reaaon 

why they cannot be so designated. They, also, would be given a power 

ot objecting to transactions. With our system of centralised accountin& 

their burd en or responsibili ty would not be as great as tbat ot the 

Permanent Seeretaries. 

The Standing COJaittee on Public A.ccounta in the Canad.ian 

House sbares with the British Cammittee one of' the cbaracteristics of 

a Select Committee. In both Coamittees, the official is oontronted by 

the l.ayman. Thare ia, however, a basic difference betveen the COJIIÛtteea. 

The British COIIJii,tee gete itl!l recoJIRI8ndations iaplemented. Tbat this is 

not true of the Canadian CGIIJiittee, constitutes a aost serious detect ill 

our procedure. It is worth while to quote at soma length troa British 

Reports to show how the Reports of their ColllllÛ.ttee are co-ordinated and 

1. Rev. stat. Can. 19$2, Ch.48, 7 (1). 



their reca.mendations impleaented. In the l9S3-S4 Session, in its 

Third Report, the British Collllllittee dealt withs 

" Incorae Tax: Exemption of otficials of 
International Organizations. 

3. Under the International Organization 
(Dmuunities and Privileges) Act 19SO 
(Consolidating the Diplomatie Privileges 
(Extension) Acte, 1944 to 1950), Orders 
in Council may be DBde conferring certain 
immunities and pri vil. ages on International 
organizations of which H.K. Governm.ent 
are members and on· parsons connected vith 
auch organizations. Suoh Orders, which 
have to be laid before Parliament in draft 
and raquire affirmative resolutions by 
each House, are to be framed so as to 
secure that there are not conterred on 
&nf person immunities and privileges 
greater in extent than those required to 
give effect to any relevant international 
agreement. The i:mpmrrtties and privileges 
which may be conferred include exçption 
from taxation. · 

4. Although there is no statutory 
power to conter ex8Mptions for periode 
prior to the da tes stated in Orders in 
Council made UDier the Act, the Inland 
Revenue Department have conceded exemptions 
in respect of soma organizations before any 
order bas been made, or from a date earlier 
than was provided for in the Order • • • • 

5. The Inland Revenue Department adnitted 
to your Committee that they bad no statutory 
power to allow these tari emnptions in the 
absence of an Order in CouncU. They ex­
plained that they had made the strongest 
representation to the Departments responsible 
tor laying an Order, and in particular to the 
Foreign Office in respect of the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization, but they bad 
felt obliged as a matter of public faith to 
implell8nt arrangements made with organizations 
by other departments. 



6. The Foreign ot.tice etated tbat it •a 
Govennent policy to a.t.tord llelllbers o.t in­
ternational organizations the saae tacilities 
as are normally gi ven to :membera of diplo:aatic 
missions, and H.M. Govern~~ent were pa.rties to 
the treaties and agreements ee~ting up the 
organizations and providing tor exemption 
from taxation. Dratting the neceasary Orden 
in Council bad, however, given rise to legal 
and technical difticulties which inwlved 
consultation vith other departaents. They 
agreed that the delay in presenting an Order 
for the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
vas JIUCh too long, but stated tbat a contri­
but~ factor was a decision to bring a 
nUllber of Orders be.tore Parliallent in a 
group. An aesurance vas given to your Colmli'tee 
that, when any tuture iut.erD&tional agreement 
is concluded vhich containa prorlsions tor tax 
exeçtions, the aocoapanying Order in OOuncU 
vill be dratted in co-ordination vith tbe 
agreeaent. 

7 • Your COJilllittee take a serious view of the 
delays which have occurred in laying be.tore 
Parlia.Jilent d.raf'ts o.t the Order in CouncU 
necessary to authoriae the tax exeaption granted 
by the Inland Revenue Departmeut. The exeaption 
granted to o.tficials of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization over a period of nearly 
three years, solel.y by adrdnistrative action, 
is partic'IÜarl.y open to objection, and the tact 
tbat H.M. Government are parties to an inter. 
national agreement providing tor web exemption 
does not excuse the delay in obtaining the 
Parl.ialllenta.ry authority required by the statute• 
Your COE.ittee must theretore ask that in future 
Orders will be laid not later tban the coaing 
into torce of the agree~~ents to which they reter; 
these should receive Parliaaentaey approval 
before any tax exemption is granted." 1 

'l'he Treasury Minute in repl.y began in the tolloving manner; 

1. Report Fr~ COIIIdttees, Vol.,4, 19S3-S4, PP• S-6. 
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" H.r Lords read the First, Second. and Third 
Reports from the COJJDJdttee or Public .lccounts, 
Seaaion 195.3-54, dealing vith the Appropl"iation 
and other Accounts for 1952-$3, (Wote, this 
Minute is dated, J&mlary, 1955) on which they 
œke the following commenta:-" 

On the paragraphs quoted aboft: 

"Third Report 
Paragraphs 3 to 7 Inl am Reveme: !Bcome Tax­
&xemption or otficials of International Or­
ganizations. 

My l«ds note the c01111ents of the Committee. 
Specifie instruetioss have nov been issued to 
all concerned that in any future international 
agreeaent e:rtabliahing a œw international 
organisation and containing arry provision for 
tu exellption, the accompanying Ordar in CouneU 

148. 

• • • sball ao tar as poasible be dratted in co­
ordination vith the agreeent. lll ortieers 
concerned have been instructed to exercime great 
care to ensure that no undertald..ng ia g1 nn to 
suggest that tax exemptions can be conceded berore 
specifie Parli.amentary authority haa been ob­
tained. My Lords are confident that this pro­
cedure will pre"fent any repetition ot this 
unfortunate incident. " 1 

The great acbievement or the Bl'itish Colulittee ot Pllblic 

Accounts is its ability to get its recommandations impleaented. We 

know that this began with the Conmti.ttee inquiring vbat action bad bean 

taken to impleaent its recoiUllendations. The Committee took the 

iniative and the Traasury responded. The Canadian CoDIId.ttee aust rollow 

up its Reports. It must ask Treasur,y Board either through ita Reports, 

or if necessary, before the Ca.mittee itself, what action is beiDg takan 

on its recoJIIllendations, cœaments, opinions or statEœents or censure. It 

is unfortunate that so intluential a person as the fol'ller .luditor General 

1. Reports From Committees, Vol.,4, 1955-56, Appendix 9, p. $16. 
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should bave expressed a different view as to the CoiiDiittee •s procedure. 

He said, in ansver to a question on the ef'f'ect of' the Committee: 

" The tact that you have reported • • • 
really malœ s nothing neceasary therea!ter. 
You have acc011plished your end, you baTa 
put the f'ear of God right across the 
board 1 tor the Ci vil Service. " 1 

This view sees the Committee as tultilling a very negative tunction. 

'l'here will be no body of financial case law built up in Canada it the 

Committee takes the attitude tbat it bas only to Report a .atter and 

forget it. The f'act that the Ca.mittee considera a ma~ter important 

enough to be Reported, malœe eTerything necessary thereafter. Ite vork 

atter it Reports is as important as the work trOll which the Report 

resulta. 

It bas occurred to sorae members that the COimdttee should 

tollow-up its reco:aunendations, but, so far, the approach to this bas 

been rather casual. An inquiry along these lines in 1959, went like 

this: 

"Hr. Winch: 

Mr. Sellar: 

The Chairman: 

1. Evidence, 1959, p. 26. 

Could ;rou tell us • • • if you bave 
tound tbat tbose concerned are putti»g 
into ef'f'ect or taking note ot recOIIDlend• 
ations that were aade by this Committee 
last year? 

• • • While it is none of 'IllY business I 
did inquire yesterday whether they bad 
Reports ready. I was told that they 
were still working on them, so I lmow 
they certainly did not ignore your Report. 

Would you say that the Department of 
Finance was giving serious consideratim 
to the suggestions ll&de by this Collnittee 
last year? 

• • • 



Mr. Sellars 
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I haTe not spoken to the Mirû.ster or 
Deputy Minister, but I k:now the 
Department of Finance well enough 
baving been in it, to know it will not; 
think itselt .tree to ignore aey direction 
trœ the Po.blic .lccounts Comittee, and 
that it is in their intereete in eveey 
instance to implement am eupport the 
PUblic Aceounts Committee." 1 

It will not be good enough tor the Pllblic Accounts CoDnittee 

to inquire ot the Auditor General whether its reco.mendations bave been 

implellented, or otherwiee acted upon. The Auditor General was quite 

right when he said it was not hie business to inquire alter the recoiDilend­

ations ot the Collllittee. COJIDilittee recOJIIRendations urge action upon the 

e.xecuti ve. The Audi tor General cannot speak tor the executive. He can 

Report back to the COJIIJllittee to say what action others have taken, but 

he can take no action himself'. In auch an inquiry the A.uditor General 

asks the executive vhat action it bas taken on the Committee's Reports. 

It would be good sense to direct these i:nquiries toward thœ e vho can take 

action. There is one way in which the Auditor General could make ettective 

use ot the Co.aittee •s recoiBlendations. In those inatances whare a Mtter 

bas been ot "audit interest" in a particul.ar year and the Colmd.\tee bas 

:made some reeommendation, the AŒitor General could \Uie this recommandat­

ion as another criterion by whieh a situation which bas not been corrected 

could again be put before the Collllittee tbrough the A.uditor •s annual Report. 

In this way the Auditor General oould follow-up the recollllll8ndatiens ot the 

Cœmdttee. This is quite different from a tollow•u.p which asks, what bas 

1. Evidenee, 1959, P• 27. 



been done. Such an inquiry :aust be directed to the Treasury Board. 

Treasury Board bas the power, prestige and staff to do 

the job, and it bas ali but accepted this role as pu-t of its tunctiona. 

The abUity of the Pllblic Accounts COIII!dttee in the United Kingdoa to 

get its rec01111end.ations iapleaented is based upon convention. The 

Treasury doea not have to iapleiiiBnt these recOJIII.endations, but it does • 

W• have already discussed why it doas so. The answer to how it does •o, 

is tbat it uses it• power and prestige. It could bec011e a reoognizecl 

convention in C&nadian financial practice tbat the recommendations of 

the Pllblic Accounts Commi ttee are alvays iaple•nted. 

It cannet be denied tbat the Treasury Beard bas the powr 

to illplesent the reco11nendations of the Public Aocount• COIIIlittee. It 

is not expected that the Ministers at the Board would do the folloving•up 

on the Committee's Reports, but they could direct that it be done. The 

actual work could be done by the Treasur,y Board Divi•ion ot the Departaent 
1 

of Finance vbich constitutes the secretariat ot tae Board. There oan 

be no objection about otricials doing this vork. The •rude letters • 

vritten in the DIU!le of Their Lordships ot the Treasury are written by 

otticials. It seeu clear from teatiaony before the Public Aecounts 

COIIIIlittee that Treaeury Board accepta this iaplementing role. When w.c. 
Clark who was tben Deputy Minister of Finanee vas betœ-e the eo-ittee in 

19Sl, he vas asked it he could see any objection to the ammal Reports ot 

Crown Corporations being reterred to a COIUI!ittee. He answered: 

1. G.W. Stead, "The Treasury Board of Canada" Proceedin~ of the SeTenth 
Annua1 Conference of the Institute ot Prie J.dîdBlêtrat!on 
of Canadâ, Toronto, 1956, p. 82. 

1 

... 



n It is probab1y not cœçetent for 11e to ••Y 
so, but I think !rOll our own point of view we 
would be very happy about tbat. I believe ve 
bave the 8&1le objective as this Committee. 
'l'he Department of Finance and the M:l.nister of 
Finance want to see that there is a maJdllUII of 
control over expenditures and as .any sa!e­
guards as poseib1e on thi.a k:iDi of thing." 1 

In 19.59, the Camdttee dealt vith an item in the Auditor General •s 

Report which concerned the c.nadian Red Cros& Society and the Departaent 

of External Affaire. The chief of the Departaent 's Financia1 Dirleion 

testified: 

" .ls is customary when the Auditor General 
publishea his Report, along vith the Public 
Accounts 1 the Treasury Board requests an 
explanation from the Department, or a comment 
on the observations which the Auditor General 
made." 2 

If we vere t.o substitute, Report of the Public Acoounts Colllllittee, for 

Report tJf the .luditor General, we would alaost have the British 

Procedure. However, it is close enough to show that there is ne 

:lmltitutional reason why we cannot adopt the oonventio:raa1 arrangements 

ot British origin vbich serve as such effective controle o"Yer tbat 

country•s executive. 

1. Evidence, Second Session, 1951, p. 1Qo. 

2. Evidence, 19.59, P• 1.50. 
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