da is- concerned, leaving
ty of \Iontreal——separatmg,
bossibly, Montreal from the
ountry—the system of pre-

been the bane and curse of *

'he bane and the curse of
eat. Now there is an easy
e this. In a young country
the increase of populatioa
f its prosperity. We have
res of land, to which we in-
lation of the whole world.
t been satisfied with a noe-
of population, but have
efforts to bring populatiom
; and for the last twenty
ince confederation has exist~
lavished hundreds of thous-
rs every year in order te
nts in from abroad. We
d agents in all the great
ope and flooded every mar-
d fair with books, pamph-
brts showing the advantages
In 1878 the Conservative
gatisfied with the progress
Pen made, adopted the polieyg
Upon what ground? Up-
1d that it would give labor
born in Canada and to the
ho would come in from
hat was the object. But
sus came out in 1891 whag
t? It showed that whereas
1881, a period of great com-
pssion, our poulation had in-
7 per cent., yet under the
otection from 1881 to 1891
nerease was reduced to 11
fore than that, the recorde
increase of
ATION IN CANADA
f a million souls, and yet
ten years, from 1881 te
I brought into the country,
the records of the depart-
culture at Otatwa, no less
emigrants, who had landed
d Montreal to settle upoa
nds. The census returns
our population had not in-
e extent of that 800,009,
tle over half a million, se
lost the whole natural in-
nada, besides 200,000 or
gers we had brought inte
Was there ever such a
read in the Good Book that
angel was once sent te
porn of a wicked people, but
turns show that the whole
r race was slain—that the
increase of the populatiom
ray. Under 'such circum-
re a man who will not say
untry which has so many
0 offer to emigrants, pre-
een a bane and a curse? I
pr. I will take the propo-
bk at it from the point of
real alone. I said a me-
the interests of Montread
rests of Canada. They
apart. What conduces te
F of one must conduce te
of another; and if a pre-
has not conduced to the
Canada I have no hesita-
F that it cannot contribute
pbment of Montreal. That
well borne out by the facts.
b population of Montreal im
jas 155,237, and in 1891 it
or an increase of 39 per
so good.” I want to dis-
stion fairly, and in order te

LY BEFORE YOU,
home to the judgment of
ill give you what the pop-
ontreal was in 1871 and
hed in 18S1. In 1871 it
in 1881 it had increased t®
than 165,000, but for the
mparison we must deduct
pe caused by the additiom
ries of the city. So that
n the population of Mon-
m 107,225 in 1871 to 140,-
br 31 per cent., whereas in
decade it was 39 per cent.
hist may tell me, ‘here is
n of protection, here is the
our policy—that the great-
rease was due to the de-
ommerce, through the large
establishments which
and maintained by* pro-
at reason. however, is not
the facts. It would be
pulation of workingmen im
loyed in manufactures had
he same proportion as the
bn of the city itself. But
he case. And perhaps I
a good many here when I
t the development of the
ation has not been in the
8 the development of the
Here are the figures, and
find in a very good book,

the ‘\Inntwal hoard of'

d in 1892, the semi-annual
his report, I may say im
primed in the Montreal

, I am sure, ought to give
of orthodo‘ry in the hands
podox protectionists them-
gures are to be found in a
at page 91. In 1871
nufactures in the city of
in these factories work-
bmployed. That was tem

he national policy. What

per of men employed im
anufactories of Montreal?
in 1881 that number in-
55, an increase of 11, 538,
That was
REVENUE TAKIFF.
figures under protection?
after the inauguration of
plicy, the number of men
pe manufactories of Mon-
pS, and in 1891 it had in-
62, an increase of 5207,
of 16 per cent. ’Ihus
n' there was an increase
as compared with an in-
er cent. under a revenue
is a demonstration as in-
as possible that the in-
population of Montreal is
development of manufac-
ments in that ecity. But
Let us look at the in-
pital. In the year 1871
capital invested in the

pla(‘e I will assert that e
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manufactures of Montreal was $11,101,-
@31:; in 1881, after ten years of revenue;
tariff, that amount had increased
$32,185,691, an increase of -$21,000,000,
or 190 per cent. under a reventue tariff.
What was it under protection? In
1881 the amount invested was $32,185,-

to \transpox'tatlon between

691; in 1891 it was $51,212,138, an in-?

crease of $19,000,000, or 60 per cent.
This shows a decrease in the amount of
eapital invested in manufactures from '

" ed in a condensed form.

190 per cent., in the previous decade to

60 per cent. in the decade under protec- |

tion. Now I am told that a good deal’

of the capital subscribed and appearing |

" in the figures of the board of trade dur-

i

ing the regime of protection was watered

and not solid.
tered it does not detract at all from the
argument. I believe that nobody ever |
said that the investment of capital from

871 to 1881 was watered, whereas in |
. " luth via Montreal and the St. Lawrence

the other period they say it was. What

But even if it was wa- .

b

is evident is that the development of

manufactures from 1871 to 18%1 was a

healthy development under a healthy sys- !

tem, whereas the investment of capital
from 1881 to 1891 was unhealthy, under
an unhealthy system, and a

GOOD DEAL OF IT WAS WASTED
and is lost; and stockholders, in order to

prevent greater loss, resorted to com- |
bines, restricted - production, closed up

their establishments, reduced the num-
ber of hands, and to-day what do you
see in this city?
of men clamoring for work; you have

hunger in thousands of homes, and pri- eighty-three and a half million dollar

vate charity is unable to satisfy all the ;
Public charity has ! o
to be organized. And all this under a | seaboard.

demands for relief.

system which professedly taxes the peo- !

ple in order to give work to all who are
willing to work.

{

i

o

" into dollars and cents and see what com-

You have thousands mercial advantages the Canadians will

i

|

Can there be such a |

delusion, ;such a policy, such a mockery? :

And yet, in the face of such results,
there are men to-day who still cling to
that system.
they say has made Montreal the com-
mercial metropolis of Canada. But I
say here, on my reputation as a public
man, that the record shows that if your
eity has developed, it is not protection
which has developed it to such a degree.
What is the cause which has made Mon-

treal the great metropolis which it is? |

The cause is to be found in her wonder-
ful geographical position. Why, the po-
sition of Montreal is unequalled in the
world. Go into any one of the ports of
Europe or America and you will not find
such a city as Montreal which is at the
same time a maritime and an inland
city. New York, Boston and Baltimore
are maritime cities, but they are mari-
time cities according to the orthodox
fashion. = They are on the coast. But
Montreal is a sea harbor, one thousand
miles from the coast,

IN THE INTERIOR OF THE CON-

TINENT.

And while Montreal is at the end of
ocean navigation it is at the same time
at the head of that immense.system of
inland navigation formed by the great
lakes which constitute the interior of
this continent and the like of which is

not to be found in any part of the world.

Look- at- the.pesition ef . Mentreal; -seat-

ed at the head of -‘Inland navigation.’|

Montreal seems to have been intended by
the Creator Himself to be the distributor
of wealth between Europe and Ameri-
ca, and it is that position which has
made Montreal what it is. It may be
that my Tory friends will not be con-
vinced. I would not wonder if it were
so. There may be some doubting
Thomas, but to that doubting Thomas.
let me put his finger in the wounds, and
let me give him a page of the history of
Canada. I say that to-day Montreal is
the great commercial metropolis of Jan-
ada, but it was not always so. n Why,
it is within the memory of men of the
present generation that Montreal was,
not very many years ago, simply a pro-
vincial town. 'What made her the great
metropolis that she is to-day? Why, sir,
in former times the river St. Lawrence
flowed by its front as it flows to-day,
but Montreal was not a sea harbor. Be-
tween Montreal and the ocean there
were the shoals of Lake St. Peter, and
that was a barrier, because the ships
coming from the sea could not anchor in
the harbor of Montreal. Two men there
were in Montreal in those days, to
whose sagacity, energy and persaver-
ance Montreal owes much of what she
is to-day. Sir, these two men ought to
have their statutes in the public squares
of Montreal. They ought to have their
images and portraits upon all the walls
of our _publie buildings. These two men
were Hon. John Young and Sir Hugh
Allan, and to them it is that Montreal
owes its present position. It was to
the efforts that the Hon. John Young
that the shoals of Lake St. Peter were
taken out; it was owing to his repeated
agitation that at last in the year 1850
the first stroke was made to deepen tke
channel and to make Montreal a sea
harbor, and three years afterwards in
1853,

THE FIRST STEAMER CAME
from Europe and landed its cargo in the
city of Montreal, and from that moment
Sir Hugh Allan came _with his steamers
plying between the harbor of Montreal
and Europe, carrying the products of
America to Burope and the products of
Europe to America. From that day
Montreal went forward by leaps and
bounds.  The population of Montreal
in 1850 was just 57,000. -In 1861, after
Montreal had become a sea harbor, the
population was 90,000, an‘increase of
66 per cent., an inerease unprecedented
since or before, an increase unapproach-
ed since that time, but an increase to he
approached and to be surpassed even
when the channel has been deepened to
30 feet, as it will be by and by, and
when the largest steamer can come into
the harbor of Montreal and when the
people of Montreal have realized the
great possibilities of their harbor and ta-
ken a stand against any shackles be-
ing put upon trade. Then, sir, there will
be another increase in the population of
the city of Montreal. My words may
carry perphaps no conviction, but let me
give you the opinion of an American au-
thority, Mr. Edward O’Brien, who was
commissioner of navigation in the Ameri:
can government under the presidency wf
Mr. Harrison. Some few weeks ago he

/

! or not.

This is the system which |

+

pubhshed an interview in the New York
' Times reviewing the whole question of
America and
Europe, and in this interview he speaks

“of wyour city and harbor of Montreal. 1

invite the closest attention'of you to all
this. - The facts which I give you are
not new I am sure, but they are present
The facts are
not new, but in war it requires ' one
thousand bullets to kill a man, and it
may require a thousand repetitions of
the same argument in order to destroy
some fallacy commercial or otherwise.
Mr. O’Brien speaks as follows:

“From Liverpool to New York is. 3010
miles. © From Liverpool to Montreal is
2790 miles. From New York to Duluth
i (via railroad to Buffalo) is 1437 miles,
| and via the Erie canal, 1517 miles. From
Montreal to Duluth via the St. Law-
rence is 1354. From Liverpool to Du-

is 4144 miles, which will shortly be un-
broken deep water navigation. From
Liverpool to Duluth via New York, is
4477 miles, or 4577 miles, according as
the route be via the New York Central
railroad or the Erie canal to Buftalo.
Montreal is 250 miles nearer_ Liverpool
than New York is, and 83 or 163 miles
nearer Duluth. From Liverpool to Du-
luth . the route, via Montreal is 333 or
413 miles shorter than the route via New
York. Let us translate these distances

realize on the completion of the great

water route from the great lakes to the

That is the advantage of Montreal.
Now perhaps someone may tell me: Oh,

we can have all this without pretection;-

and some will say, it will come to the
same thing whether we have protection
I say that you cannot have the
benefits of that trade to the ocean unless
you have return ecargoes coming from
Europe, and there is nothing surer than
that protection destroys maritime trade.
There is no fact that is surer than this.
It has been proven by the experience of
all nations. = Let me again quote the
authority to whom I alluded a moment
ago, that is the authority of Mr. O'Brien,
upon the result of protection upon the
AMERICAN MARITIME TRADE:
“We have lost the ocean carrying
trade. We once carried a large trade
for other nations, and the bulk of our

| own exports and imports in our own ves-

sels. But our shipping has dwindled
both actually and relatively compared

to other nations until we now depend al-,

most entirely upon -foreign ships. Since
1858, the proportion of our foreign trade
carried in our own vessels has dwindled
from seventy-three and seven-tenths. to
twelve and two-tenths per cent., or five-
sixths.”” =~ That has been the result of
protection on the American traffic. Now
what has been the result of a different
system and a different policy. In Eng-
land, for instance, let me give you the
figures. I have given you the result of
protection on the result of the American
maritime trade, and now let me give you
the result of the freedom of trade upon
the "English maritime trade, I quotc
from an article recently published in the
Boston Globe and very carefully pre-
pared: “Fifty years ago England con-
trolled one-third of the carrying trade of
the high seas, but now it controls more
than one-half, or literally possesses 55
per cenf. of the carrying power of the
world. Its tonnage of vessels increased
from 3,310,000 tons in 1840 to 10,.2'%0»
000 in 1892, or 210 per cent. It has in-
creased steadily with a greater ratio of
gain than that of any other country the
past ten years, or from 5.3 in 1882 to
56.6 in 1892.”

That is the result, sir, of a different
system. Now, I ask every man here
how best will Montreal take advantage
of its situation? Montreal, situated as
she is, at the end of ocean navigation
and at the head of inland navigation,
how best will she take advantage of her
situation? Will she best take advantage
of it by a system of protection which will
kill her maritime trade, or will she not
best take advantage of it by

REMOVING THE SHACKLES
FROM TRADE

as far as it is possible to remove them.
I gave you a moment ago the names of
Sir Hugh Allan and the Hon. John
Young, who have been the makers of
Montreal, but long before the days of
Sir Hugh Allan and the Hon. John
Young, two hundred years before them.
there was a citizen of Montreal who had
a glimpse into the future of the devel-
opment of this city. I refer to the very
famous name of Robert Chevalier de
la Salle. He realized what would be
the greatness of the city of Montreal
some day. He had heard of a great
river in the west, which he supposed was
connected with the system of the great
lakes, and which he also supposed enter-
ed the Pacific Ocean, and to which, as
he imagined, it would be possible to
bring the trade of the Orient by the
city of Montreal. - He went in search of
that river.' His surmises were not
found correct; the river did not open in-
to the Pacific Ocean, but into the Gulf
of Mexico. = However he found an im-
mense territory of land of the most fer-
tile nature under the sun, and his vision
showed that land inhabited by teeming
millions, and the commerce of that ter-
ritory much greater than the commerce
of the Orient. And if he were to come
back again to life he would find to-day
or one side of the lakes the province of
Ontario, the Province of Manitoba, the
Northwest Territories, and on the other
side the state of New York, the state of
Ohio, the state of Illinois, the state of
Wisconsin, the state of Michigan, the
gtate of Minnesota and the state of Da-
kota. And in these states and territor-
ies he would see millions of men of the
Anglo-Saxon race, the great commercial
race of the world; he would see a trade
larger than the trade of the Orient, and
he would find these stretches which he
traveled in a birch bark canoe now tra-
versed by all the. facilities which modern
science can give.  But he would find
against all this, that while trade is com-

ing naturally through this great water-

way, the people of Montreal are putt}ng
obstacles upon their trade; and sending

-the 'Gazette every morning. :
fast upon it. I will not say that it is ab-

it back towards Eumpe, and the centre
of the continent. Now, it seems to me,
that for all these reasons you can ap-
preciate that the policy of the city of
Montreal should not lie in the way of
the restriction of trade, but in the way
of the expansion of that trade. The
policy of the city of Montreal should not
be in the way of contraction of trade,
but in freedom of trade. That is what
I am here to argue, and that is what I
am here to propose to you to-night.

Before we go further I would like to
place under the gaze of the Conserva-
tives present a page of their own nis-
tory, a-page of a very recent history, a
page ivith reference to the introduction
of &

THE SYSTEM OF PROTECTION
into this country. Now I appeal to them
to speak out their minds on the question.
Is it not a fact that when protection
was introduced to the Canadian peopla,
in the opinion, nay in the very language
of Sir John Macdonald, and of Sir
Charles Tupper, and of all the authors
of protection, it was never intended that
protection should be a permanent insti-
tution. Did they not tell us that pro-
tection was only to be a temporary
measure in this country, and to use the
language which was then made ‘use of,
that protection was simply intended to
give a lift to our manufactures in order
to enable them to meet competition from
abroad. Let me ask you is this not a
fact? Gentlemen, you know that that
is the case. I defy anyone to point out
to me. in France, in Germany, in the
United States, in any other protectionist
country where the promoters of a pro-
tectionist tariff came forward with their
policy and at the same time said to the
people that it was to be a permanent in-
stitution in the country. On the con-
trary, every statesman who brought for-
ward such a policy always said to his
people, “This is only to be a temporary
policy; we must levy a little extra taxa-
tion upon the people in order to give a
start to our manufactures.” This was
always the first shape of the introduc-
tion of a protective tariff. @ And what
was the second shape? The second shape
turned out to be the same in Canada and
everywhere else. 1 defy any man to
point to me any person in France, in
Germany, in the United States, in any
protectionist country, I defy him to show
me any protected industry which was
not introduced as a temporary protective
industry in the first place, and about
which it was not said that after a while
it would stand on its own legs. ‘'I'he
day never comes in the minds of somn

_when a protected industry can stand on

its own legs. I can understand that is
human nature, but what I do not under-
stand is that those who introduce a pro-
tective tariff and who introduce it sim-
ply for a time, at last get intoxicated
with the poison of their own doctrine.
They are just like the man who com-
mences to drink moderately, and who
becomes a slave to the habit, and then
would fain impress upon himself and his
friends that liguor is indispensable. to
his health.: -So it is with

THOSE PROTECTED
TURERS.

Further, 1 insist that the policy of the
Conservative party was not intended to
be permanent, and a man who ought to
know, Mr. Dalton McCarthy, who was
deep in the councils of his party at that
time, and who was then looked upon as
the heir apparent to the old Chieftain,
has declared over and over again that
the leaders of the Conservative party
never intended to saddle forever the peo-
ple of Canada with a protective tariff.
I say to the Conservatives who may he
present here that if they want to come
back to the policy of their party,' they
will have to adopt that policy which was
told to them by one of the greatest of
their then leaders. But Sir John Mac-
donald has disappeared. Sir Charles
Tupper has disappeared also, and the
men who are now in power made a lame
effort last session to remove to a certain
extent the shackles which- are - now
weighing upon the people.. They made
the effort, I say, but the effort. was ioo
strong for their strength and they had
to. come back. Now, sir, I may be told
again: © “Do -you pretend that if we
were to abolish the system of protection
that our manufacturers can live in the
city of Montreal?’ Why, sir, I certainly
do pretend it. I contend that the manu-
facturers - of Montreal can do better un-
der a revenue tariff than they can ;do
under proptection. (Cheers.) I myself
am not much of a manufacturer, I am a
lawyer, and perhaps my advice will not
be taken with relish by those who are
not of the same mind as myself, and who
may say to me: “Oh, it is all very well
for you to say so, but what do you know
about the business?” Well, I have read
something. I do not manufacture, but
I HAVE READ SOMETHING -AND
every morning I read the Montreal Ga-
zette, which is something. You need not
laugh, gentlemen. - For my part, I read
I break-

MANUFAC-

solutely wholesome food, but I am like
Mithradites, I am poisen proof, having
read the Gazette for so many years. 1
have read in the Gazette the statement
that if you remove protection, raw ma-
terials would be no longer free. ~ I say
that if we were to have a revenue tariff
raw materials would be free. - Raw ma-
terials are not free to-day under the pro-
tective system. There are certain raw
materials which are free. Wool is free;
thank heaven they have not thought of
taxing it.  Cotton is free also, but is
iron free? Cotton is a raw material,
and wool is a raw material for certain
manufacturers. But there are two ar-
ticles which are raw materials of every
manufacturer, and these articles are coal
and iron, and are they free? If you bave
a revenue tariff the object will be to de-
velop the country, and all raw material
should be free under such a tariff. T
think I can give you, gentlemen, a little
illustration taken from the history of
England as to the effect of protection
and non-protection. I do not pretend to
be a manufacturer myself, as I told
you, but I have read something of i‘he
recent history of Europe, of England
and of Germany, for ' instance. Ger-
many is a country after the heart of the

Canadian protectionist. Germany for
the Germans is the motto there, and yoa
know Prince Bismarck, who ' was ‘in
power for a great many years,
NEVER DID THINGS BY HALVES.
About the year 1880 Prince Bismarck
was in power and they had an infant
industry in Germany at that time. In
1880 that was not exactly an infant in-
dustry in years, for it was already 70
yvears old, but it was still an infant in-
dustry. It is a characteristic industry,
you know, of all infant industries that
they never grow and that they always
remain babes. Beet root sugar was that
industry in Germany. In 1880 that in-
dustry in Germany was seventy years
old, because, as you are aware, it arose
from the continental policy under Na-
poleon, when Napoleon was fighting
against England and when they closed
the ports and harbors of France, of
Italy. of Belgium, of Holland and a part
of Germany against British goods, and
against colonial sugars consequently.
Then the French people and the German
people, who could not longer eat colonial
sugars, commenced to grow beet roots
and to make beet root sugar, and after
seventy years the German people and the
French people were still protecting beet
root sugar by enormous protective duties.
In 1880 Prince Bismarck undertook to
give still more protection to the refiners
of beet root sugar. - He put enormous
import duties on sugar,'but not satisfied
with that, he placed upon the export of
German sugar to foreign countries enor-
mous bounties. He gave to the refin-
ers of German sugars enormous boun-
ties on every ton they exported. Thus
protected with an import duty and an
export bounty tne refiners of sugar were
able to flood the English market with
German sugars, which were retailed up-
on the counter of the English trader at
a price actually lower than the cost of
production. Now, I admit, that this

was & very serious matter for the.Eng-

lish refiners of sugar. There was Ger-
man sugar in competition with their owu
and on account of the taxes imposed on
the German people it was sold to Eng-
lishmen actually lower than the cost of
production.  England is a free trade
country, but human nature is every-
where the same, and so ‘the English re
finers went to the government. The
government at that time was in the
kands of Lord Salisbury. It:was a
Conservative government, but, in Eng-
land, Conservatives and Liberals are
all alike, they are all free traders. No
one would dare to

AVOW HIMSELF A PROTECTION-
IST
it England. The English refiners put
their complaint before Lord Salisbary.
They represented they could -not com-
pete with the German sugars which
were actually sold to English mechan-
ics at a price below the cost of produc-
tion. Well, Lord Salisbury said in ef-
fect to this deputation of refiners: ‘Do
I understand you, gentlemen? You tell
me that in consequence of the export
duties paid by the. German- people to the

refiners of German sugar that this Ger-

man sugar. is sold to-Gay to the English
people at a price lower than the: cost of
production, I ‘do not: think the English
people have very much to complain of
after all. And if the German taxpayers
will tax themselves in order to supply
the English consumer with sugar, I think
the English consumers can stand it just
as long, and perhaps longer than the
Germans.”

Lord Salisbury dismissed the sugar re-
finers with these remarks. But, sir, be-
fore I proceed any further, let us change
the scene of action. Let us suppose that
this incident had not taken place in Eng-
land but in Canada. In the city of
Montreal there are some sugar refiners,
and it is supposed rightly or wrongly,
perhaps rightly, that the refiners of su-
gar in Montreal are pretty deep in the
confidence of the government. Now, if
the city of Montreal had been flooded
with German sugars which were sold *o
the poor mechanics of the city of Mont-
real at a price actually lower than the
cost of production, I imagine that the
sugar refiners of- Montreal would have
done just the same as the HEnglish re-
finers and gone to the government to lay
their case before Mr, Foster, the minis-
ter of finance.* I have told you what
was the answer of Lord Salisbury to the
English refiners of sugar, but do not
think that the answer of Mr. Foster,
the Canadian finance minister, would
have been the same to a Canadian de-
putation of sugar refiners under similar
circumstances? . Mr. Foster would have

said:  “Why, gentlemen, will you tell’

me that these German sugar refiners
bhave the audacity to bring their sugar
and sell it in Canada at a lower price
than the cost of production? Oh, gen-
tlemen, that will never-do. Canada for
the Canadians and Canadian sugar for
Canadian mouths, and we will have du-
ties levied to prevent German sugar
from coming in to

INTERFERE WITH CANADIAN RE-

3 FINERS.”

Lei me ask you, gentlemen, whxch is
the wiser of the two opinions, that of
Lord Salisbury or that of Mr. Foster?
Which do you suppose is the better pol-
icy? Is. it the ‘poliecy of Canada which
taxes her people to give them a dear ar-
ticle of food, ‘or is it the policy of Eng-
land, which says: ‘“We are ready. ‘o
profit by the whole world, and if they
give us anything free and cheap~we. will
take it.” I think the policy of Eng-
land is the wiser one. But what took
place in England when the sugar refin-
ers got this answer from Lord Salisbary?

The sugar refiners did not pine; they did

rot lament; they did not weep. But, as
true Britons, they went to work and
they converted their machinery so as to
make it useful for the manufacture of
jams and preserves and they bought the
cheap German sugars to manufacture
them. 'They not only bought the cheap
German sugars produced at the expense
of the' German taxpayers but they con-
verted them into jams and jellies and
preserves and they sent them baeck to
Germany. at.a great profit to themselves.
Men of Montreal, what example will yon
follow? I will tell you what I would
do about that, but before 1 tell you what
I will do, I will tell you what the Con-

servatives will do.” Tne Conservative
party are the great loyal party of Cam-
adaias you know. ‘Whenever they are
driven to the wall and beater in argu-
ment, they have an argument of their
own to use upon their opponents and
they say to them:* “You are not loyal
and we are the great loyal party of this
country.” But their loyalty is only lip
loyalty. They don't go for their ex-
ample to Great Britain. Oh, no, why
should they go to Great Britain for their
example, One of their ministers, Sir
Charles Hibbert Tupper, told us during
last session on the floor of parliament
that England was in a state of decad-
ence, and that England’s prestige and
supremaecy as a. commercial nation was
gone. He told us that the trade of
England was driven from all the civiliz-
ed ports of the world, and that she
had to place her wares and goods bv
force of arms upon helpless savages and
poor barbarians. That was the lan-
gtiage of Sir Charles Hibbert Tupper.
That is not Liberal loyalty, of course.
That is Tory loyalty, but thank heaven
it is not Liberal loyalty. I do not al-
ways proclaim my loyalty, but, sir, al-
though I am of French origin I am a
Liberal and of the English school. '1'he
men of the Liberal party go for their ex-
ample not to Germany and net to the
United States, but they go to the land
which”"has been the pioneer of freedom
in every sense.

THE PIONEER OF FREEDOM

in religion, the pioneer in civil and eom-
mercial life as well. It is to Great
Britain we look for an example. But,
gentlemen, the Conservative party woald
rot do that, they go to Germany and
the United States. You knew, gentle-
men, that these things are ' repeated,
and will be repeated every day by the
Tory party. Do you think that that is
the way to make a nation rieh and
wealthy? Do you think that this is a
way for a nation like ours to meet the
battle of life which must ever end by
the survival of the fittest? Which is the
best policy for us to follow? Is it the
sound common sense of England, which
takes its sugar wherever it comes from,
at the lowest possible price, or the poliey
of Germany, which, in order to main-
tain its infant industries, takes the mon-
ey out of the pockets of the German
people and puts it into the pockets of the
German sugar. refiners? There is ne
use pursuing that argument any further,
the policy of England is the common
sense one.

I now come to another argument whichk
secems to weigh very much wupon the
minds of our Conservative friends, al-
though I must say that it has never dis-
turbed my head. The Conservatives de
not sleep soundly about it, and they ask
you every day in the Montreal Gazetts
and the Empire, and all the Conserva-
tive papers and all the Conservative ora-
tors say to you, “Oh, and if you are go-
ing to reduce the tariff, how are you ge-
ing to get the revenue?’ That is the
question which seems to bother the Con-
servatives 'very much, and during the
peregrinations of the ministers before
the death of Sir John Thompson, while
they were visiting' the Maritime Prov--
inces, Sir Charles ' Hibbert, among oth-
ers, laid before the people of those pre-
vinces a most doleful picture as te
what was to happen to them if we had,
a tariff for revenue purposes only. He
told them that in such an event we
would have a heavy taxation upon muwn,
servants, and carriages, and dogs, and
guns, and in general language he pictur-
ed to them all these great hardships
which I am sure must have sent a thrili
of horror into the souls of his listeners
Gentlemen, it 'is not necessary to make
any very ‘serious argument to answer
that question. We are asked how: are you
going to raise a revenue, and the answer
is simply this:

“BY HAVING A TARI#'F FOR RHEY-
ENUE.”
The tariff that we have in Canada te-
day is not a. tariff for revenue, and ¥
could quote to prove this the words ef
Mr. Foster, the finance minister, whick
he gave utterance to not later than iast-
session of parliament. Mr. Foster thea
said:: “The other and third method i®
the protective tariff by which you se-
lect a certain list of articles and place
upon them certain rates of import witk
a view to raising a certain amount ef
money for the services of the country,
but more especially with this view, that
while you raise the amount of momneg
that is necessary for the eountry vou
must stimulate the development of the
resources of the country.” Gentlemen.
you have it here plamly stated that the

‘Object of tne tariff is not to raise a rew-

enue. That is only an incident of the
protective tariff, but the first object of
the tariff is to raise money 'so ‘as to de-
velop our infant industries, that ‘s te
say, to raise -taxes not to place in the
treasury, but to place them in the pock-
ets of certain favored classes and indi-
viduals. = Now reverse the prmcip{e.
Have a tariff not for protectmn but sim-
ply for revenue, and it is. quite clear,
nay, it is as pliain as can be, that with a
lesser .amount of duties, you will have
more revenue than you will have under
the present system at the present time.
I it is my good fortune to visit the

- Maritime provinces, I will be able to telt

to the audiences that were addressed by
Sir Charles Hibbert Tupper that thex
need not fear the taxes of their man-
land of sqund government and sound
servants, or their carridges. or thewr
guns or their dogs; though I must say
in passing that it‘'would not break my
heart at all if we weére to make the
swells who:can afford earriages and
man-servants, and gun and dogs; con-
tribute their due share to the revenue of
the country. ' Now, sir, there is anoth-
er and a very sexious question. I have
told you that our objeet is- to have a
customs tariff based upon the principles
of revenue only. = How is this to be ef-
fected? As far as the settlement of
that question goes we are met between
two extreme sets of men. "We are met
by those who fear that we will go toe
far and by those who fear that we will
not go far enough. We ‘are met by
those who fear we will move too rapidly




