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eminent in 1885 we had sunk so low 
that we were in a worse condition 
than the United States at the' close of 
the civil war, that we were on the 
verge of ruin, and if, aftf r six years 
more, we had so far recovered our po
sition, we had so far regained what we 
had lost, that unless we had a 
failure of the harvest, we were not 
even within a measurable distance of a 
financial crisis, I thought, according to 
the bon. gentleman’s own estimate, we 
had at last reached a position of safety, 
and Mr. Speaker, that statement did 
inspire me with hope for the future. I 
believe that we can look forward to 
six more years of Conservative rule, 
and if we can advance in the past as 
we have, according to the hon. gentle
man’s own statement, advanced in the 
last six years, we will reach a position 
where our prosperity will stand upon 
so solid a foundation, that not even a 
bad harvest or any other ordinary cal
amity can seriously affect us. Now, 
with regard to the first portion of the 
resolution of the hon. member for 
South Oxford (SirllichardCartwright), 
as I said, I, for one, do not feel dispos
ed to find very much fault with it. 
The present Government have 
never had as a part of their policy, 
the imposition of high taxation 
upon articles of prime necessity, or up
on articles which our artizans, and 
miners, and fishermen, and farmers 
usually consume; on the contrary,their 
policy has"been just the reverse. Their 
policy has been to reduce that class of 
duties, and it was in pursuance of that 

» policy that years ago they removed the 
duties from tea and coffee; and that 
policy lias its consummation this year 
m the removal of the sugar duties. Let 
me ask the attention of the House, and 
I will do it very briefly, to the sources 
from which our revenue is derived. Our 
taxation consists of Customs and Ex
cise duties. I find from the Trade and 
Navigation Returns of last year, that 
the revenue from these sources 
amounted to $31,500,000; of that sum 
$10,500,000 was derived from liquor and 
tobacco; $4,000,000 more was derived 
from taxes on articles which may fairly 
be classed as luxuries; and about $4,- 
000,000 more was derived from a class 
of articles, Which if they cannot be con
sidered as luxuries, cannot, at all 
events, be said to be articles of prime 
necessity or articles which are com
monly used by the people of this coun
try. We have remaining $13,000,000, 
and in this $13,000,000 are included 
duties upon provisions and breadstuffs, 
duties collected on cotton, woollen and 
hardware manufactures, and a variety 
of others, including the duties upon 
sugar and molasses. By the action of 
the Government this session $3,000,000 
of that $13,000,000 is swept away by the 
removal of the sugar duties, and any 
gentleman who examines the returns 
will find that we can make another 
large reduction on the $10,000,000 re
maining, by taking out the expensive 
class of woollen and cotton goods, 
,and some classes of hardware, and a 
good many articles included under the 
head of provisions, which are consum
ed exclusively by the wealthier classes 
of the people^ and are not in general 
use among the class of the people de
scribed in the resolution of the memb
er for South Oxford (Sir Richard Cart
wright). And,Sir, if my calculation is 
correct, half of even that $10,000,000 
would be taken away by eliminating 
the articles of which I refer, and that 
would leave about $5,000,000 of a re
venue which is raised upon articles of 
prime necessity, and upon articles 
which our artisans, and Yniners, and 
fishermen, and farmers ordinarily con
sume. lion, gentleman will observe 
that this is about $1 per head of our 
population. They may say that 1 
nave made too low an estimate; it is 
possible that 1 have, but I have made 
it as near as I could to the correct esti
mate. Lçt us suppose that this is a 
$1.25 dr even $1.50 taxation per head of 
our population, and I do not. think 
there is any fair-minded man in this 
House who will say that this an ex
cessive amount of taxation for even 
the poorest classes of this country to 
pay. I will remind the House that 
there is an offset even to that, for it 
must be remembered that from our 
Dominion treasury, we pay back to 
the treasuries of the different provinces, 
80 cents per head of their popula
tion, to be used in keeping up their in
stitutions, maintaining tneir. schools, 
and for other local purposes; so that 
anyone who will go into a fair examina
tion of the sources of our revenue at 
the present time will find that the 
classes' of people referred to in this re
solution, our artisans, miners, fisher
men, and farmers, ‘ contributed a 
mere insignificant fraction upon 
articles of prime necessity and 
common use to the revenue of this 
country, and .that the poorer classes of 
the people contribute almost nothing 
to the interest on our public debt, to 
the cost of maintaining our Federal 
Government, or to the construction of 
our public works. I, therefore, do not 
object very much to the policy propos
ed in the first part of the resolution of 
the member of South Oxford (Sir Rich
ard Cartwright), because 1 say it is the 
very policy which this Government 
have been pursuing for the last twelve

Sears. The hon. member for South 
xford (Sir Richard Cartwright), if he 
wished to introduce i hat policy, might 

have introduced it fifteen years ago. 
He might have introduced it in 1876-77 
oi 1878 with very great advantage to 
the country, but in those years the 
hon. gentleman had a different policy. 
The state of the country was such, to 
use his .own words, that it was neces
sary theff to increase the duties on tea 
and coffee .and sugar, upon woollen 
manufactures, and cotton manufac
tures, and hardware manufactures,and 
upon every article,, you could name 
which our artisans, our miners, our 
fishermen, and our farmers cominonly 
use in this Dominion. It is gratifying 
to know that the honorable gentleman 
is able at this late day to come to the 
conclusion that the circumstances of 
the country at last justify a change of 
policy. It is gratifying to know that 
after twelve years of experience, the 
hon. member for South Oxford (Sir 
Richard Cartwright) has at last arrived 
at the conclusion that the policy which 
this present Government have been 
pursuing for the last twelve years, is 
the correct policy to be adopted for the 
future in this country.

Now, Mr. Speaker, I wish before I 
close to ask the indulgence of the 
House while I refer to the latter part 
of the hon. gentleman's resolu
tion. This deals with our trade 
relations with the United States, 
and it is I suppose, the most 
important question, the most live issue, 
which we have to discuss at the pre
sent time. As my hon. friend from 
Haldimand (Mr. Montague) pointed 
out the other day, this portion of the 
resolution is rather indefinite in its 
character. It may mean the unre
stricted reciprocity which the hon. 
member for South Oxford has been ad
vocating since 1888, or it may mean 
the more restricted reciprocity which 
my hon. frend from Queen’s, New 
Brunswick (Mr. King), expressed him
self anxious and willing to accent. 
However, taking the language which 
the member for South Oxford used in 
the speech delivered in connection with 
ttitS iVstfluLion, we are perhaps safe 

“■in assuming that the hon. gentleman 
still adheres to the policy of 1888, and 
that this resolution means the adop
tion of unrestricted reciprocity. Now, 
Mr. Speaker, I desire to express the 
surprise which I felt in 1888, and which 
I felt from that time .to the present, 
that gentlemen occupying the position 
in tins House which the non. rnembd!1 
for South Oxford (Sir Richard Cart
wright) and the hon. member for 
North Norfolk ^(Mr. Charlton) do,

should submit to this House, a pro
posal so utterly absurd and impracti
cable as is unrestricted reciprocity with 
the United States. These non. gentle
men have on more than one occasion 
defined their position on this question. 
They tell us, that their policy is for 
these two countries to have free and 
unrestricted trade in natural products 
and manufactured articles; find my 
answer to them is; that two countries 
situated as Canada and United States 
are, living under different goverments, 
having different laws, having differ
ent tariffs with each free to regulate 
and change its own tariff as it, wishes, 
could not possibly under any considera
tions, adopt unrestricted reciprocity or 
free trade. I can perhaps best illus
trate my view of this question by refer
ring to the effect of unrestricted reci
procity upon one or two leading 
articles of commerce between these 
two countries. Take, if you will, 
woollen goods. Every person knows 
that the United States imposes high 
duties upon wool—upon some classes 11 
cents, and upon other classes 12 cents a 
pound. Upon washed \yools the duty 
is double that amount, and upon scour
ed wools it is three times that amount. 
The duties on woollen yarns are also 
very high, varying from 125 to 140 per 
cent. The duties on knitted and other 
classes of manufactured woollen goods 
vary from 100 to 150 per cent. The 
United States import annually upwards 
of 100,000,000 pounds of wool. Now, we 
all know that in Canada wool is im
ported free of duty. Wool is a natural 
product of both of these countries. If 
under the circumstances I have des
cribed unrestricted reciprocity between 
the United States and Canada were 
adopted, it must be evident to any one 
that that 100,000,000 pounds of wool in
stead of being imported directly into 
the United States, where it would pay 
a duty of 11 or 12 cents a pound would 
come* into Canada free and be here 
converted into woolen yarns or 
fabrics which would pass into 
the United States free of duty. 
What would be the result? The Unit
ed States would lose the import trade 
in wool, they would lose the revenue 
they derive from it, their manufactur
ing industries would be injured, and 
the whole trade of the country would 
be disturbed. I could give other illus
trations of the same thing. I might 
refer to the article of flax which is a 
natural product of both countries. The 
United States import annually 8,000 
tons of flax, on which there is a duty 
of 1 cetit a pound, or $20 a ton on un
dressed, and 3 cents a pound, or $00 a 
ton on dressed. In Canada undressed 
flax comes in tree, while dressed pays 
a duty of 1 cent a pound, or $20 a ton. 
It is evident that in that case the re
sult of unrestricted reciprocity would 
be precisely the same as that which 1 
have already described in the case of 
wool. I might give other illustrations 
but I do not wish to weary the house. 
The same results would follow from a 
change in the tariff duties of either 
country, at any time. To illustrate 
this, let me point to the iron industries 
of the two countries. Iron is a nat
ural product of both Canada and the 
United States. We have manufactures 
in this line established in both coun
tries. The duties in the United States 
are much higher than they are in this 
country. The American duties are 75 
cents a ton on iron ore, $0 a ton on pig 
iron, from $16 to $20 a ton on bar iron 
and 40 per cent, on steel ingots. The 
Canadian duties are $2 a ton on ferro
manganese, $4 a ton on pig iron, $13 a 
ton on bar iron, and 30 per cent, on 
steel ingots. Suppose unrestricted re
ciprocity were adopted by these two 
countries, and either country removed 
these duties; suppose Canada removed 
the duties entirely, what would be the 
result? Iron would be brought into this 
country from Europe; it would be con
verted here into different classes of 
hardware; then it would go into the 
United States free of duty; and the re
sult oil the import trade, the revenue, 
the manufacturers and the domestic- 
trade of the United States would be 
precisely the same as in the other 
cases to which I have referred. 
Now, it must be apparent to any 
intelligent man that the United 
States, a proud and independent peo
ple, would never be willing to place 
themselves in such a position with 
respect to this Dominion that theii 
import trade could be cut off, their 
revenues reduced, their manufactures 
injured, and their domestic trade 
affected by a change in the tariff 
regulations of this country. And, Sir, 
I claim that it is equally absurd to sup
pose that we in this Dominion, though 
we are the smaller and the weaker 
people, would ever be willing to place 
ourselves in a position so humiliating 
in relation to our neighbours to the 
south. Why, Sir, it must be apparent 
to any intelligent man who has given 
even the most superficial study to this 
question, that we can have unrestrict
ed reciprocity or free trade between 
these two countries in natural products' 
and manufactured goods on one condi
tion, and one condition only, that is, 
on the condition of uniformity 
of tariff. That is the opinion 
expressed by every intelligent states
man in the United States who has ever 
expressed an opinion on the question. 
That is the opinion expressed by every 
leading newspaper in the Republic. It 
is the opinion expressed by Mr. God
win Smith; it is the omnion expressed 
by Mr. Wiman; and it was, at all 
events at one time, the opinion expres
sed by my hon. triend from Queen’s, 
P. E. I., (Mr. Davies.) It is not neces
sary for me to read the opinions of 
these men, for they have been read at 
different times by those who have ad
dressed this House. Now, Sir, what 
does uniformity of tarriff involve? 
The first question that presents itself 
is, hôw are the tariffs to be assimilated, 
ana how is this uniformity in the tar
iffs to be maintained in the future? 
That is a question to which hon. 
gentlemen opposite have not yet given 
a definite answer; it is a question which 
they have not discussed, for they very 
wisely avoid its discussion. When they 
reach this point in their argument,their 
more serious difficulties begin. We 
have had, however, suggestions on the 
subject. We have been told by Mr. 
Wiman and Mr. Hitt that the only way 
in which this ariangement can be 
brought about is to have a joint com
mission which shall assimilate our 
tariffs and regulate them in the future, 
and on which the two countries shall be 
fairly represented. Now, Mr. Speaker, 
what does that mean? The United 
States have 65;000,000 people and we 
have 5,000,000. That means that 
they will have thirteen representatives 
on this commission and vye shall have 
one. I would like to ask1'any member 
of this House if he would lie willing -to 
leave any matter irt which he is person
ally interested to any commission on 
which the other side would have thir
teen represehtati ves and he would have 
one. Does Hs\thirfk he would get jus
tice from such \^/tri bunal? With such 
proportions, whose opinions would pre
vail? If this commission is to assimilate 
the two tariffs, does any man think 
that the tariff of the United States 
would be assimilated to the tariff of 
Canada, or the tariff cf Canada to that 
of the United States? Why, sir,, the 
result is too obvious to admit of argu
ment. It simply means that this coun
try must adopt the tariff of the United 
States, that we must for all future time 
submit the regulation of our tariff to a 
tribunal in which that country would 
have the controlling interest. I do 
not believe that that proposition would 
ever be seriously entertained by the

^’e of this country. If the people 
s country would ever consent to 

any such arrangement as that, 1 con
fess that the spirit of liberty must in
deed be dead among us. The .power to 
regulate our tariff is the power to re

gulate our taxation. This is a right
which every free and independent peo
ple prize. It was to secure this very 
right that the people of the United 
States themselves, more than a hun
dred years aguf, took up arms against 
Great Britain. They demanded,fought 
for, and secured their independence, 
simply because the British government» 
without their authority and against1 
their will, sought to impose a tax upon 
their commerce and restrictions upon 
their trade; and we, who live in this 
Dominion, have in the past years not 
been less jealous of this sacred right 
than our neighbors across the line. The 
battle for self-government was fought 
out in this country just as it was there, 
not, it is true, in the battle field, but in 
the halls of our own provincial legisla
tures, in the press,upon every platform 
and from every pulpit in this country; 
and as the result we have in t^iis coun
try to-day the fullest measure of lib
erty and freedom which any proud and 
independent people could desire. We 
have the perfect and absolute control 
of our own affairs. We have a consti
tution framed by our own statesmen, 
we make our own laws, regulate our 
own tariffs, and we fix for out selves 
both the methods and the measure of 
our taxation. These are rights, these 
are privileges, which no free or inde
pendent people would barter away for 
any trade privileges or any com
mercial advantages, however great 
they might be. Why, sir, rather than 
place ourselves in that position, annex
ation itself would be preferable. Under 
annexation we would,at least, have some 
voice in making the laws by which we 
would be governed, whereas, under 
this arrangement, we have absolutely 
none. Hon. gentlemen may endeavor 
to conceal it as they will, but the sure 
and inevitable result of adopting this 
policy, in any form you wish, whether 
as unrestricted reciprocity, or free 
trade, or commercial union, must be 
the political union of the two countries. 
Unrestricted reciprocity, without uni
formity of tariff, is a practical absurd
ity. Unrestricted reciprocity with uni
formity of tariff means that we must 
adopt the tariff of the United States 
and submit the regulation of our tariff 
for the future to a tribunal in which 
they would have a controlling in
fluence. That would place us in a 
position, in relation to our neighbours 
to the south, so helpless and so 
dependent, that we must * sooner 
or later yield to the inevitable fate and 
become part and parcel of the great 
Republic. I feel that this argument 
alone is sufficient to condemn the pro
posal of my hon. friend. I believe that 
such a policy is utterly repugnant to 
the feelings of the true and loyal peo
ple of this country.

If the House will indulge me al
though it flhçetting very late, I would 
like, before I close, to offer a few ob
servations upon the commercial as
pect of this question, and 1 will endeav
our to make my remarks ns brief as 
possible. If this policy of unrestric
ted reciprocily or free trade is practi
cable is it desirable? What would be 
the effect of adopting it upon the great 
and iniportant interests of this coun
try? Take, first, the manufacturing 
interest. Under the policy of the pre
sent Administration, our manufactures 
have had great growth and prosperity. 
I do not wish to enlarge, upon this 
point, for it can be proved by 
the growth of our manufacturing 
town, by our imports of machinery for 
manufacturing purposes, by our in
creased consumption of coal, and by 
the increased traffic on our railways. 
It can be most conclusively proved by 
the increase in the imports of raw 
material. The imports of raw materi
al in 1878 for manufacturing purposes 
amounted to $5,000,000; in 1800 they 
reached $16,500,000. 1 have already re
ferred to the sugar trade and the 200,- 
060,000 lbs. of sugar we consume, near
ly evèry pound of which is refined in 
our own country and distributed by 
our own merchants to our own con- 
consifmers. All the wool grown in the 
country we manufacture, and we im
port 8,000,000 lbs. besides. We man
ufacture, annuallv in the country 35,- 
000,000 to 40,000,000 lbs. of raw cotton. 
Last year we imported of raw material 
$3,760,000 and we manufactured cotton 
goods to thé extent of $3,840,000, after 
deducting the exports. These amounts 
are practically the same; and if you 
will allow for the difference between 
the values of the raw material and the 
manufactured goods, you will find that 
three fourths of all the cotton used in 
the country is the manufacture of our 
own mi ils. We manufacture all the 
hides produced in the country and $1,- 
000,000 besides. Our imports and ex
ports were about the same, so that 
practically we manufacture all the lea
ther goods consumed in thçcountry. We 
manufacture nearly alV'f he tin goods 
consumed in the country. We manu
facture all the iron produced, and be
sides import upwards of 150,000 torip 
of pig iron and scrap iron and steel for 
manufacturing purposes. These 
are great and important indus
tries, and very many, if not all 
of them, owe their existence and 
prosperity to the National Policy. They 
can only continue to exist and prosper 
while that policy is „ maintained. Unre
stricted reciprocity, or free trade, and the 
National Policy are directlv antagonistic. 
If you have the one, you -rust abandon the 
other. If you adopt unrestricted recipro
city, you strike a blow at all those great 
ana important industries which owe their 
very existence and prosperity to the Na
tional Policy and will undo all that has 
been done in this direction during the past 
twelve years. The effect upon our trade 
and upon our manufacturing industries 
\>ill be equally disastrous. 1 will not en
large upon this point as I have already 
spoken too long. Our sugar^rade gives us 
a direct import trade with sugar-produc
ing countries£, Previous to 1879, the tea 
consumed in Canada was , bought in Lou
don and New York. Under the policy of 
this Administration, of the 18,000,000 lbs. 
we consumed last year more than half 
came direct from China and Japan. The 
cotton we use comes direct from the 
southern cotton fields. The raw materials 
imported into this country for manufactur
ing purposes, under the policy of the pre
sent Administration, bring to our seaports 
thousands of tons of shipping annually, 
which is the direct result of tariff legisla
tion. Free trade with the United States 
would simply transfer this trade from our 
own seaports to New York and Boston. 
The hon. member for South Oxford in that 
speech which he delivered in Boston said

“You lio within very easy distance of our 
chief cities and of t ho most populous portions 
of our Dominion.’’
This was addressed to the merchants of 
the city of Boston.

“In one word, given free trade with Canada, 
and you rise at one stride from the position, in 
some respects, of a frontier city, with no great, 
extent or territory secured to you,- to that of a 
central entrepot, with the practical monopoly 
of a great region behind you, whose commerce 
no man can take away from you.”

The hon. gentleman perhaps never ut
tered a more unpatriotic sentiment, but at 
the same time he never made a more 
truthful statement than he made in the 
city of Boston. Adopt unrestricted reci-

grocity or free toute with the United 
ta tes, and in fesa^Han ten years vou will 
transfer thd great import trade" of the 

river St. Lawrence and also a large por
tion of the expprt trade to New York and 
Boston, and you will leave theeeaports of 
the Maritime Provinces bare of shipping 
as the seaports of the New England States 
are today. Let me ask attention to the ef-' 
feet of this policy upon the development 
of our mineral resources. The hon. 
member for North Norfolk (Mr. Charlton) 
referred the other day to the great value of 
the mineral resources of this country. He 
did not over-estimate them. It is imposs
ible to over-estimate our mineral resources. 
It is impossible to estimate the great 
wealth that lies buried beneath our soil in 
every portion of this dominion. Our min
eral resources should be one of the great
est if not the greats t source
of our wealth in the future. It is 
of the utmost importance that our min
eral resources should be developed In such 
a manner as to contrlbuteTo the wealth of 
the country, and the wealth does not con

sist only in the value of the ores which lie
beneath the soil, or the labour of those who 
dig the ores from the bowels of the earth, 
but the chief value of this mineral wealth 
lies in the labour required to convert 
ttifct raw material into articles of use and 
articles of commerce. How is that to be 
accomplished# It is desirable that manu
factories should be established in this 
country for the purpose of converting the 
raw material into manufactured goods, 
and that can only be done by maintaining 
the absolute control Of our tariff legisla
tion. Adopt the policy which hon. gentle
men opposite advocate, and you at once 
place it in the power of American capital
ists to come here, to purchase our valuable 
mines, to obtain control of the means of 
transportation, to dig our valuable ores 
from the bowels of the earth and carry 
them away as fast as rail and steam can 
carry them, and furnish our raw mater
ials for the manufactures of other coun
tries. That nmjr be the policy of hon. 
gentleman opposite, but it is a policy to 
which I for one am entirely opposed. 
Under that policy, we would be placed in 
such a position that the results I have des
cribed would inevitably follow', but we 
would be utterly powerless to prevent 
those results for we would be bound by 
the terms of a solemn treaty under the 
provisions of which we could not place an 
export duty on the raw material or an 
import duty on the manufactured goods.

Now' let me say a few wprds as to the 
effects of this policy on the agricultural 
interest of the country, and I admit that, 
in treating this branch of the subject, I 
am coming to what hon. gentlemen con
sider their great stronghold. They appeal 
to the farmers to.support their policy be
cause they say the farmers will be greatly 
benefited by it. Many of them admit that 
our manufacturing industries may be in
jured and our trade disturbed by the adop
tion of such a policy, but they contend that 
the benefits which will result to the 
farmers, that great and important class 
of the community, will be so great as to 
more than compensate for any loss 
\Vhicb may otherwise take place. 
I propose to test the soundness of that 
argument. They tell us that the United 
States is the natural market for the na
tural products of this country. How do 
they provc-that? They point to our export 
of agricultural products, to the United 
States. It is true that we export some 
sixteen millions and a half of dollars' 
worth to the United States. Of that, 
barley is nearly one-half, attd**?the rest is 
comprised of horses, sheep, eggs, potatoes 
and hay. These articles embrace nearly 
all our exports of agricultural products to 
thé United States. Now, let its see what 
there is on the other side. In 1889, we im
ported upwards of 15,000,000*lbs. of pork 
against a duty of 1 cent a lb.; of bacon 
and hams we Imported 3,653,000 lbs. against 
a duty of 2 cents a lb.; of beef we import
ed 3,795,000 lbs. against a duty of 1 cent a 
lb.; of lard we imported 8,287,000 lbs. 
against a duty of 2 cents a lb.; of tallow we 
imported 015,000 lbs. against a duty of 1 
cent a lb., and of butter we imported 492,- 
000 lbs, against a duty of 4 cents a pound. 
If, from those figures which 1 have read, 
it can be fairly argued that the United 
States is the natural market for Canadian 
barley, eggs, potatoes and hay. by the 
same reasoning it can be proven that the 
Dominion of Canada is the natural mar
ket for American pork, beef, butter, lard 
and corii. Hon. gentlemen tell us that if 
the duties were removed the increase ex 
ports of agricultural products would bene 
fit our farmers. By the same reasoning 
the imports of tlie American agricultural 
products to which I have referred would 
injure our farmers, and it must be remem
bered that any arrangement which 
obtains for us free access to the 
markets of the United States opens 
oxir markets to the products of 
the United States. Last session 
this parliament increased the duty on Am
erican beef and pork, and I believe that ac
tion met the approval of the agricultural 
portion of the community. If we had free 
trade With the United States, American 
beef and pork ,and corn would come in 
here free, and would destroy the advan
tages w hich our farmers enjoy in that re
gard at the present time. I may be told 
that we produce here all the beef we re
quire for local consumption, and that we 
export large quantities of it to Great Brit 
aim and that therefore we are in a position 
to compete successfully with any other 
country in that article. I admit that as a 
general rule that theory is correct, but I 
contend that there are .exceptional circum
stances in regard to this article. The pro

L®/hem any better markets
than they had before. There Is, perhaps, 
one exception, and that Is the article ot 
barley. And what are the facts with re
gard to that article! There is no reason- 
able man in this house who will not say 
that ten cents a bushel duty upon barley, 
as under the old tariff, was not a sufficient 
protection in any country for one farmer 
against his neighbor. The reason, If I am 
correctly informed, that they continued to 
import barley under a duty of ten cents 
a bushel into the United States, was be
cause the qually of Canadian barley was 
superior to that of American barley. Now 
sir, the increase of duty cannot Improve 
ÎP® y1,®r*£ter of the American barley, and 
It it has the effect, as It probably will have, 
of shutting Canadian barley out, It simply 
compels the American brewers to use an 
inferior grain,’and the American consumer 
to drink an inferior c'ass of beer.But when 
w e leave that article and take the article of 
wheat, we find that the Americans not 
only controlled their own markets, but 
they exported 40,000,000 or 50,000,000 bush
els besides. Their total imports only 
amounted to less than 130,000 bushels. In 
horses their imports w’ere less than 20,000; 
in sheep their imports were less than 400,- 
000; in potatoes,there were only three-quar
ters of a millions bushels imported and in 
hay about 100,000 tons. Now, as the mem
ber for North Norfolk (Mr.Charlton) point
ed out the other evening, these imports 
arc so small they are so utterly insignifi
cant, compared with the productions of 
the United States, and compared with the 
enormous consumption of 65,000,000 
of people, that they could not 

yi fleet the market prices. If these 
articles are shut out altogether, as they 
may be under the McKinley bill, the prices 
of these articles generally will not be af
fected in the markets of the United States. 
That additional protection is of no advan
tage to the farmers, It does not increase 
their prices in-ordinary years, it does not 
tend in any way to develop the agricultur
al interest of that country. Of course there 
will be exceptional years when crops may 
fail,when the supply may not be equal tothe 
demand; but in those years what will be 
the. result? The American consumer will be 
obliged to pay the Canadian price, and the 
enormous duty added. The only result 
would be to tax the country heavily, and 
the only other effect would be to reduce the 
consumption by this insignificant amount, 
and to that extent Injure the trade 
of this Dominion. Now, Mr. Speaker, I 
felt curious to know what motive could 
induce the Congress of the United States 
to adopt such extraordinary legislation, 
and I cogfess that I have not been able, up 
to the present time, to find a satisfactory 
answer to that question. I have taken 
the trouble to read the speech of Mr. Mc
Kinley, who was the author of that Bill. 
I find that he defended his measure in 
many cases with very great ability, and I 
l>elieve with very great success, where he 
could show that by the increase of duties 
he would be able l o encourage the estab
lishment of new industries in the United 
States, and give employment to more capi
tal and more labor, and that the people 
generally will be benefited. But when he 
came to the part of his Bill which dealt 
with the agricultural products of this 
Dominion, those arguments failed him, 
and I find that he dismissed this part 
of the subject by simply quoting an ex
tract from a speech delivered by Pro
fessor Goldwin Smith, and several 
extracts from the speeches delivered in 
this Parliament by “the Hon. John Charl
ton, a member of the House of Commons 
of Canada.” Even those speeches furnish1 
ed him with no argumént to show that the 
American people could be benefited by 
this increased duty. The extracts which 
he read merely showed that if our farmers 
were shut out from the American markets, 
they could be injured by this increase of 
duties. Now, Sir. it has occurred to me, 
although I am not in a position to prove 
it, that Mr. McKinley had been reading 
from that remarkable pamphlet 
which was. written by Mr. Farrer. 
We all know that Mr. Farrer, in a 
pamphlet which he addressed to some of 
the prominent men in the United States, 
advised as the means by which this coun
try could be forced Into annexation, that 
congress should place very high duties up
on everything we produce. Well,sir,it may 
be that Mr, McKinley has had access to 
that pamphlet, or lie mav not; I cannot 
say. It may be that Mr. McKinley is ac 
quainted with Mr. Farrer; or he may not 
be; I do not know. It may be that Mr, Mc
Kinley is desirous of seeing this country 
annexed to the United States, or he mayauction of M for Great firUHn ",«1 the ! K indifTcrent on that subject; I do not 

production of beef for ouHocsl markets ! know hl, opinion. But It li at least to my 
are two different things. Those who arc minH „ Vui-miii-niit that-, whni mvhlngs. Those who 
engaged in raising cattle for export to the 
English markets are the wealthier and the 
smaller portion of the farmers of this coun
try. I believe nine-tenths of the whole 
jfaxrming community depend not upon the 
"English market but upon the local market 
for the sale of their productions.and a very 
large proportion of those farmers would be 
injured if the duties wefe removed. It is 
true that the removal of the duties be
tween the two countries would increase 
the trade between them. The fair way is 
to take on the one hand the advantages 
which would result from our having free 
access to the American markets and the 
disadvantages which would result if we 
gave the Americans free access to our 
markets, and then to decide upon which 
side the.balance of advantage lies. 1 ad
mit that, in deciding the question there 
would be great diversity of opinion. If I 
may be allowed to express my individ
ual opinion, I* believe the balance 
of advantage, if there were any, would be 
very small indeed in favor of the farmers 
in this country: and 4 believe that if this 
pqlicy is ever ndimted.no class of people in 
this country will be more bitterly disap 
pointed with the result than those who ex
pect that greater advantages and more 
prosperity will result from ils adoption. 
It is true that trade would increase, but 
that trade would be in the nature of an 
exchange. We would sell them barley and 
w-e buy their corn. There would he a 
large and no doubt a profitable business 
done in the small classes of agricultural 
products such as eggs, fowls, vegetables 
and some other articles of that kind, but 
the trade would be merely in the nature 
of an exchange, and the advantage, if any, 
might be in favor of either one country 
or the other according as favourable crops 
or other local circumstances -affected thq 
relative supply and demand in the two 
countries in different years. The United 
States can no more be said to be our nat
ural market for tlie agricultural products 
of this country, than Canada can be said 
to be the natural market for the agricul- 
al products of the United States. Every 
person knows that Great Britain is the 
natural market for the surplus products 
of both countries. Now it would appear 
to me that if we cannot obtain a reason
able arrangement with the United States 
for the exchange of agricultural products, 
it is of the very greatest importance to our 
farmers that, in the first place, we should 
retain control of our own markets. Our 
own markats are our most important and 
our most valuable markets at the present 
time. The home market of this country 
to-day takes the great bulk of all 
the agricultural produce of this country; it 
is not only a large market, but it is a grow
ing market, and every year in the future 
it wil be larger than it is at the present 
time. I say I believe it is for the interest 
of the farmers," if they cannot get a fair 
treaty with the United States, to retain 
control of their own markets first, and 
then to devote their attention to the 
cultivation of such classes of agricultural 
products and securing such means of com
munication with Great Britain and other 
foreign countries, as will enable them to 
place their surplus products in foreign 
countries whare they will be a permanent 
demand at remunerative prices. There Is 
no doubt that the McKinley Bill, in its 
operation at the present time, is injurious
ly affecting some of the agricultural in
terests of this country, and I desire to say 
a few words in regard to the operation of 
that Bill. In my opinion, at least, it is a 
Bill of a most extraordinary character. If 
I rriay be allowed to express an opinion 
here, I will say that I believe the provi
sions of that measure,’ so far as they affect; 
the agricultural interests of this coùntry, 
reflect no credit either upon its author or

æn the Congress which qiade it law.
,t Bill professes to be of protective 

measures; in very many respects it is the 
most highly protective measure. It sur
rounds many of the manufacturing indus
tries of the United States with a wall of 
protection over which it. is absolutely im
possible for any foreign competitor to 
climb. But when' it deals with the agri
cultural products of this t country it as
sumes a different character; it cannot be 
said in any true sense to be a protective 
measure; it is rather a prohibitory meas
ure. The American farmers, und the old 
tariff, had all the protection that was of 
any advantage to them. '~Tficy had al
most the absolute monoply of their home 
markets under the old tanflr,and the increase

mind a significant fact that what Mr. 
Farrer advised in that pamphlet was pre
cisely what Mr. McKinley did.

Before leaving this branch of the sub
ject 1 wish to say that so far as I am con
cerned, at all events, do not I believe there 
is any necessity for the Dominion of Can
ada to sacrifice any of its important inter
ests to obtain relief from the provisions of 
that act. I believe we can look for relief 
from a different source. I believe we can 
rely upon the common sense and sound 
judgment, of the American people them
selves. I believe the great mass of the 
American people are honest, honorable 
and practical men, that they desire to be 
governed in their commercial dealings and 
in their legislative actions towaras this 
country by honorable and generous motives 
and not by selfish motives. I do not be
lieve that the great mass of the American 
people when they come fully to consider 
this subject will consent to allow to re
main on their statute-book the provisions 
of an act which,while it cannot benfit their 
own farmers or any interests in their own 
country, simply has the efleet of injuring 
ro some slight extent the trade of a neigh
boring and a friendly people. The hon. 
member for South Oxford (Sip Richard 
Cartwright) in his speech the other day, 
said that--

“If there be any truth in the indication of 
popular sentiment in the United States, there 
ih a very strong probability that the United 

e likely to roc'States are more 1 i reduce their tariff a
great deal than to raise it, and here the diffi
culty which hon. gentlemen opposite fear is 
likely to a great extent to disappear in the 
course of the next few months, or at furthest in 
the course of the next year or two.”

If I understand the view which the hon. 
gentleman has expressed in these words 
correctly, I fully agree with him. I be
lieve there already are indications that this 
result'will very soon bo brought about. It 
must be remembered that the elections 
which have taken place in the United 
States since the passage of that Bill have 
entirely changed the political complexion 
of the legislatures of that country. It 
must be remembered that the people of 
the United States have told Mr. McKin
ley, and those who supported him In 
passing that measure in Congress, that 
they do not believe in that policy 
and that they will dispense with their ser
vices in the future, for their usefulness ns 
legislators has gone. I do not wish it to be 
understood from my remarks that I am 
opposed to extending our trade with the 
United States.

Mr. Paterson (Brant.) It is well you 
said that.

Mr. Wood. I am very glad the hon. 
gentlemen opposite endorse that state
ment, and I hope they will endorse the 
few remarks I nave yet to make. I say to 
the hon. gentleman for South Brant (Mr. 
Paterson) that I do not oppose, 1 never 
have been opposed, the Government which 
I am supporting, I believe, have never 
been opposed to extending our trade rela
tions with the United States. On the 
contrary, I am desirous, and I believè the 
Government is desirous, of seeing our 
trade extended to the very fullest possible 
extent.

Mr. McMullen. You are disloyal.
Mr. Wood—The hon. gentleman will 

change his opinion if he hears me through.
Mr. Landerkin. You talk like Farrer.
Mr. Wood. To tlie hon. member for 

Grey ,(Mr. Landerkin,) I say that I desire 
to see our trade extended to the fullest 
possible limit, provided it can be done on 
fair, equitable and mutually advantage 
ous terms. I should be glad to see our 
trade extended to the very fullest possible 
extent consistent with the preservation of 
our own interests and the maintenance of 
our own Independence as a people. I do 
not object to the policy of the hon. gentle
men opposite because it proposes to extend 
our trade with the United States. That is 
not the reason that I object to it. Lpbject 
to the policy because it proposes tqÆive to 
the United States the absolute cofKrol of 
the trade and commerce.of this country. 
Hon. gentlemen claim that if their policy 
were adopted, our trade with the United 
States would be increased. I admit it. 
There is nothing more certain than that.if 
they place us In that position, we will be 
compelled to buy everything from the 
United States, and compelled to go there 
to sell event single article we have to dis
pose of. Hon. gentlemen propose to give 
us free admission to the markets of the 
Unlted States, but on what terms? At the 
same time they raise around this country a 

i wall that practically cute us off from

Great Britain and from all the world be
side. If we are to have free trade Lsay let 
us have free trade with Great Britain and 
all the world. Let uelasfc of all adopt a 
policy of free trade that while it has none 
or very few of the advantages of absolute 
free trade has all its disadvantages and 
imposes on us all Its burdens. Hon. gen
tlemen opposite think I am sympathizing 
with their policy in this matter; out I may 
tell them that I have always, and do at the 
present time very strongly sympathize 
with those who advocate free trade princi
ples. Let me tell hon. gentlemen more than 
that. I believe free trade principles are 
perfectly sound, and that the arguments 
of many of them by which they are sup
ported are perfectly unanswerable, but al 
the same time I do not believe that free 
trade principles can be applied to all coun
tries, at all times and under all circumstan
ces. lean say to the hon. member for South 
Oxford (Sir Richard Cartwright) that I 
entirely differ with him when he says that 
free trade can be safely applied In the Do
minion at the present time. I believe free 
trade is applicable to a country like Great 
Britain, a country which after years of 
protection has concentrated within itself 
great wealth, mechanical skill, the most 
improved machinery and has placed herself 
In a position that she can, as she has done 
in the past, maintain for years to come her 
commercial and manufacturing supremacy 
against the world. I believe free trade 
might be adopted in the United States to
day with very much greater safety than it 
could be adopted here. If there Is one 
country among the three to which this 
principle is not applicable at the present 
time it is this Dominion, a young country 
with a large territory,with great resources 
yet undeveloped, with limited capital and 
with a sparse population. Under these 
circumstances it would be, in my opinion, 
utterly foolish for this Dominion at *he 
present time to adopt free trade either 
with the United States or with Great 
Britain. If we wish in this country to 
develop our resources, and to utilize them 
to our own advantage; if we wish concur
rently to settle our agricultural land, to 
develop our mineral resources, and to 
establish manufacturing industries in this 
country; if we wish to give to the farmers 
of this country the largest possible home 
market, and the very best market which 
they can have; if we wish to develop to 
the fullest possible extent our internal 
trade, to promote the largest exchange of 
commodities between the different classes 
of our people, and different sections of opr 
own country; we can only do it by adopt
ing and by maintaining thy protective 
policy. And, Sir, at the same time, if 
we wish to extend our foreign 
trade, if we wish to direct it 
into those channels where it will be of the 
greatest advantage toourselvea, if we wish 
to use it to build up our own seaports in 
preference to those of a foreign country; if 
we wish it to be the means of building up 
in this country great commercial cities, of 
enlarging and extending the transactions 
of our wholesale merchants, of furnishing 
traffic to our railways and employment to 
our working classes, we can only accom

fiiish these results by judicious tariff legis- 
ation. That, Sir, has been the policy of 
this Government in the past, and it has 

been eminently successful. We have, 
during the past twelve years, under that 
policy, enjoyed a prosperity which has 
been almost a marvel to ourselves, and 
which has commanded the admiration and 
called forth the praise of every civilized 
nation on the face of the earth. That 
policy has been called the National Policy, 
and it has been well named, for it has not 
riierelv contributed to our material pros
perity, but it has created our natiohal life. 
It has given birth to national hopes, and 
to national aspirations; it has created 
in this country a national unity, a national 
independence, to which we were utter 
strangers a quarter of a century ago, and 
of which we are justly proud to-day. There 
are, Mr. Speaker, two courses for this 
country to pursue in.the future. We can 
go on In the same' course that we have 
been travelling in the past. We can 
continue to develop our resources, to 
establish new industries, to extend 
our trade according to our own methods 
and for our own advantage, and we can 
build up on the ; northern portion of the 
continent a great, powerful, prosperous 
and independent people; a portion of the 
British Empire owing allegiance to the 
British flag, and enjoying its protection. 
Or, Sir, we can take the opposite course. 
We can adopt the policy which hon. gentle 
men opposite advise. We can abandon 
the policy which we have pursued for the 
last ten years, and hand over the enor 
mous wealth of our mines, our forests,our 
fields, to build up the manufacturing in
dustries ofa foreign côtiuty-, to build up 
great manufacturing cities, to furnish 
both food and employment for their people, 
and ultimately, we can sever the ties that 
bind us to the mother country, and losing 
even our identity and independence ns a 
people, become a very insignificant fringe 
upon the outskirts of the neighbouring 
Republic. I trust, Sir, that this Ilousr of 
Commons will not hesitate in deciding 
which of these two policies they will 
adopt. I trust we will on this occasion

Eronouce, as the the people of this country 
ave already pronounced, a most emphatic 
condemnation upon this policy which is 

both unpatriotic and impracticable, and 
fraught only with the greatest danger to 
every important interest in this country.

HH LlRIAT SAVED II IK.
A Pleasing Tale of a Cowboy's Prowess 

and Presence of Mind.
Chamberlain, 8. D., July 20J—Am

ong the tales of the round-up of cattle 
west of the Missouri River that have 
drifted into the border towns is one 
with a flavor of romance.

When the cattle men had cleaned 
up the reservation and closed the 
.Cneyenne the camp was visited one 
evening by a party from a neighbor
ing ranch, one of whom was a charm
ing young girl from the East, Miss 
Lottie Barton. She was delighted at 
the novelty of tl^e scenes at camp, and 
readily accepted ah invitation from 
Aléx. Kenyon, one of the outfit, to take 
a canter over,the. bluffs to the river.

They were nearing the bluffs when 
suddenly a black steer-bushed out from 
a clump of bushes. The horse which the 
young lady rode took fright, became 
unmanageable and bounded away to
ward the river. Kenyon tiied in vain 
to overtake her and grasp the rein of 
the horse. His horse’s best efforts could 
not bring him near enough to accom
plish the feat. As the two horses rush
ed up*the bluff a sheer precipice fringed 
with treetops appeared a few rods 
ahead. It looked as if horse and rider 
were doomed, but Kenyon, who had 
anticipated the danger,suddenly reined 
his horse and swung his rope lariat 
about his head and sent it coiling in the 
air.

The loop fell about the shoulders of 
the frightened girl. The cowboy’s 
horse reared back, the rope tightened 
and the girl was lifted from the saddle 
and dtawn to the heavily tufted prairie 
sod. The girl, half unconscious, was 
borne back to camp by her cavalier, 
who was prouder of his exploit than 
the cowboy who beat the steer-roping 
record*last year. The riderless horse 
glunged over the precipice and was

An Interesting Slander Salt.
Halifax, July 30.—A writ was issued 

yesterday by Albert D. Newton, waiter 
In a Halifax hotel, on R, G. Leckie, man
ager of the Londonderry iron mines for 
$5,000 damages— slander and malicious 
prosecution being charged. Some, time 
ago Newton was arrested on suspicion of 
stealing 8400 from a valise belonging to 
Leckie while the latter was a guest at 
Halifax. Leckie afterwards found the 
money and the waiter was discharged. It is 
alleged than Leckie mislaid the money 
himself and that the waiter bad nothing 
whatever to do with it.

[One story respecting this money is that 
the owner supposed that he threw it 
into his valise, and when he came tq 
search the valise he could not find it. He 
suspected the waiter. Some time after
wards, it is alleged, on putting on his 
slippers the owner found the money in it. 
He nad carefully stuffed.it in the toe of the 
slipper and put the slipper in the valise.

C. P. K. Earnlags.
The following is the return of traffic 

earnings of the Canadian Pacific railway 
from July 14th to July 21st, 1891:
1801........................................................ *384,000
1890 ......................................................... 359,000

Increase for 1891.......................... $ 25,000
Earnings of the New Brunswick rail

way Included both years.

CALIFOIINIA LAND SHAKES.
e*,lere *'«*'« rarrka,'

Paper Vlaeyard*.
F“a”c'SÇo, July 21.—A'new swin 

thePla<,e of the Southern 
town-site frauda which were 

PW.™ 90 «uceeaafully on the confiding 
Eastern public during the recent boom.

!î.ï.9t *1.l?e colonies scheme. In sev 
urn part8 ot the State.colonies have been 
f “ out. on paper and ; floated at the 
l«at and in this city. Perhape the 

eitens!vdyjpushed of Ihcse col 
j ,tlle,,onc which Is alleged to be 

!“ id,il;,Kern County. Walter J. Ray 
of Dayton, O., advertises a most se 

u.wi .V* opportunity for obtaining orchards 
and vineyards in.this State at low prices 
f“d.0” OU"/ terms. He offers to sell the 
land at 87o an acre—$2 down and $1 per 
week. No expense. No outlay after this 
is paid. He agrees to cultivate the land 
free for ten years,’giving the buyer half of 

P-r0t » deed sc”t by express on
receipt of $20. Raymond located his colony 
msec, lo, township [35, two miles from 
r*® rïnnrjshing Town of Tehochapi, four 
from Laliente, and 40.from the county seat, 

,The fcruth of the matter is 
tnat the first location given is not in exist- 
ence, and according to the State railway 
guide it is 48 miles from Bakersfield to Te- 
T»uhaRl n.nd.;,20.!miles from Caliente to 
lehochapi. Irom the number of letters 

lî1 ^ern County concerning this 
swindle Raymond has evidently secured 
many dupes. A similar scheme is being 
worked in this city by a sharper who offers 
average land at $6 an acre. It is another 
colony, but located in the heart of the Colo 
rado Desert.

% HUSBAND WANTED.
A «rent Husbnnil Seeking Contest: $995.00 

In «old to the Finders.
We will give to the first person who tells 

us before September 1st, 1891, wb&re the 
word HUSBAND is first found in the Olrl 
Testamenty $100.00 in cash. For the second 
correct answer $50.00. For the third $25. 
00. To the fourth $20.00. To the fifth 
$15.00. To the sixth $10.00. To the next 
twenty-five $5.00. To the next twenty-five 
$2.00 to each.

Middle Awards.—To the 250 persons 
sending in the 250 middle correct answers 
we will give $1.00 cash. To the person 
sending in the last correct answer we will 
give $100.00 in cash. To the next to the 
last $50.00. Tothe next $25.00. To the 
next twenty-five $5.00 each. To the next 
twenty-flve(should there be so many send
ing in correct answers) we will give $2.00 
to each. This competition is open to the 
world, and no charge is made to enter it. 
You pay nothing for the presents, they are 
absolutely given free to advertise Dr. Coles 
Perfect Blood and Liver Pills, the best 
BlSod, Liver and Stomach Pills ever intro 
duced. They are very small. Do not gripe. 
Sure cure for Sick Headache. With your 
answer, send 25 cents4h silver or 27 cents 
in stamps, United States or Canadian, for 
a box of Dr. Cole’s Pills. No ansucr will 
be accepter? unless accompanied by an order 
for one box. Five boxes for $1.00. Send 
at once, but no matter whei. you send (if 
your answer is correct) you stand a good 
chance to earn a good prize.

Soon after the close of the contest, a list 
of all the prize winners names and ad
dresses will be sent to all who have enter
ed the contest. Besides the above rewards 
weekly prizes are given.

Caution.—"We are in no way connected 
with any other firm who offer premiums 
to their customers.

Address. DEAN BROTHERS, Mont 
real, «P. Q. dl3ieodw5i

DrunKenncHH or Hie Liquor Habit Positive
ly Cured by Administering Dr.

Haines* «olden Specific.
It can be given In a cup of tea or coffee with

out tho knowledge of the person taking it,effect
ing a speedy and permanent cure, whether tlie 
patient is a moderate drinker or an alcoholic 
wreck. Thousands of drunkards have been 
cured who have taken tlie Golden Specific in 
their coffee without their knowledgo.and to-day 
they quit drinking of their own free will. No 
harmful effects result from Ifs administration 
Cures guaranteed, Send for circular and ful^ 
particulars. Address in confidence Golden 
Specific Co.. 185 Race St.. Cincinnati. O. wly

FARM MACHINERY,
BUGGIES, ROAD t ARTS, ETC.

MR. FRED JON ES. lately with the firm 
of Juhnston & Co.. Monet on, still continues to 
Ih- Agent for the new firi'n, Clark & Lounsbury. 
dealing in Farm Machinery and Implements of 
cvçry description, nil latest improved. Also. . 
I higgles. Fond Carte, Farm Wagons. Exprès.' 
Wagons. Tops for Buggies, Harness, the cele
brated Daisy Churn. Stumping Machines. 
Wood Cptfc rs, kc.

Will he found in the forenoons at the ware 
bouse, Lewisville, where a quantity of goods 
o ill be kept,and always on Sat urday afternoons 
at the Moncton warcrooms. If writing address 
F. C. Joncs, P O. Box 273. Moncton. 
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Haying Tools
Farmers will save money by calling on

W. H. THORNE & CO.,
and purchasing all they require for the Haying 

«cason. Wc keep the largest •assort
ment in Now Brunswick.

Scythes, all kinds; Rakbe;'Mower Knives and 
Sections: Snaths in wood ami iron.

English, American and Canadian Stones. Oil 
for Mowers in convenient cans.

Horse Hay Forks; Fork Handles; Grind Stones 
from 10 in. diameter up to 50 -in. Grind Stone 
Fixtures in great variety. Hay Forks. 2. 3 and 
4 prong.

W H THORNE & CO
tliirkttl Squiirt1. SI -iutiii.

EAGLE STEAM WASHER.
BK8T IN WOULD.

No Wash Board required. No wear and: tear in 
your clothes. .

Satisfaction guaranteed or no sale. Only 
Washer made whereby a child of 10 years can 
do a large washing in two hours which will 
take a strong woman all day. Good Reliable 
Agents Wanted. Manufactured by

MKVKR BROS..
87 Church Street, Toronto. 1 

Also, manufacturers of Wringers, Mangles, 
&c. Send for Illustrated Catalogue and terms.

Office and agency Maritime Provinces, Miss 
Allison, 65 Granville street, Halifax, N. S.

DO lOUB OWN

House Painting
-WITH THE —

“Diamond” Prepàred Paint
IN WHITE AND COLORS.

The “Diamond" Pure. Prepared Paints are 
manufactured by the "Diamond” Liquid Paint 
Company, with new and powerful machinery 
and each color is carefully tested before being
^T^u^fare made veritably to supply a “long 
felt want." Purchasers should insist upon the 
“Diamond," as imitations are numerous and 
cause great disappointment. There is no risk 
in buying the “Diamond." Kach tin isa Perfect 
Paint. The directions are simple: have a clean 
surface, stir the paint and go to work,

BLACK GLOSS ROOFING, $8.75 per bbl. of 
about 40 gals.

The well known “Magnetic Paint, 92 pet 
cent, iron, a rich brown color, fire and water 
proof, unfading and indestructible, $1.00'per 
gallon, ready mixed. Send for price lista. Dis 
oomnt for quantities. .

On «ale ny John Robinson, Jr., at New

JOHN J. MILLER,
Sole Agent, Newcastle, N.
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