
right, that It win be managed In Huch a w&j^
that thoir lut««rfHta at any nito will not Buffer,

then, I vonturo to say, n greater farce was
never played off on any couiitry than the pro-

l»oMltlou of the hon. Kentleinan to tako a
whole year to carefully conslilor what he,

;

m Fluanoo MlnlHter, ou^lit to bo able to

,

advlMo tills country on to-day. As I have
Bald. Sir, there Is one fact which, oner
fifteen long years, has dawntxl on the hon.

g(>ntleman (I wonder Iiuh It dawned on any
of his friends aroiuid hlin), and that Is, that

the (Jovemnient cannot ralHe the price of

cereals. 81r, you will recollect, and the

House will recollect, that wo were told by
the hon. KenHenian time and again that only
denuigogues would dare to say that the (}ov-

omment could ral.se Uio price of cereals, and
yet my memory goes back to the time when
this country, In 1878, was flooded with dema-
gogues prencldng that Identical doctrine.

The hon. K<'ntleman tells us that our trade

In agricultural products with (Jrcat Britnln

has Increased by fifteen millions. Well, Sir,

I am glad that, bad as the markets are, our
farmers have a market at all, but I can tell

the hon. gentleman this, that, as regards a
large part of that fifteen millions. It Is

simply the numsure of our loss, it Is simply
the amount of unprofitable trade which wo
have transacted In place of a much more
profitable trade with our natural market.
Sir, he was good enough to tell us that the
Glovernment came to the help of the farmer
In 188U, when they put on a lot of taxes on
American products, and got for him, I be-

lieve, a million or so of additional markets.
And, Sir, he might have added that by that

ill-timed and injudicious act he stuck the
fanners of Canada for the McKlnley tariff

and all the mischief It has done them. Had
he and his fronds pursued, as they were
advised from this side of the House, a wise,

conservative policy, had they, knowing what
was In contemplation from the United States,

abstained from putting weapons into the
bands of our opponents, the chances are a
thousand to one that the most obnoxious
portions of the McIClnley tariff would never
have been enacted. But when he chose in

April to defj- the American people and to

put on taxes which he knew must
bring retaliation, he and his Government
stand convicted before this coimtry of
having, more than any other men, con-

tributed to saddle the McKinley tariff on
the farmers of Ontario and the rest of the
Dominion. Sir, the hon. gentleman says that
the Government lowered the sugar taxes. No
doubt the Government, at the dictation of the
aforesaid Mr. McKlnley, did lower the duties.

Did we hear one word of the remission of
the sugar taxes until the American Govern-
ment had made it Impossible to keep them on?
And when they did reduce them, they did It

so as to reduce the amount received by the
community In revenue, but not so as to dis-

turb the profits of their refining friends.

The utmost amount that could be taken was

taken out of the pockets of the people ; but

the smallest possible amount was taken out

of tlie pocket of tlielr friend, tho chairman

of tho Oonservatlvo comndttco In MontreiU.

Sir, tho hon. gentlemanV Ideas are ex-

cellent ; but I am l)ound to sny his prac-

tice Is detestable. Now, I come to <leal

with what I must call the per capita fraud

which tlio hon. gentleman has often referro<l

to. If the hon. gentleman know anytldng

about what one of his followoi-s calls " sclentl-

flo protection " ho would know tliat it Is the

absurdest nonsense to talk about a per capita

redturtlon or a per capita anything elw In con-

ncKtlon with a protective tarllT. Who does

not know that tlie very essence, the vt^ry

reiuson for Impoertug a protecUvii tariff la to

couiiua tho bulk of tlie people to pay a very

considerable Bum to certain manufactiircm,

which sum does not go Into the treasury ? I

am not arguing the point whetlier that Is wise

or fcwlish, but I say It Is a niH'e.««lty of tlie

ease, and, when that Is so, what folly it is to

tjilk of tho per capita tjixea levied on the

people being measuixxl by the sum which goes

Into tho treasury. The t»ix Is taken out of

their pockets, and so far as the great mass
of tlio consumers are concenieti It does not

matter to them whether it goes Into the

treasury or whether It goes Into the poi-kets

of the protected manufacturers. So, likewise,

the hon. gentleman tells us that we cannot

have free trade because we have $;iO,0(K),000

of taxes to raise. The question suggests it-

self to iTiV mind : Why have we ^.lO.OOO.CKW of

taxes to raise ? Sir, I tell tho hon. gentleman
that had reasonable prudence and economy
been used in the government of thio country,

had that Government been administered a8

the late Mr. Mackenzie would have ad-

ministered It, we would not require to-day to

raise ?30,000.0()0 ; I doubt if we woidd require

to raise .$20,000,000 : and they make their own
vicious extravagance, their own folly, and
worse than folly, the excuse for denying tho

people that relief which they have a right to

claim. Sir, the hon. gentleman a^ed my hon.

friend, the leader of the Opposition, for a
policy. Well, this Is not the first time the

Mhilster of Finance has made that request.

I recollect the hon. gentleman asked Mr.

Blahie for a policy. Now he asks Mr. Laurier

for a policy, and I have no doubt that Mr.

T.aurier will be quite prepared to prescribe a
policy when he Is called in, as I have Intimated

before.

Mr. POSTER. I would like to see his

diploma.

Sir RICHARD OARTWRIGHT. What
diploma has tlie hon. gentleman got to qualify

him for the post of Fhiance Minister ?

Mr. FOSTER. Good sense.

Sir RICHARD OARTWRIGHT. He has
sense to sit steady on the fence, I grant, and
I tMnk that Is tho only claim he possesses.

The hon. gentleman is good enough to be-

stow on my hon. friend whom I see at the
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