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I (lid say. I niado no reference to Feb-

uary, 1H74. The lelerence I umdo was

totheiirHt twenty daya ot Apiil, l874,

whicli is quit.? a different thiny.

AlK. TILLFiY : Well. I am very much

ohhsed to the hon. Ki'»t!enian for cor-

recting vne. Taking his proposition as

from the Mth April, 1874, it gave only

$1 000,000 ill excess, while lie stated

in' Ftihruary, of this year, it was

$2,000,000, instead of Sl,n<»0,000. Now,

Bupi)0se, for the sake of argument,

that the receipts in April. 1S74, were

$2,000,000, I have estimated that t,h(!

statement I have submitted hero that

$3r)0,000 Excise, and!ii!r)()0,0(l0 Customs,

both properly and fairly belong to next

year. I also stated that, probably, wo

would have cidlected. before the hscnl

year is dosed, $150,000, as extra duties

resulting from change in taritf. That

will make $1,000,000. Suppose we re-

ceive no in'ire this year than we did m
1874? If they received $1,000,000 in

excess of what belonged to roveiuie, it

would have left $23,205,09 J as the

receipts for that year.
, . , „

Mu. CARTWRIGHT : No ;
decidedly

not.
, ^ ,

Mu. TILLEY : My case does not de-

pend solely upon this point. 1 know

it is but an estimate, and may vary to the

extent of $200,000, $300,000, or

$400,000. But I have sutKcient to make

out a case, even if that should be granted.

The expenditure for chat year was

$23,31(),31G, as shown by the Public

Accounts. If the late Government re-

reived, at that time, only half what wo

have raised at present, or suppose they

received as much as we have received at

the present time, belonging to next year,

then you have the sum of e-2a.205,092,

against an ex])en(Uture of ;?2J,31b,,ilO.

B'ut suppose our calculations are not

correct, what should iiroperly be deducted

from that expenditure, in order to show

whether the statement I made was cor-

rect or not ? It is well known our esti-

mates of income were always under the

mark from 1809 to 1873. There was

not, during one of those years, a tune

when the estimate of income was not lar

below what was received, and our esti-

n-ate of expenditure greatly in excess ot

our actual expenditure. In order to

Bhow the unfairness of the statement ot

the hon. member, ho speaks of the ex-

penditure of $300,000 or $400,000

added to the expenditure of Prince M
,vunl Island ; but he, in no way referred

to tho r.;venue derived from the Island.

l.ct ,is go a liUle further, in order, Sir, to

swell the exi)ondituro of that year to tho

largest possible anioant, and to justify

the'' Government in placing in Uis Ex

cellenc)'s speech the statement that it

was necessary, in order to make up tho

.lehcl.mcy of that year, that increased

taxation should then be imposod—m

order to place the Government that hatl

preceded them in the position of being

responsible for the increased charges,

items were placed under tho head of ex-

i.einlituie that ought never to have been

placed there at all. This matter haa

been discussed over and over again, and,

when his hon. friend the member for

Cumherland was sjieaking the other

night, I could not help feeling it was n

crreat privilege for hon. members to wear

their hair, in the House, and ho could not

help thinking the late Finance Minister

would have been very glad if the rim

of his hat had been broader than it was

when his hon. friend was bringing the

matter home to him. My lion, fiiend

from Cumberland said the late Finance

Minister had charged $546,000 to ir.coino

that should have been chargeil to tho

construction of the intercolonial Rail-

road. And my hon. colleague said ho

had indisputable evidence that it was

pointed out to the Finance Minister, by

one of his officials, that the charge was

improperly entered. The loader of tho

Op[iosition afterwards took exception to

the matter ; but I happen to have before

me what will settle the question. I

iiold in BJy hand a return laid before

Parliament, through the Minister of Pub-

lic Works, a statement of the number of

miles of the Intercolonial Railway in

operation on the 1st July, 1873, 1874,

1875, 187G and 1877, also showing the

cost of operating the same, signed by

Mr, Brydges, and laid on tho table of

the Hou.se, in accordance with tho re-

quest of some hon. member. T find the

expenditure for working the railway for

1873-4 is $1,301,550. In the Public

Accounts it stands $1,847,178. Now,

I ask, Mr. Speaker, whether there can

be anything more decisive, or more

d(dl!ilte,thtn that statoment,HhQwing_th.at

$540,000 has been charged as expenditure


