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farmn wagons and so f ortb. He pointed out
the difference between the duty in 1921 and in
.'928, and said:

I. have figures covering a long list of agri-
cultural implements and comparing the prices
of January, 1924, ivith the prices after the
reduction in duty, showing that the reduction
actually was refiected in the price of the comn-
înodity on which the duty was reduced.

I must say that that statement stiruck me
as an exceptionally strang argument if it
were well founded in fact, so strong tihat I
wanted ta satisfy myself about it. I did not
go ta any bureau of statistic-I;- bave beard
s0 mnny statisties given in this bouse since
1 bave bceu here; I bave sean member aftar
member -et u-p and maka columos of statisties
do a skirt dance in order ta prove a certain
point; so in order to satisfy myself 1 went
ýo the people wbo seli these tbings and got
from themn their price lists for 1921, 1924 and
192'8. 1 took the items given by my bon.
,riend, together witb somne othars wbicba be
lid not include, and according ta these price
lists the prices were as fcàlows:

1921 1924 1928
Spring tooth harrows.$ 14 50 $ 15 25 $ 15 50
Dise harrows.. ...... 45 0O 51 50 50 50
Manure spreaders. . 187 00 216 0O 180 0O
Farmn wagons, trucks.. 65 50 64 50 59 00
Cream separators.. . 93 50 88 00 92 0O
Ray presses.. .. ... 229 GO 263 GO 272 GO
FIay rakes .... ..... 47 00 51 50 50 50
Ploughs .... ........ 23 GO 22 25 21 50
Reapers.........135 50 145 00 138 GO
Kvowvers.........83 GO 90 50 87 GO

lIt will be noticed from this list that many
Df these articles cost more in 1928 than they
lid in 192.1, witb a few exceptions. Some
iirticles a.re a littie lower, but there is an
ippreciable reduction in the price of on'Iy
anc machine; that is tbe mnanure spreader.
In 1921 that machine sold for $187, in 1924
for $216 and -in 1928 for $180.

Mr. ILSLEY: Wbat month did my bon.
1riand take in 1924?

Mr. MacDONALD (Cape Breton): I took
1he price list for the wbole year.

Mr. ILSLEY: Does my bon. friend know
that the price lists were cbangad shortly after
the beginning of the year as the resuit of
the reduction in duty? That was my argu-
ment. Unless my hon. friend's fist for 1924
is basad on tbe Januairy prices of tbat year
bais figures are not af value.

Mr. MacDONALD (Cape Breton): I do
not think there was mucb difference in
1924. I refer naw ta thbe ane article whicb
does show some appreciable reduction; that
is, the manure spreader. lIt would appear that
aIl these reductions in duty bave anly re-

sulted in lowering the price of that one article.

Now I wish to re'fer to the matter I men-

tioned in opening my address; I want ta

join with my hon. friend from Pictou (Mr.
Cantley) in protesting against the refusai-

because that is what it amounts to-of this
gernment to implement the Duncan report

with regard ta the bonus on steel. That re-

port wvas made in 1926 and this particular
recommendation is found on page 37. To

make my point clear I arn going te read the

recommendation in order to place it on
Hansard:

It was pointed out to us that, at its inception,
the Nova Scotia steel industry enjoyed national
aid in the form of a bounty. Thýis syqtem. of
botinties pr.wailed for rnany years.

We were askad ta recommend that a bounty
elould be again made available. lIn this con-
nnrtian -we hwre thinuaht it right to Live con-
sideration ta a point which was emphasized
in the course of the evidence, viz.-that a draw-
back of 99 per cent of the duty is given when
imported coal is used for metallurgical purposes,
and that this is tantamount to giving a bonus of
that amont, since it means that the Dominion
is yielding up money whieh otherwise under its
genieral policy in regard ta, bituminous eoal
would accrue ta it. While there are, no doubt,
other angles from which this concession eau be
regarded, it does in its operation have the
effect af a bonus, and it is diffleult te, see liow
the samne bonus can he denied ta, native coal.

llaving regard ta the bounty systema previously
applied, and te, this aspect af the application
of the drawback, w e rcummend that a bonus
should be given in respect of steel when Cana-
dian coal is used in its manufacture, and that
the bonus should be calculated on the baisis of
the present dlrawback for every ton of coal uscd
in such manufacture.

Thýere we have a clear anad definite re-

commendation. lIn the preceding paragrapbs
the report refers ta the customs tariff wi'th

regard te steel, and there it le made plain that

the commission were net dealing with the

customns tariff, sinoe that matter was befere the

tariff board at that time. Just bere I should

like ta point out that in my opinion the tariff

board bas absolutely notbing ta do with the

question of a bonus; these are twe separate
and distinct mnatters, having ta do wi.th. entirely
different con-siderations. However, the fact

rcmaius that the government have not im-

plemented this recommendation, so, what

f ollows? Is there any excuse for that f-ailure?
The defence of the government bas been lef t

in thbe hanâs of the Minister af National
Defence (Mr. Ralston), the representative of
Nova Scotia in the prezent cabinet. I may

say ta him, having known him for se long and
respecting and iiking him as I do, tbat I regret
very much that be saw fit ta present the

defence which he did in this connection. Fax
better indeed for him. ta have remaîned sulent


