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COMMONS

government which is able to come before the
people and say, “Having practised economy,
having introduced policies which have been
helpful to the nation’s progress and develop-
ment we are now in a position to relieve you
of taxation to the extent of twenty-four mil-
lions of dollars.”

I shall refer now to the other financial
matter to which my right hon. friend referred
yesterday. He took issue with the statement
which I made that the previous government
had left as a mortgage upon the wealth and
the industry of this country the total capital
cost of the war. I wish to repeat Mr. Speaker,
that that is a true and accurate statement of
the fact. The total cost of the war was met
by hon. gentlemen opposite by means of loans,
and not a dollar of it was raised by means of
taxation. Here again, notwithstanding the
figures which my hon. friend gave this House
yesterday, I stand in the judgment of the
House as to whether I am not right in saying
that the appeal to be made in this instance
should be to the books of the government as
they were kept by hon. gentlemen themselves.

If hon. members will look at the books of the
government as they were kept during the
period of the war, they will find there were
certain sums of money which were allocated
to capital cost of the war; to expenditures of
account of war and demobilization. There
were other sums that were put down to-cur-
rent liabilities to be paid out of the con-
solidated fund, just as we are meeting all our
accounts to-day. These were current obliga-
tions arising out of the war, lasting not only
during the war, but continuing on for a more
or less indefinite time.  These obligations
arising out of the war were, first of all, interest
upon the outlays constituting the capital cost
of the war. My right hon. friend would hardly
say that the interest that was paid on the
capital cost of the war should be added to
the capital cost of the war. Inte.est in such
cases is paid to avoid paying the capital—to
keep the capital where it is and avoid paying
it. But that nevertheless was one of the items
that was included in the statement of the
former Minister of Finance of what his gov-

ernment had met in the way of war expen-
diture during the period of the war. The
soldiers’ civil re-establishment and the soldier
land settlement are the other two items.
Soldiers’ civil re-establishment was an obliga-
tion arising out of the war, an obligation
which is continuing at the present time. Does
any hon. member believe that it is a fair and
accurate presentation of the facts to tell the
country that expenditure on account of soldiers’
civil re-establishment is a part of the capital
cost of a war which ended in 1918? Yet there
yvou have the basis of the figures which my
right hon. friend gave to the House yester-
day as his reason for denying the statement
which I had made that the entire capital cost
of the war was left to the country as an
obligation by the governments of which he was
a member and remains as such at the present
time. That is the reason why for some little
time it may not be easy to reduce taxation
as much as we should like.

My right hon. friend put on Hansard yes-
terday some figures which he had not read
to the House. While I take no exception to
his having placed them on Hansard, I think
he should have taken care to see that they
were accurate. In giving the total expendi-
ture to the country for 1919-20, he fixes the
total expenditure at $743,763,186. Those figures
should read $785,869,611, the larger figure in-
cluding advances to railways amounting to
$45,780,690. This figure makes the deficit
for the six-year period, $1,684,179,975, as given
on page 43 of Hansard of this session, when
I gave to the House the figures® as to the
total expenditures. So, that even if we admit
the right hon. gentléman’s claim regarding
sinking funds, the deficit during the six-year
period would still exceed the total expendi-
ture on war and demobilization account. There
is no refuting the figures, and I think it is
well that they should be before the country
and the House again. Let me say that when
I speak of the capital cost of the war, I in-
clude the capital cost of the war and demo-
bilization. Demobilization is a part. These
are the figures:

Total Total Spent on War
Year Revenue Disbursements Deficit and Demobili-
Receipts zation Account
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