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not the applic:ition of this principle| produced $112,109,080, the average rate
they would not increase the taxation, but: being $5.79 per capita. If Mr. Mackenzie

would readjust it. ‘the actual taxation dur-
ing the 16 years from 1879 to 1894, the re-
sult of the policy of hon. gentlemen opposite,
was to draw from the people through the
custom-houses and Excise Department, $428,-
814,301. Had the people paid the same rate
per head during all those years as they paid
per head during the five years of the Liberal
Administration, namely, $4.811%, there would
have been $356,028,961 taken from them. In
other words, the actual amount taken from
the people from 1879 to 1844 by those hon.
gentlemen, more than would bhave been
taken under the Mackenzie Administration,
was $72,785,725. And this was done under
a policy which was pledged not .to increase
the taxation of the country.

To put it in another way : The Mackenzie
Government wotld have taken $72,785.723
less if they had been in power during the last
sidteen years. The average annual incrcase
made by hon. gentlemen opposite in the
amount of taxation was §4,549,108 over the

ate of the Mackenzie regime. But this does
not tell the whole story. They blamed the
Mackenzie Government for deficits during
their carcer. Had the Mackenzie Administra-
tion taxed the people on an average per head
as those hon. gentlemen taxed them in 1894,
a year in which they boasted of reductions
made in taxation and when the Government
professed to give the people the benefit of

“reduced taxation by many millions of money
which they had previously taken from them,
the average taxation from customs and ex-
cise would have been $5.55. Had Mr. Mac-
kenzie been allowed by Parliament and the
people to tax them during his five years of
office at the rate of $5.55 per head, he would
have obtained $107,358,036 ; but he actually

levied $4.81 per head, which gave him §94,-
- 948,340, showing that had the rate of tax-
_ation which prevailed in 1894 been allowed

to Sir Richard Cartwright during his five
vears of office, there would have been $12.-
402,496 more than he did obtain. and taking
out the deficits for two years in which he
had deficits, he would*have had a net sur-
plus during those years of $9.737,958. This
proves conclusively that had the Liberal
Government given away to the temptations
that were held out to them to increase the
taxation on the people. even during the years
of depression, it would easily have swamperl
the deficit and resulted in the enormous sur-
plus of $9.737,958.

But, Sir, let us run through some of thess
intervening years and sece what the taxa-
tion that these hon. gentlemen have im-
posed would have given to the hon. mem-
ber for South Oxford (Sir Richard Cart-
wright) as Finance Minister. I have re-
ferred to the first period of their rule, and
I will now take the period from 1882 to
1888. The average taxation of the Conser-
vative Government during these five years

had had that taxation duaring his term of

ottice, he would have had a net surplus of §14,--
486,211. Take the next five years, form 1888

to 1893, If Mr. Mackenzie had been allowed

to have taxed these people an average of

$6.21 per head, as these gentlemen opposite
taxed the people of the country, he would

have a net surplus. between 1874 and INTS,

of $22,504,003, which shows the enormity of

the offence w lnch the Conservative Govern-
ment were guilty of receiving the confidence
of the people in 1878 upon the basis of not
inereasing taxation, and proceeding to en-
ormously increase it, afterwards boasting of
the surpluses which it gave them.

I think I have shown. Sir. that the poliey
which the Conservative party has adopted
has done nothing whatever to increase the
substantial prosperity of the people. That
increase resulted entirvely from the profits
of their export trade. 1 have shown, too,
that the presenit Govermuent have violated
the promises which they made in regard to
the keeping the expenditure within the limits
of the expenditure of the Mackenzie Admin-
istration, for I have proven that they did
enormoeusly increase the expenditure, and
thus violated that promise.

I may have occasion before I resume
my scat to allude more in detail to some of
these particulars, but at the present time
I will take up another point of the argument
invariably made by hon. gentlemen opposite.
One of the points always made by every
ministerial speaker, at any rate, during the
latter portion of the discussion upon the bene-

tits of the National Policy, has been to
attack the operations of the revenue
tariff in the mother country. They claim

to be pre-eminently the party of patriotism
and loyalty ; but they find no language too
contemptuous with which to speak of the
policy of the statesmen of England. Al-
though the hon. the Minister of Justice is
not present. some of the remarks which 1
will make upon that point are directed to
obscervations made by him in this House
observations which seem to have been fol-
lowed up by Government speakers and by
Government organs throughout the country,
as a safc line on which to prejudice the peo-
ple of Canada against the reforms which are
favoured by the Liberal party.

It is well known that all the governing
classes of Great Britain strongly support
what is called a free trade policy, but which
might more properly be called the revenue
tariff policy of the mother country. Homn.
geintlemen opposite sometimes try to make
capital out of the assumption that the Lib-
eral party, while favouring the free trade
principle upon which Great Britain collects
a revenue, favour a tarift precxaely like that
of the United Kingdom. This assumption
is misleading to the last degree. It is
the principle we are discussing, and



