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— ■ Zwests 
and I will challenge you to dispute their 
correctness. I am following up, exactly, 
the method that the hon Minister of Fin- ance (Mr. Fielding) pursued on Friday, 
when he said he had figured out a rate of 
---Am"’" 
The Minister of Finance—A reduction as 
compared with your tariff, not as cem- 
pared with any tariff of our own.

teleLh Eue- 

expenditure on consolidated account in the 
different departments of Government. 
-E5

of the country? Or 
neither of these 
slation? If you

make a large capital, 9” dant revenues

why this lucid ejaculation? 
these expenditures from

to enable you

largely; but the plain truth is told by the 
total expenditure, and it is this plain truth 
that this House requires and that the coun­
try needs. The House will notice that 
the average total expenditure of the late Liberal Conservative Government from 1892 
to 1896 was less by about $400,000 per year, 
than from 1887 to 1*1. In 1896 it was $41,-

yet not increase

1878plain truth
gether, you will find that we Pen- 
these great services of the country $142.- 
.Eta?.. = -

was in 1806.ogam Arm.

_ similar services; and. Sir 
remark it, while we spent $142.- 

_ _ _ __ - only $118,000,000. 
the rest of the expenditure being provided 
for out of the revenues of the country- And yet, my hon. friend thinks that it is a 
fair thing to send out to the country a com- 
parisonon such dissimilar grounds as he placed before this House on Friday last. 
Let us look at another point. Suppose we 
did increase the debt from 1878 to 1898 by 
$6,563,000 a year, while they increased it 
during the last three years by only $2,503, 
000 a year; let us go to the other side of 
the ledger. How much taxation did we 
take out of the people of this country from

LUUI ' {Mr. HAGGART—WHh the percentages 
Fean = 

ment, and set down by the department, and 
this is simply a copy o those figures which 
1 have put upon this paper from which 1 
Mr. MONTAGUE-Aad under the opera- 

"VAIS" AS TO THE PREFERENCE.
Mr. FOSTER—Yes, under the operation 

of the preference. "Now, what are the 
facte disclosed as to this preference? . Here 
you have an important policy founded upon

A preference of what? A 
■ per cent of the duty, and 
mpEs

600,000 our debt increased government; that every department might 
well have its expenditure reduced. Take 
1895-6, which was the last fiscal year of the 
late Government, and compare it with 1898- 
9, under hon. gentlemen opposite:

crie... 

the average total expenditure rises to *-

The Minister of Trade end
(SirRichard Cartwright). I do not want 
to interrupt the boa, gentleman, but would 
he state again what he makes the total ex-

ac-ast1896
1897,

ministration Does EXPENDITURE
ommerce

ON CONSOLIDATED PUND ACCOUN Percent. of 
Increases. Increase.1895-96. 1898-99.

«6S 

1,411,000 

-149,000

Interest on debt .....................
Amttitration."Ft.

$353,000
57,000
48,000:

35P.C 

1% p.c. 
11 p.c. 110 p.c. 
42 p.c. 
12 p.c. 
16 nic.

to Get Any penditure for 1896? ,_____... .
Mr. Foster—The total expenditure for 

1*8 is $41,702.383, and to assist my hon.HI friend (Sir Richard Cartwright),I will tell 
him what the Finance Minister (Mr. Field, 
ing) has had to tell me in this House for 
three several times, but only upon my jog- 
ging his memory, namely, that in a book- 
keeping way he charged up to the Govern- ment expenditure in 1896 $2,394.000 for the 
North Shore Quebec Railway subsidy,which 
was a liability incurred in 1882, and not in 
1*6. And though he included it in rail-

n way subsidies actually paid in 1*6, J n challenge the Finance Minister to rise in 
-his place now, and tell this House that he 
aT has paid off that liability. He charged the 

total sum in the railway subsidies of 1806 
to the late Government, and to this day 
he is simply paying the interest, as was 
the condition of the grant made in 1882. 
That is why I wish to assist my hon. 
friend (Sir Richard Cartwright), lest he fall

Civil government ****** .. . . . . . .  
Gectortcal a. “..... “...::
Indians................. 
Light house and coast service. 
Mail subsidies. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Miltie and deronoe ...........4 
Ocean and river service ...:
Penitentiaries ........................... •
Pensions ... ......................... —*
kit.Ta Canidis CneVienius 
Superannuation...........................  
Customs ...... - ............. •
Railways and canals................  
Trade and commerce ... ... ...

Total .cocs. ****** cuosee *0*0*8

1878 to 1896? We took $26,500,000 a year. 
How much have these gentlemen taken out 
in the three years since they came into office? They have taken out $31,000,000 a and they are increasing this in the < - - - - - - 00. n we had
that these gentlemen a tie o ad 

to-day, we would have met all that expendi­
ture of $142,000,000, and we would have 
comparatively little of that $118,000,000 add- 
ed to the debt of the country. The hon. 
gentleman says: Now, look at my surplus. Yeo, look at his surplus. Why, Sir, there 
was an hon. gentleman close behind him 
(Sir Richard Cartwright), who made re- 
marks with reference to surpluses, not 
once, but many times in this House. Let 
me read one. In 1882 he declared, when 
Mr. Tilley announced a surplus of $4,000,- 
(XX):

I ask how it was got. $1,100,000 was 
derived from two of the most odious 
and oppressive taxes which were never 
imposed in any civilized country before 
under similar circumstances at least 
the taxes on breadstuffe, and fuel. If 
he really wants to relieve the people, 
let him remove the taxes on breadstuff»

1 a preference.
preference of 2 
it goes into to 
then enothit.

#For it.
present year by $4.000,000.
taken the same taxation C Due Air

2.112,291 
318,000 

330,000
417,000 
96,000 

1,902,000
384,000 
E 

88,000

146,09084
149,000 *
32,000 8%
10,000 13

603,000 50
258,000 200
14,000 4%
141,000 16
420,000 11
79,000 800

RC 

PC 

Es

#.......... 1.136,000=

.... 1,299,000 

.. ... 126.000 

..........311,000

cent, reduction has 
.7 all fol reduction of = 
per cent, would be 7.55, but instead of that 
they are reduced only 3.58 per cent. But 
I will deal more with that question latter. 
My hon. friend (Mr..Fielding) undertook 
to go over a large number of what he called 
indications ef prosperity in this country. I 
agree with him that in the main theme are 
evidences of prosperity. First, the growth 
of trade; second, the depositor in the pub- 
lie banka end the savings; third, the clear- ing-house returns, which register the trans- 
actions of trade to a largo extent.

and the various other points which he, mon- tioned. But, sir, when the hon. gentleman 
(Mr. Fielding), waa speaking I thought 1 
had heard an argument advanced per con 
tra on that very line, and in looking to u 
I found that the Minister of Trade and 
Commerce (Sir Richard Cartwrit”_  
one occasion in replying to myself, when 
I gave in as careful a manner as L could, 
these same evidences and drew conclusions, 
of prosperity from them; the hon. gentleman 
(Sir Richard Cartwright) rose and made a 
very serious and very vigourous comment 
on my position. And what did he say?

Now, and Canada Shares 
use the Conservative Policy

LaMy hon.
8,826,000

9,000

.....836,900,000 $41,900,000 $5,000,000 14 p.c.

riticism. Foster’s I
ASTONISHING FIGURES.

Now, lest I overwhelm the Minister of 
Trade and Commerce (Sir Richard, Cart- 
Wright )with these astonishing figures see 
=35 

in British Columbia, for which legislation 
was prepared and passed by the Conser va- 
tive Government before they went out of 
office, and that a large part of the expendi- 
tore in his department is due to the paying 
of these long-deferred bounties. In the 
whole of the pages of comparison in the pub- 
lie accounts of this year, there are only four 
or five department* or sub-departments of 
government in which there has not been an 

“Now let me say something with reference 
to the taxation of this country, The opin- 
ion has prevailed, made to prevail, by these 
hon. gentlemen very largely, that the taxa- 
tion Uken from the country by the Liberal- 
Conservatives wan exceedingly high.This 
was urged as a strong reason for the defeat 
of the late Government. The pledges of 
those who are now in power led the whole 
country to believe that the load of taxa- 
tion would be relieved if, they were return- 
ed to power. It will be interesting to read 
there figures, taken from the hon., sentle- 
man’s own returns. In 1889-90, we had the 
period of highest taxation in this country, 
and I begin with that year.
VOLUME OF TAXATION AND REV-

AVERAGE RATE OF CUSTOMS 
TARIFF.

Mr. Foster I will carry on the compari- 
son a little farther. From 1882 to 1896,a 
period of five years, the average rate of 
custom tariff was 17.47 per cent; from 1897 
to 1899, throe years, the average rate wae 
17.17 per cent. So that if you take three 
years of the hon, gentleman’s administra­
tion, they have reduced the tariff
ratee by 89-100 of one per cent.
Now their answer to that will
be: Well, but, in 1897, we had done,no­
thing with the tariff until the very last 
month, or two months of the year. Very ■ 
well, then, we will take 1898 end 1899, two 
years. During these two years their aver- 
age was 16.82 per cent., and if you. deduct 
that from the average rate from 1*2 to 1896 
it gives a reduction of 65-100 of one per 
cent, of the average tariff rate. But they 
will say: Our full preference was not in 
force in there two years. Then we will take 
the year 1890, when, by their own calcula­
tion. their rate was 16.70; this is a reduction 
of 77-100 of one per cent, compared with 
the average tariff rate from 1892 to 1896. 
Now, there are statements which are made 
from their own figures, which are open to 
the House and which can be canvassed by 
the country end pondered upon. The fol­
lowing table shows the rate of duty from 
1889 to 1899 inclusive:

Rate of Duty on Imports for Home Con- 
sumption. Dutiable and Free.

Under Liberal-Conserv. Under Liberals. 
1889 ................ 21.65 p.c. 1897 .................17.87 p.c.
1890 .............21.21 p.c. 1898 .................16.95 P-c-
1891 ., .. ,. 20.06 p.c. 1899 .................16.70 p.e.
1892 ... ..17.56 p.c.
1893 .. .. ,. 17.38 p.c.
1894 .. .. .. 17.13 p.c.
1895 ................16.99 p.e.
1896 A- .. .. M.S p.e.

Average 1892-96, 17.47 p.e.
Average 1897-99, 17.17 p.e. 
Reduction, 30-100 of 1 p.e.
But there ie a peculiar circumstance that 

I would like to call to the attention of the 
hon Minister of Customs, who deals honest­
ly with figures and wishes to do what is 
right.
CORN NOT FOR HOME CONSUMPTION.

I will ask him if, in 18», 23,000,000 bushels 
ef Indian corn had been imported into the 
country , how would it hare been entered 
in the Trade end Navigation returns of that 
year? He knows that that 23,000,000 bush- 
els would not have been taken for consump- 
1on in this country, and that a very email 
proportion, comparatively, is taken, even 
l ow for home consumption, of the core 
Hat comee in from the United States. . it 
passes through the country intransit, and is 
exported from thio country as foreign pro 
duce. I ask the hon. Minister of Customs, 
if, under there conditions, in 1896, there 
had been 23,000.000 bushels of American corn 
brought into this country, in what column 
would it have been entered—for home con- 
snaption or under general imports? The 
hon. gentleman knowa that not a bushel of 
it would have been entered for home con- 
sumption except that small quantity which 
was actually: intended for home consump- 
tion, and that the rest of it would not have 
gone into the home consumption totals for 
the calculation of the revenue rates, and it 
would have gone out as foreign product ex­
ported. Now, the thing is changed. Corn 
is free, and I ask the hon. Minister of Cus­
toms to take his Trade and Navigation Re- 
turns, to turn up the book and find how 
much corn, from the United States, was en­
tered in the column of total imports, and 
not included in the home consumption col­
umn upon which the scale and rate of duty 
is to be calculated. How much will he find?
I venture to tell him that he will not find 
a bushel, but he will find that 23,342,847 
bushels of American corn were brought into 
this country, placed in the columns of his 
returns; "entered for home consumption, 
that the value of that waa $8.966,925, and if 
he will go to the column of exports he 
will find that of that $23,000,000 bushels, 
16,009,847 bushels, valued st $6,362,683, 
have been exported from thio coun-

EAR5peech. into a trap.
Now, Sir, when yon come to the summa- 

tion of that matter let it for ever silence 
gentlemen who state that the Liberal-Con- 
servative Government for the last ten or 
fifteen years of its existence was en extrava- 
gant Government as measured by great, in- 
creases in public expenditure. What is 
that summation? It is that the Liberal- 
Conservative Government spent in totality 
$388,237 per year less from 1892 to 1896, 
than from 1887 to 1891, and that the pres- 
ent Government has exceeded the Liberal- 
Conservative average expenditure from 1882 
to 1896 as follows:

Budget
€

i
and extravagance that we should findthe sources of to augment our number to 

This is far too many, and
it necessary 
seventeen.I the hon. gentleman. I 

ng up to the 50 million 
ably because be did not ..
puse, and more particu- And, if I may be permitted to join the. 
tat in bringing it up to i less to the greater. I would say, that, in 
be would have to take 1894, the present hon. member for North

dollars more in taxation I Wellington (Mr. McMullen), said:

and coal.
If my hon. friend boasts of a surplus to- 

dav, there is an hon. gentleman sitting 
close beside him who will tell him that 
he need not look around very, long tor a 
method of remitting that to the people, and 
thus ridding the people of what this pro­
minent member of the Government declar­
ed over and over again, an odious tax 
which should not be allowed in any civi- 
lized country—the tax on breadstuffe end 
CMr. COCHRANE. Who said that?

Mr. FOSTER.—That was stated by Sir 
Richard Cartwright. But we have another 
authority on this question, also a member 
of this Government, by name D. Mills, and 
the Hon. David Mills said:

He boasts of a surplus. I say that a 
government is not entitled to have a 
surplus. There is no stimulus to econ­
omy when a large surplus remains in 
the hands of the government. A large 
surplus invites to extravagance, and 
has invited to extravagance in this 
country. The Government and Parlia- 
ment of this country should inaugurate 
a system of economy. 4 
That is a statement made in 1893 by a 

gentleman who is to-day a colleague of the 
Minister of Finance, and when the Minister 
of Finance comes down and boasts of one 
surplus of $4,700,000 and a coming one of 
$7:500,000 I refer him to his colleagues.

SURPLUSES AND DEFICITS.

The hon. gentleman wanted to show that 
the era of deficits had passed, and that an 
era of surpluses had succeeded. Well, 
what years do you suppose he chose in or­
der to make a fair comparison between the 
two administrations in the matter of sur­
pluses and deficits, and how do you sup­
pose he treated the question, even after ne- lectins hi. ground? . He took the years of 
Conservative administration of 1893, 1*4 
and 1805, sod he raid that in those, three 
years there waa a deficit of $5,694.759. He 
then took the three succeeding years of the 
present Government, and he added up the 
surpluses and deducted the small deficit, 
and made a net surplus of $4,800.000 • and 
then adding this surplus to the former de- 
fielt, he exclaimed: Behold a betterment 
of $11,000,000 Does my hon. friend think 
it fair to select a period of depression, such 
as existed in this country from 1893 to 
1895, and to compare that with a period 
of the greatest expansion, as he nimsell 
Pays ever known in Canada? Why did my hon. friend not go back to 1891? He would 
have found that in 1891 we had a surplus 
anil also in 1892, and he would have found 
out some other things. He would have 
found that in 1891, when we had a buoyant 
revenue and a surplus of 1155,971, with An- 
other surplus in sight for the next year. 
I. a- Finance Minister of the Government 
of that day, came down to this House and 
wiped out entirely the duties on R K 
which were very high. If he had looked at 
the calculations he would have found the 
following result, snd I give him this table 
for comparison:

is a dissatisfaction to the country.

, which be must drag I must take exception, in the first.
: the people. $ place, to the office ever having been
B EXPENDITURE. created.
. . .. , What office ? The Ministership of Trade

ake up seriatim some of 
s touched upon by my : 
st, with reference to the 1 
e country. The hon.

In 1897 by .. ..
In 1898 by .. ..
In 18* by .. ..

Bank deposits! Sir. evidences of debt 
are not evidences of prosperity.Sav- ings bank deposits! Where is the - 
money? You bare not got it... If a 
run were made on your bank to-day, 
you would hare to go to England and 
borrow it. You owe it: It is interred, 
in public works and railway subsidies, 
to keep some one behind the omister t 
in good humour.-

The further extract is blurred here-
Mr. MONTAGUE—He got mixed.
Mr. FOSTER-Well, I will stopat “good 

humour.” It is a very appropriate place to 
stop and the argument of the hon.gentle- 
man (Sir Richard Cartwright) io brought 
out. I did not entirely agree with my hon. 
friend (Sir Richard Cartwright) when ho 
criticised these indications, but, anyway, 
there is what he said. The Minister of W 
nance and the Minister of Trade and Com- 
merce ere now sitting together, and I dare 
say that on Friday night the Minister of 
Trade and Commerce (Sir Richard. Cart- 
wright) quietly took the Minister of Finance 
(Mr. Fielding) by the lapel of the cost and 
said:

See here, Fielding, you make a great unie- 
take in that. Do you know that evidences 
of debt are not evidences of prosperity! 
Why, you here not got that money; it is 
interred in railway subsidies and public 
works to keep some troublesome follower 
behind you in proper subordination; do 
you not know that if you were called on for 
the money in the savings banka you have 
not got it in your treasury and that you 
would have to borrow it.

And so I think that a modifying influence 
may have been used in that way by the col­
league of the Finance Minister. However, 
maybe the sweets of office here modified 
the asperities of hie former criticism; may- 
be that the delights of sitting beck as an 
on-looker and alternately laughing, and un­
derneath his beard sometimes, I fear, swear- 

ing at the vagaries of his colleagues; per- 
haps these have so softened his former opin­
ions or obliterated them, that he has not 
used the keen edge of criticism on his 
honourable colleague the Finance Min- 
Sister. AN ARBITRARY DIVISION.

Well, sir, I hare nothing to quarrel with 
in there indications of prosperity, but I 
have some remarks to make as to the man-

.$ 830,992

. 3.192,518

. 9,400,872
and Commerce.-

I do not see why it was created, un- 
less it was to give a resting place, for 
the balance of his life, to the hon. gen­
tleman who now occupies the position, 
drawing $7,000 a- year for virtually 
doing nothing.
I suppose the hon. gentleman now is will­

ing that this office shall he retained- in order 
to give a resting place, for the "onlooker 
of the present Cabinet, w.* 
period of active service. What are these 
that I have been reading ? These state- 
ment that I have been reading represent 
the solemn pledges of grown men, who have 
lived in this country and engaged in its 
politics for thirty, twenty-five and eighteen

|years. These are the utterances of men, 
who stood before the people, with their 
hands on their hearts, and 4-1--4,u-‘

And. ss estimated by the Finance Minister 
for this current year of 1900, they will over- 
expend the average expenditure of the late 
Government from 1892 to 1896, by the sumlly oblivious of his near 

ster of Trade and Com- 
. Cartwright), who sat 
im, though immediate 
luring those particular 
shunned. He took no 
wav in which he must 

ng the feelings of my 
ister of Trade and Com- 
was rolling forth from 
lense expenditure of the 
e present and current 
men who, in 1893 and 
articular plank in their

of $10,908.255. . th.
• Now, Sir. I invite any gentleman on the 
other side of the House to take the public 
accounts which he can have put in his hand 

w and to deny one single statement that 1 
ho has passed his i have made with reference to a comparison 

of this expenditure as between the two
Governments.

Let us now take the total expenditure 
per head of the population. I am not going 
into any fanciful enumeration of the popu- 
lotion of this country, because I am not 
able to do so any more than is the Minister 

„. ................... , of Trade and Commerce, although in his
__j declared that j speech in Massey Hall he undertook himself 

they were honest snd truth-telling; these to make up the population of this country 
are the utterances of men, all anxious to and draw his deductions from the nguree 
climb into power, taking hold of these 
pledges as of the rungs of a ladder, by which 
they have gained power, but which, after 
they have gained power, they have kicked 
over, and broken entirely the pledges 
which they made. Hon. gentlemen smile 
as I recount these things. Why ? Because 
they believe there is no longer necessity for 
truth snd honour in the public men of this 
country, because they believe that the elec­
torate is as debauched, as utterly to be 
contemned, as utterly___to be de­
spised as are their___ promises so
solemnly made and so often repeated 
before the people ? is there any reason 
why these gentlemen should not cover their 
faces with their hands whenever they meet 

I an honest man in this country ? Do they 
believe that, by means of the machine which 
they control, of the creatures that they take 
into their confidence, and send off to do 
their electioneering work, they are going to 
pass scot-free for this violation of what, in 
England, would consign any public man to 

I political oblivion as surely as he has en­
gaged in public life in that country ?

ENUE.
Total 

Revenue. 
$39,879,925 
38,579,310
36,921,871
38,168,608
36,374,693
33,978,129
36,618,590 
37,829,778
40,555,238
46,741,249

xpenditures of the coun- siv high, and that the 
Government should be

Taxes.
..$31,587,071
.. 30,314,151
.. 28,446,157
.. 29,321,367
.. 27,579,203
.. 25,446,198
.. 27,759,285
.. 28,648,626

29,576,455 
.. 34,958,069

1880 00 ..

1892-3 ... 

1894-5::: 
1895-6 ... 
1*6-7 ...
1897-8 ...
1898-9 ...

because they would not 
Sir, in contrast, I wish 
on of this House end of 
site to the position they

and draw his deductions
he made, and he got himself into an absurd 
tangle in his attempt to do it. I am tak­
ing what the public records give us as to 
the population of this country, as we have 
to do between the years when the census 
is taken. Well, Sir, how does it stand? 
The following table will show it at a 
glance:

nd to the strange com- 
r they call their prin- 
icy in the years preced-

their acts since: 1896.[ 
tlemen commenced, in 
ith declaring: We see, therefore, by the* figures, that 

1894-5, when the taxation was $25,446,198, 
and the total revenue $33,978,129, was the 
period of lowest taxation, and we know that 
from 1890 to 1894, including these years, 
three successive reductions had been made 
in the tariff of the country. Now, sir,what 
follows? That, whereas in 1889-90, $31,500,- 
000 were taken from the country in taxa- 
tion, in 1894-5 that had been reduced to 
$25,500,000, or in round numbers, $6,000,000, 
largely by the tariff revises which had tak­
en place under the Conservative Govern- 
ment. These figures, Ithink, are a striking 
commentary upon two things: First, the al- 
leged extravagance and the high taxation 
under the Liberal-Conservative Government, 
and the beautiful way, the unique way, In 
which these economists hare carried out 
their pledgee and reduced the taxation by 
increasing it to $7,190,000 from 1896 to 
1899. '

Well, sir, there is another way of making 
comparisons, which is the taxation per head, 
and that will be shown by the following 

table:

Expen.
view with alarm the 

he public debt and of 
unual expenditure of 
d the consequent Wil- 
the people under the 
t have been continu- 
nee 1878-, and we de­

per head.
$8.41
8.14
8.28
8.63
9.72

Tear. Population. Total Expen. 
;892-6—5.011.000 a*$42,141,764
1896 -6.125.436 1 41.702.383 
1897 —5.185.990 42,972,755
1893 5,248,315 + 45,334.28}
18995,312.500 51,542,636

Here we have a per capita expenditure 
in 1896 of $8.14 and in 1899 of $9.72, ac- 
cording to the figures given by the Minister 
of Customs and by the Dominion Statis-

my in the administra- 
rnment of the coun-

uncement of the Liberal Mr. Davies, now Sir 
present Minister of. Ma- 
declared :
rty says that several 
lop ped off the present 
out injury to the pub-

Mills, now Minister of 
ernment, estimated that 
saving would be lour 

rs.”

tician, an increase of $1.58 for every man, 
woman and child in the Dominion. Now, 
Sir, let me make another comparison. 
In 1893 it was that my right 
honorable friend (Sir Wilfrid Lau- 
rier) denounced the Liberal-Conservative e 
Government for its extravagance, and 
declared that he would bring the expendi­
ture of this country to two millions or 
three millions less than it was. Now, Mr. 
Speaker, what are the comparisons?

TAKING MONEY FROM THE PEOPLE
Now these hon. gentlemen came in, and 

what have they done since they came in 
What have they done with the expenditure 
of this country ? The hon. Minister of 
Finance (Mr. Fielding), said, in a light and ner in which they were collated and placed 

before the House. Does the Minister of 
Finance (Mr. Fielding) tell me that he is 
giving any fair comparative or ether state­
ment of the trade of Canada by dividing it 
arbitrarily into three unequal periods—the 
first period from 1868 to 1878 (ten years); 
the second period from 1878 to 1896 (eigh­
teen years); and the third period from 1808 

1 On what basis has
what has he made this aggregation.

Consolidated Fund Total 
Expenditure. Expenditure. 

$36,814.052 $40,853,727
41,903,500 51,542,635

I. at that time and still
House, declared in this |airy way: We had last year more money, 

we had a revenue $6,186,000 greater than 
we had the year before. (Great applause 
from the back benches !) Let me translate 
that into plain English,such as the hon. Min­
ister of Trade and Commerce would have 
used in 1896. What does it mean ? That 
you are taking out of the pockets of the 
people, the wage-earners, the labouring 
classes, the farmers of this country, $1.16 
per head more than the previous year for < 
every man, woman and child in Canada. 
He made the statement that they had 
taken five millions and odd more in cus­
toms and excise than they took last year. 
Again applause from the back benches. 
Translate it, and what does it mean ? That 
from these people, who, in the language of j 
my hon. friend opposite, were bled white, 
the farmers, the people whose backs were 
bowed beneath the burdens of extravagant| 
government, you are taking 11 per head over, 
and above what you took the year before| 
in taxes alone. Then, Sir, he boasted that 
he had a surplus of $4,837,000. It was again 
greeted with applause. The translation of| 
this into language of old times would have| 
been: "A surplus, Sir ! You have no bu- ■ 
siness with ‘a surplus; when you take suf- I 
ficient out of the pockets of the people of| 
this country to cere for the ordinary con- 
solidated fund expenditure and services, you 
have no business to take more. You should 
have let that remain in the pockets of the 
people, who could use it a great deal bet- 
ter than you could use it here. My hon.| 
friend was very solicitous, lest we should 
confuse the expenditures upon consolidated 
fund and capital. He said that some gentle- 
men were apt to confuse them. are 
the gentlemen.’ They are apt to be con- 
fused, when we find the hon. Minister of 
Railways and Canals (Mr. Blair) spreading, upon the estimates and. voting through this - ____ 
House, on the lines of capital expenditure. Was 
hundreds of thousands of dollars, which, in - 
preceding Governments, were always , met 
out Of consolidated fund and charged to 
consolidated fund alone . It . is 
things, such as this. Sir, which make it 
impossible for people to rightly appreciate 
the expenditures of the country, unless 
you take the total expenditures, because. 

! the line of distinction between capital and 
revenue expenditures has been obliterated,| 

member of this blotted out. a course approved by bon. gen­
tlemen opposite, and which has been most determinedly opposed by this side the 
House in the interest of a party of action, 
and consequently of fair comparision.as 
well as in the interests of good administra­
tion itself. Let us take both.

1893
1899 Taxation Per Head. Customs.rty, if in power, could

he public expenditure 
savings to the extent
llars per annum, with- 
e efficiency of the ser--

Laurier, now the leader 
I, declared in Toronto 
power we will follow

Customs, A Excise. 
$5.01 $6.60

3.95 5.55
3.52 5.02
3.94 5.42
8.83 5.52
4.22 5.63
4.84 6.68
1.49 1.68

90 1.16

$10,689,108

And vet these hon. gentlemen claim that 
they have fulfilled their pledges. Having 
driven out a Government which was so ex- 

itravagant, these gentlemen have marked. 
; and marked in a significant manner their 
appreciation of economy by spending $1 $ 
689,000 more in the last year than was spent 
in 1893. Well, Sir. that is not the best of 
it or the worst of it: for the estimates 
given by the Finance Minister for the cur­
rent year are as follows: That the expendi­
ture on consolidated fund will be $43,175,- 
000, and on capital, $9,875,000, a total expen- 

1diture of $53,050,000, as compared with
total expenditure in 1896 of $41,702,383. In 
the current year, the revenue is to go up to 
$51,000,000, an excess of $4,400,000 over last 
year, and the expenditure is to increase 
over that of the present year by $1.500,000.

Increase . . .$5,089,448 1890 .................................
1892-96.............................
1895.................................
1896..............................
1897 ..............................................
1898 ................................. ..
1899.................................
Reduction 1890 to 1895
Increase, 1896 to 1899 ..

to 1899 (three years).
he made the collocation of theseSugar tax 

remission.
1991-1 227,474 
1892— 5,200,000
1893- 4.000,000
1894— 4,821,000
1895— 5,603.521

Deficit. 
Nil.

$1,210,332
4,163.875 

830,661
$5,694,759 

...$19,851,995 
„...4,184,227
...$15,667,768

Surplus. 
$ 155,977 

1.354,565
Does not my hoi friend know that when 
be states that in 1868 the trade was $131,- 
000,000; and in 1879, it was only $153,000,000; 
does he not know that ho has 
simply caricatured, the state of trade 
from 1808 : to 1879, because if 
you look over the course of trade, you will 
Ind that in 1873 it had gone up to $217,000,- 

000 from $131,000,000 in 1808, and then in 
1873, for some reason it commenced to de- 
cline until it went down to $153,000,000 as 
the end of the administration of the Mao- 
kenzie Government in which my hon, friend 
(Sir Richard Cartwright) was Finance Min- 
ister, as compared with $217,000,000 in 1873. 
Well, take the other period, from 1879 to 
1896. In 1879 the trade was $153,000,000, 
and in 1806 it was $239,000,000. Any one 
looking over the trade reports knows that in 
that long period of eighteen years there 
were periods of greater and less trade, be-

Mr. Mackenzie; and I 
h we may not be able 
enditures to what they * 
, we can reduce the 

three millions of dol-

That ie to say, the réduction per head from 
1890 to 1895, under a Conservative adminis- 
tration, was $1.49 in customs, end $1.58 in 
customs snd exci* both. From 1890 to 1899, 
the increase in customs alone is 90 cents per 
head, and in customs and exci* together, 
$1.16. And this past year is but a promise 
of what the present current year and the 
succeeding year ere to be in the way of

$19,851.995 $1,510,533
Total remission of taxation .
Net deficit -.................... *** "

Net gain to country............
ster of Trade and Com- 
early twenty years went 
this country against the 
of the Government, de- 

ace in this House:
art. I do not hesitate

Those are facts which were known to my 
hon, friend and which he might have taken 
into account in making his comparison, but 
which, unfortunately for him, would have 
entirely destroyed it. That no doubt was 
the reason why he ignored them. Here is 
another table.

still greater increases. try, as foreign product, to the old coun- 
COMPARISON OF TARIFF RATES. _ try. If the hon. gentleman wishes to deal 

honestly with figures he will instruct the
Now, sir, I want to say a word on the 

tariff ratee so as to make a comparison 
which will bring out as clearly as we pos-

I consider a yearly ex- 
rty million dollars, or 
op dollars, altogether 
e present resources of 
hat it is a disgrace end

THE INCREASE OF THE DEBT. clerks of his departments to take that $6,- 
362,688 worth of corn, entered here for home 
consumption, but which did not go into 
home consumption, and which waa never 
meant to go into home consumption, but in- 
to the exports of foreign products, from the

Now, Sir, having made this comparison, 
I wish to come back to the statement which 
was made by the Minister of Finance. He 
desired to show, as regards the increase of 
the debt, that the present Government was 
in a much better position than the late 
Government; and how did he attempt to 
.Show that? Why. Sir, he took the years 
■ from 1878 to 1896, and said that in those 
I eighteen years the debt was increased by 3118,000,000, an average of $6,563,000 per 

year, whereas from 1896 to 1899, three years, 
there was an increase in the debt of $7,700,- 

1 000, or an average increase of $2,503,000 per 
year; and then he imagined that he had 
satisfied this House, snd this country, that 
ho had proved the matter up to the hilt.

there ever a more unfair statement

1394 to ‘96. 1897—99. xosoe. sibly can what is the difference between 
the* hon, gentlemen under what they call 
their low revenue tariff, or moderate tariff, 
and the Liberal-Conservative Governs 
under what the hon. gentlemen opposite 
nominate as the extravagantly high national

collected. . $80,700,000 $98,100,000 $13,400.000 
revenue. ..*.800,0* 22,000,000 5,000,000

Total excess I years (Liberal) ■ $18,200,000 
Expenditures 

on consol-
snd....$112,600,000 $119,100,000 $6,500,000 

Account . . 15,000,000 20,100,000 1,700,000
Total excess expen. i years (Ltb.).812,200,000

Making the comparison in this 
way, comparing the actually col- 
lected revenue in both cases, they col- 
lected. $18,200,000 more from the people in 
the three years of their administration than 
we did in the three years of our adminis- 
tration which the hon. gentleman selected, 
and this would have entirely, wiped out 
his so-called betterment of $11,000,000, and 
left $7,000,000 to the good besides, and not 
content with collecting $18,200,000 more, 
they made an extra expenditure in these 
three years of $12,200,000..

Surpluses, says my hon. friend. Does he 
know that since confederation there have 
been twenty surpluses in our financial his- 
tory? Do* be know that the Liberals can 
only boast of three of these, end that out 
of twelve deficits the Liberals are respon­
sible for five, end the Liberal-Conservatives 
for *ven. But of the seven, two were due 
to the paying of the North-West rebellion 
expenses out of the revenues of the coun- 
try, and the other three were due to this remission of sugar taxation of which I have

Government that hare
ith our affaire that they

$54,000,000 which he has taken as the 
home consumption total* upon which to eal- 
culate his averages. Will the hon. gentle- 
man do that? Does he consider that this 
is dealing honestly with the country? I 
give my hon. friend greater credit for saga- 
city end knowledge then not to know the 
currents of trade upon such important ar- 
tides as Indian corn, in the department of 
which he is the head, end where he is con­
stantly in touch with the details of the 
business. Why is it they heve gained the 
advantage of a lower rate per cent, this 
year which the addition of this $6,000,000 
odd, where it should never have been 
added, has given them? Because, either the 
hon. gentlemen’s’ clerks did not choose to 
do the right thing, or, because when the 

gentlemen wee calculating the rat* sentlemen what was fair and honest 
*0— If he

cau* cycles of greeter or less prosperity suo- 
reeded each other—twice, three times, some- 
times four times, in that length of time. 
Mv hon. friend known else that the eir- 
cumstances of this country radically change 
from period to period, end so his compact- 
son was entirely worthless, except that he 
wished to exaggerate the immense end 
splendid increase the last three years had 
registered in the trade of this country, tak- 
ing these unfavourable points of comparison 
as he did, in 1878 end 1*6. Well, Sir, let 
us look at this question of trade. Nobody 
doubts et all that the trade of Canada has 
advanced splendidly in the last three years. 
Nobody who will be fair doubts that the 
turn of the tide commenced in 1894.

is and ask for an ex- 
800,000 a year for fed- 
in, the thing is utterly

de-

policy duties. Now, I am not going to make 
the* calculations myself. There is one 
thing thet a member of en Opposition can 
sometimes get out of the Government, thet 
is, information, end when these hon. gen- 
tlemen do get their blue-books down—which

mical Minister, the Post- 
r. Mulock), who, when be 

into office, objected to 
e Governor General’s sa- 
elf hoarse over seventeen 

Cabinet Ministers in a 
ada, swallowing up the 
try in an attempt to gov- 
1 1895 declared. With bio

the Minister of Trade and Commerce has 
not done yet, and the lack of which I felt 
in- my preparation for my reply to the hon. 
gentleman who spoke on Friday—I say that 

when we do get the figures made up by 
themselves, I propose to take them as long 
as I think they fairly conserve the facts, 
and are based upon impartial lines, So,1 
take from the trade and navigation figures, 
the duties on dutiable and free importe in­
to this country for home consumption and 
present it as follows. The highest year of 
tariff rate was in 1899, when it was 21.65 pee cent. The House will see that from 1889 to 
1805 the percentage rate of taxation fell from 21.05 to 16.99 under the successive re­
ductions of the tariff which were made by 
the Liberal-Conservatives. In 1890,the rate goes up, because, as I said, a part of the 
sugar duties were put back, and the rate 
in that year was 18.28.

Now, what is the state of things which 
they disclose? If we compare 1889 with 
1895, there was a reduction of 4.66 per cent, 
in the rate of taxation under the Liberal- 
Conservatives. If you take the imports of 
1895, which were $105,252,000, you will find 
that 4.66 per cent, of it ie $4,900,000, that is 
to say, the reduction in the rate of taxation 
from 1889 to 1895 was 4.66 per cent;
actual volume of taxation taken off

made? Was there ever a more flagrant 
outrage committed upon all reasonable rules 
of comparison? The hon. gentleman takes 
the period from 1878 to 1896, and he com- 
pares the increase of capital expenditure in 
those years with the increase in the three 
years just past, when Canada had almost 
completed her house and installed her main 
furnishings, and now had but to provide the 
lesser requirements in the various depart- 
ments of the public service. Let me. read 
to my bon. friend some figures, and then see if be does not himself feel ashamed 
of haring attempted to palm off * unfaira 
statement upon the country. From 1878 to 
1*6 we were building the Canadian Pacific 
Railway, and we spent $85,000000 of capital 
on that road; in the three years past these 
gentlemen have spent just $23,000 on the 
Canadian Pacifle Railway. From 1878 to 1895 we spent on canals, $36,000,000; in the 
last three years these gentlemen have spent 
80 300,000. From 1878 to 1896 we set aside 
as debts to the provinces, $10,300,000; while 
the* hon. gentlemen have made an appro 
priationof only $260,000. We spent on 
the Intercolonial Railway branches, $20,500 
000; they have -pent $1.400,000. We as- 

the St. Lawrence debt. $2,700,000.
and went on thereafter with the improve- 
ment ourselves; they have assumed nothing 
with regard to the debt incurred by the 
Montreal Harbour Commission in improving 
the St. Lawrence. On the Quebec North 
Shore Railway we assumed $2,394,000; they 
nothing. On territorial expenses we ex- 
pended $900,000; they nothing. And yet the 
Finance Minister of this country thinks it 
is not beneath his dignity, and that it is 
fair and reasonable, to make a comparisonI between these utterly dissimilar periods 

*
revenues of the country; they incurred no

ify the expenditure of 
My ? It cannot be jus- 
realth of the country.

NO PANIC IN CANADA.to warrant this enorm- he did not five
information in reference to them..1 
will deduct that $6,362,683 from the $154,-
000,000 and divide the remainder into the 
duty collected, he will finit that, instead of 
16.70 per cent, as I have hurriedly made the 
calculation, his rate for 1800 will be 17.36 
per cent., as compared with 16.99 per cent, 
in 1*6, and with 18.28 per cent, in 1800, 
and he will find that his gain of reduction 
of duty in 18* over 1896 is only 92-100 of 
one per cent. I may be mistaken in this 
point; I am anxious that I may be set right 
if I am mistaken, but, if I am right in my 
calculations I think it is the duty of the 
hon. Minister of Customs, the hon. 
Minister of Finance, and of the hon. 
Minister of Trade and Commerce, to set 
.E = 

to the people as a record of facts, as in 
every respect true to fact, and make your 
calculations upon the basis of the cireum- 
urn— 
of that suspicion and want of confidence 
which will effectually destroy all value in 
our public records. Now, if we apply this 
PEC- pense is Wat, in that cit 

what do we Was 7.47. In 1*6, it was 18.96.
it was 17.36. That is, in 1*9 
is just eleven-one hundredths 

less than the tariff rate

$38,000,000
burdened

of nearly Nobody who has read the financial and 
trade history of this country doubla for a 
single moment that the conserving power 
of the national policy from 1*1 to 1895 
did great things for Canada, preserving her 
in a position enjoyed by very few other 
countries in the world. Let me give an out 
side authority for that —an authority who 

the Hon.

that we are
and with office-holders.

I. now a
590, declared :
rtaking $6.115,000 more
’ the people than we
it $7,571,000 ore than we :has been quoted to this House 

famous statistician and publicist, _ _Mr. Wells, who in the Forum of 1894 wrote
ared that an era of eco-
iture should be at once

TWO GOVERNMENTS COMPARED.
It has been stated over and over again, 

by hon gentlemen opposite, that when the 
Ute Government were in power, they were 
a very extravagant Government. I wish 
to put a table before the House. 
MAP I will read the figures con- tained in it. It gives the expendi- 
Hires on consolidated revenue account, and 
also the total expenditures in parallel col- aims, consequently, I offend, in neither re­
spect, and I do net confuse the two.

as follows:
In the Dominion of Canada, separated 

from us on the north by an imaginary 
- line, there has been no panic, no unusual 

demand for money, no stoppage of in- 
dustrics. no restriction of trade, no in- 
creased rate of interest; in short, nothing 
beyuud the ordinary course ot events, 
except so far as these events may have E.ZELE 

pathway of destruction was contigu- 
ousto, but not within Canadian terri- 
tory.

• +at that time, but now 
Justice, declared in 1893: 
the government of this 
• carried on for a very 
uni than that which is 
1 out of the pockets of 
hat purpo*.
g for a reduction of 
I asking for economy in 
Iof public affairs.

that time, and still, a 
House, declared that the 
ming disgusted, a 1

taxation from customs 
hey see the public debt 

see the inordinate in- 
expenditure, . . . and 
leaving the country in

spoken. .I am willing to take a deficit when it is 
caused by relieving the burdens of the 
people. But, what burden of the people, 
has this gentleman relieved? J fail to see. 
Sir, he has added taxation. He has added 
taxation on liquors and tobacco. And, he 
has added taxation on sugar, under the pre- 
tense of giving a preference to the West 
Indies, which he knew at the time would 
not be operative, and he came up at the 
next session of Parliament and declared 
that it had not been operative. And why? 
Because at the very time he put on this duty, there was such legislation in the Uni- ted States of America in respect of the 
countervailing duties, that it more than 
made up to the West India cane sugar pro­
ducers for the preference he gave them. Yet he added from $300,000 to $500,000 on 
sugar under that pretence, and even when he acknowledged that it was but a pre- 

van 2 th he co remitt. play, 
tion which he put on the people upon * pre-

//

and the thia matter 
cannot takeon thatbasis waa $4,900,000. Now we will take 1890, their own figures still. The tariff rate was 

18.28; in 1899 it was 16.70, a difference be­
tween the two periods of 1.58, The total merchandise imports for 1899 were $149,346, 
4*. So, if you had taken the tariff rate of 
1896 and applied it to these imports, you 
would have taken from the people 82,850,000 
more than actually was taken. That is to 
say, by their own showing they have saved, 
in the volume of taxation, $2,400,000 by their 
reductions, whilst the Liberal-Conservatives 
21won.)Petr

EXPENDITURE ON CONSOLIDATEDEX FUND ACCOUNT AND TOTALF EXPENDITURE. That is a statement of greet force and great 
worth, coming from the eminent --------- Laman who 

of 1801-5
7

Consolidated 
Fund 

(average).$36,326:821
........ 33,765,804

............. 33,314,052

Total 
Expenditure.

$42,530,000
42,272.136
40,853,727
43,800,223
42,872,338

was one of well-sustained activity in the 
Dominion of Canada. There was a disturb- a 
ance of trade; there waa a falling off in im- 
ports; there wae in one or two years a slight 
falling off in exports.

rate 1800, 
iff rate

1887-1891
180 .. ..
1893 .. ..
1894 .. - 
1*6.... 
1502-1896 .
1896 .. ..
1*7 ...
1806.- ..

NX5=declared in 1889:
ubt at all that the effi public service might be the expenditure, dimin- 
: one-half.
ER OF TRADE AND

taa.gransees == lie1Lore - ==.38,132,005
. 37 219,223
, 36,949,142
.36,349,750. 38,832,532
. 41,903,502

tide had turned, and42,141.7
gentlemanaxa-

45331,281 atme hon. me- Ob, oh. tense one51,542,635esent bon. Min- 
ce - (Sir Richard1- lore

€
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