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oster I am speaking o the figures of the Trad 
Returns, on the figures
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expenditure on consolidated account in the 
different departments. of Corsrement, 

were extravagant in every department of 

government; that every department might 
.... C • rd the 
late Government, and compare it with 1898- 
•, under hon. gentlemen opposite:

of the country! 
dissatisfied with neither of 

this lucid ejaculation. If 
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600,000 our debt increased

to enable you

Pondis: 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 1891. In 1806 it was 441,- 

therunE 

the average total expenditure rises to

to make a large capital ex- 
yet not increase the debt of

& you0 lations. put them

sat
and I will challenge, you to 
"-rectness. I am following 
the method that the hon Mi 
===.==

The Minister of Finance-A 
compared with your tariff, 1 
pared with any tariff of our oy

UUI irsued 
gured ofJUU

taxathe rest of the expenditure b 
for out of the revenues of 
And yet, my hon. friend think 
fair thing to tend out 
parison on such dissimilar 1 
=-.=, 

$6,563,000 a year, while they increased it 
during the last three years by only $2505; 
000 a year; let us go to the other side of

How much taxation did we 
the people of this country from

w country, 
that it is a with tariff.your

tariffthe country a onto 
rounds as he 

Friday last.The Laurier Administration Does
$42,-%

The Minister of Trade and Commerce 
(Sir Richard Cartwright). I do not want to interrupt the hon, gentleman, but would 
he state again what be makes the total ex- 
penditure for 1896? ..

Mr. Foster—The total expenditure for 
189C is $41,702,383, and to assist my hon. 
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 timer, but only upon my jog-

* EXPENDITURES ON CONSOLIDATED FUND ACCOUNT

1898-99. Increase 
$10,855,000 $353,0

815,000 57,0
258,000 48,0Me

Interest on debt ..................................

arts.Agriculture andStatistics”" 
Civil government.................................. 
Geological survey cccuco ocueco ansce 
Immigration ...... *............ se.......... 
Quarantine...............................................
Indians ............ ....-~ ................ 3 — se
=E.-- 

Miscellaneous ... ... .... ... . 
Ocean and river service .................

Not Deserve to Get Any 
Credit For it. 
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the ledger.

Îw » to 1800? We took $20,500,000 a year. 
How much have these gentleme n taken out 
in the three years since they came into 
office? They have taken out, in: 

If we had

$
ging his memory, namely, that in a___  
keeping way he charged up to the Govern- 
ment expenditure in 1806 $2,391.000 for the 
North Shore Quebec Railway subsidy, which 
was a liability incurred in 1882, and not in 
1896. And though he included it in rail- 
way subsidies actually paid in 1800, J 
challenge the Finance Minister to rise in 
his place now, and tell this House that he 
has, paid off that liability. He charged the 
total sum in the railway subsidies of 1898 
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 be fall

year, and they are 
present year by $4,000,000. 
taken the same taxation S 
that these gentlemen are taking out „ 
today, we would have met all that expendi- 
turn 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. 
Yes, look at his surplus. Why, Sir, there 
was an hon. gentleman close behind him 
(Sir Richard Cartwright), who made 
marks with reference to surpluses, 
once, but many times in this House. ... 
me read one. In 1882 he declared, when Mr. Tilley announced a surplus of $4,000,- 
000:

1.113
"Re

Penitentiaries. . . . . . . . . . . .
Pensions ... ........................
Public works se: =2 
Railways and Canals (R 
Superannuation . ..............
Customs .—- -2.32 — 
Railways and canals ... 
Trade and commerce ...

?
884,001.

All the World Is Prosperous Now, and Canada Shares in 
the General Activity Because the Conservative Policy 

Was Maintained—Mr. Foster’s Criticism of

e)
1,037,000 
6,246,000

88,000 

$41,000,000

8,826,0 
Ml

......$36.900,000Total
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Now, lest I overwhelm the Minister of 
Trade and Commerce (Sir Richard Cart- 
4 * *) astonishing figures res 

department, I will 
he has plucked up. 
er-lead smelting bounties 

which legislation

Mr. Fielding's Budget Speech. 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 an 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:

Mr. Foster—I will carry on me little farther. From 18 
period of five years, the av ’ asstom tariff was 17.47 per es 
to 1899, three years, the aver 
17.17 per cent. So that if y 
years of the hon. gentleman 
tion, they 
= Lar 

be: Well,

month, or two months of th well, then, we will take 1898 
years. During these two yes age was 16.82 per cent, and 
that from the average rate fro

+ it gives a reduction

1 I ask how it was got. $1,100,000 was
2 the most odious wright )with thes 

pecting his own that, at long last, 

• A Columbia, for.
was prepared and passed by the Conserva- 
tive Government before they went out of 
office, and that a large pert of the expendi- 
tur in bio department is due to the paying 
of these long-deferred bounties. In the 
whole of the pages of comparison in the pub. 
Ue accounts of this year, there are only four 
nr five departments or sub-departments of 
government in which there has not been an 
increase. .

Now let me say something with reft 
to the taxation of this country.The opin­
ion has prevailed, made to prevail, by these 
hon. gentlemen very largely, that the taxa - I 
tion taken from the country by the Liberal- 
Conservatives was exceedingly high.This 
was urged as a strong reason for the deteat 
of the late Government. The pledges of I of Zerage 
those who are now in power led the whole No., these 
country to believe that the load of taxe Now, these, 
tien would be relieved if they were return­
ed to power. It will be interesting to read 
these figures, taken from the hon. gentle- 
man's own returns. In 1889-90, we had the 
period of highest taxation in this country, 
and I begin with that year.

derived from two_______  
and oppressive taxes which were never 
imposed in any civilized country before 
under similar circumstances at least, 
the taxes on breadstuffs and fuel. It 
he really wants to relieve the people, 
let him remove the taxes on breadstufts

and extravagance that we should find 
it necessary to augment our number to 
seventeen. This is far too many, and 
is a dissatisfaction to the country.

And, if I may be permitted to join the 
less to the greater. I would say, that, in 
1894, the present hon. member for North 
Wellington (Mr. McMullen), said:

I what would be the sources of 
'the revenue, which the hon. > gentlemat. 

save is this year going up to the SO million 
mark. Why Probably because he did not 
wish to tell the House, and more particu. 
larly the country, that in bringing it up to 
the 50 million mark he would have to take 
about four million dollars more in taxation 
out of this country, which be must drag 
from the pockets of the people.

In the House of Commons on March 27, | 
Hon. George E Foster made the following 
reply to Mr, Fielding's budget speech: 

Mr Speaker, I rise today with a good 
deal of pleasure to venture some remarks, 
of plain, and, I hope, truthful criticism on 
the address which was delivered on Friday 
last by my hon. friend the Minister of Fin- 
ance (Mr. Fielding), as an expositionof the 
budget of the country. In the latter part 
of his address, he spoke of the history or 
Canada as a story, combining certain pe- 
culiarities; and, I think, it would be not 
travelling out of the record, if I were to 
say that the hon. gentleman s speech bears 
all the marks of a story easily and plain- a 2 : ,ly recounted, gathered from the statistics 
of the Government, of the banks, and of 
some of the business interests of the coun 
try, very much disjointed, and, I may 
sure to say, somewhat tortured for therper- 

- A pose of upholding the interests of a Govern- 
ment whose inconsistencies are quite as ton 
ing as were the weaknesses of my hon. 
friend's speech regarded as abudget 
2. he fi^ Rie or ecount? 
Necessity, of course, impelled Imy non. 
friend, and be listened to its voice. Any 
clerk in a very short time could have com­
piled the figures that he used; but any 
clerk should be drummed summarily out 
of the service, who would make as disin- 
genuous a use of those statistics as, I am 
bound to say, my bon. friend made.1 
hope my words at the commencement will 
not be too strong for the proof which I 
shall try to adduce as I proceed. It any 
one had been in the gallery, unacquainted 
with the affairs and history of Canada, 

■ especially in a fiscal and financial sense, 1 
venture to say that, if he took his informa- 
tion simply from the figures which were 
quoted and the peculiar logic used on Fri- 
day afternoon,he would go away with a very 
insufficient, and very erroneous idea of 
the history of Canada in these rest ects. 
He would have looked entirely in vain for 
an analysis of the expenditures of last year, 
as to how they were applied and as to the 
quickening and vitalizing effects of the ap- 
plication of such an immense sum of money 
as was expended by hon. gentlemen op­
posite during that year; he would look in 
vain for any inquiry into, and any compart- 
son of the courses and currents of the trade 
of this country, or for any 
the tariff as affecting the great problems of 
labour and industry in Canada, some of 

, which are very close now to a public de- 
eision, and public action, in this country; 
and he would have risen from his seat 
without having had one single proposition 
placed before him by my hon. friend for 
the solution of the great and vexed ques- 
tons which are pressing for solution upon

< her public men. As I said before, it would 
‘. rather seem to be à simple collation of sta. 

tistics, the disjecta membra of which, if I 
may be allowed the use of a Latin term, 
seemed to have been promiscuously thrown 
wherever it was thought an appeal might 
be made, ad captandum, to people who have 
not had the opportunities of looking into, 
and so have not the power of discerning 
what are really the facts of the case as bear- 

% Ing on the questions under discussion. All 
through the hon. gentleman » speech there 
seemed to be a leading up to the reitera. 
tion of the almost endless refrain: Behold 
what a people we are is not this great 
Babylon that I have built?” And. no mat 
ter from what quarter the facts are taken, 
whether from the first years of Confedera- 
tion, fragments were extracted, or whether 
joined to them were fragments from later 
years—no matter, everything was done, 
anything was done, which could be used to 
prop up the idea often made, in so many 
words, but more frequently, inference 
and appeal, that all the wonderful progress 
of to-day bad its origin and is now main­
tained by the gentlemen who, for the pres- 
ent are governing affair’s in this country. There was a great glorification of what was 
railed generous expenditure, and of in- 
ereased-revenue; but there was a very dis- 
creet avoidance of the obstructive contrast 
between, the professions and policy of these 
gentlemen, when they were out, and the 

. performance of these gentlemen now that 
they are in. *

100
one 
toand coal.

If my hon. friend boasts of a surplus to- 
day, there is an hon. gentleman sitting 
close beside him who will tell him that 
he need not look around very long for 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 breadstuffs and 
Mr. 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.
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 or $7,500,000 I refer him to hi. colleague..

SURPLUSES AND DEFICITS.

wehr the tariff until

I.must take exception, in the first 
place, to the office ever having been 
created.

What office ? The Ministership of Trade 
and Commerce.

.$ 830,992

. 3.192,518
, 9,400.872

In 1897 by .. .
In 1898 by .. .

5 In 1899 by .. .
Of 65-10 
tariff re

THE IMMENSE EXPENDITURE.
till -y: Ou full preferene 

=2E 
tion, their rate was 16.70; this

20
Now, Sir, I will take up seriatim some of 

the principal points touched upon by my 
hon. friend; and first, with reference to the 
expenditures of the country. The bon. 
------ 

very close behind him, though immediate 8 ling.will
proximity seemed during those particular I suppose the hon. gentleman now is will- 
hours to bare been shunned. He took no ing that this office shall be retained in order 
notice at all of the way in Which he must -  -------------------- '— ‘" the «"looker
have been harrowing the feelings of my 
hon. friend the Minister of Trade and Com- 
merce, whilst be was rolling forth from 
his tongue the immense expenditure of the 
last year and of the present and current 
year by the gentlemen who, in 1893 and 
1896, made it the particular plank in their 
platform that the expenditures of the coun­
try were outrageously high, and that the 
Liberal-Conservative Government should be 
put out of power because they would not 
reduce them. But, Sir, in contrast, I wish 
to bring the attention of thia House end of 
hon. gentlemen opposite to the position they 
took before 1896, and to the strange com- 
mentarv upon what they call their prin­
ciples and their policy in the years preced- 
ing, 1896, made by their acts since 1896. 
In 1893, these gentlemen commenced, in 
their convention, with declaring:

cent.

And. as 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 1890, by the sum 
of $10,908.255. , + a

- Now, Sir. 1 invite any gentleman on the 
other side of the House to take the public 
accounts which he can have put in his hand 
and to deny one single statement that 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
lation of this country, because I am not 
able to do so anv more than is the Minister 
of Trade and Commerce, although in his 
speech in Massey Hall he undertook himself 
to make up the population of this country 
and draw his deductions from the figures 
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

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- per cent.

' rate froariff
statements

their own figures, w 
House and which canthe

shows the 
inclusive:

the counts 
lowing tab 
1889 to 181

to give a resting place for the "onlooker 
of the present Cabinet, who has passed his 
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 declared that 
they were honest and truth-telling; these 
are the utterances of men, all anxious to 
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. Jon. gentlemen smile 
as I recount these things. Why ? Because 
they believe there is no longer necessity for 
truth and 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 
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 on 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 
political oblivion as surely as he has en­
gaged in public life in that country: 
TAKING MONEY FROM THE PEOPLE.

Rate sumption. Dutiable: an 
Under Liberal-Conserv. __ V 
isse . . . . . . . . . 21.65 p.e. 1897 ••

1890 .. .. .• 21.21 p.c. 1898 -1 1891 ----.. 20.06 p.. 1899 ..
1893 ............17.50 p.c.1893 ... .. 17.38 p.e.
1894 .................17.18 p.e.
1895 ........... 16.99 p.e.
1896 .. .. 18.28 p.c. 

Average 1892-96, 17.47 p.e. 
Average 1897-99,17.17 p.e. Reduction, 30-100 of 1 p.e.

But there is a peculiar cire 
I would like to call to the at

VOLUME OF TAXATION AND REV­
ENUE.

Total 
Revenue. 

$39,879,025 
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

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

1889-90 ..
1890-1 ..
1891-2 ..
1892-3 ..
1893-4 ..
1894-5 ..
1895-6 ..
1896-7 ..
1897-8 .. 
1898-9 .. 

We see.

The hon. gentleman wanted to show that 
the era of deficits had passed, and that an 
era of surpluses had succeeded. W ell. 
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 se- 
lectins his ground? . He took the years 
Conservative administration of 1893, 1894 
and 1895, and be said that in those three 
years there was 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- 
ficit. 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 
1895, and to compare that with a period 
of the greatest expansion, as he himseil 
save, ever known in Canada? Why did my 
hon. friend not go back to 1891? He would 
have found that in 1891 we had/asurplus 
and 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 8155,971, with an 
other surplus in sight for the next year, 
I as Finance Minister of the Government 
of that day, came down to this House and 
wiped out entirely the duties on raw sugar, 
which were very high. If he had looked at 
the calculations he would have found the 
following result, and I give him this table 
for comparison:

—hon Minister of Customs, who 
it with figures and wishes 1 

therefore, by these figures, that • right.
1894 5, when the taxation was $25,446,198, CORN NOT FOR HOME 001 
and the total revenue $33,978,129, was the 
period of lowest taxation, and we know that 
rom 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, I think, 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 have carried cut 
their pledgee and reduced the taxation by

glance:

Tear. Population. Total Expen. 
1892-6—5,011.000 $42,141,764 
1596 —5,125.436 41.702.383 
1897 —5.185,990 42.972.755 
1898 —5,248,315 45,334.281 
1899 —5,312.500 51,542,635

Expen. 
per head. 

$8.41 
8.14 
8.28 
8.63 
9.72

We cannot but view with alarm the 
large increase of the public debt and of 
the controllable annual expenditure of 
the Dominion, and the consequent un- - 
due taxation of the people under the 
Governments that have been continu- 
ously in power since 1878; and we de­
mand strict economy in the administra­
tion of the Government of the coun-

I will ask him if, in 1896, 23, 
of Indian core had been imp 
country , how would it have 
in the Trade and Navigation 1 
year? He knows that that 2 
els would not have been taker 
tion in this country, and tha

Here we have a nets 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- 
tician, an increase of $1.58 for every man, 
woman and child in the Dominion. Now, 
Sir let me make another comparison. 
In 189.3 it . was that my - right 
honorable friend (Sir Wilfrid Lau­
rier) denounced the Liberal-Conservative 
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?

Proportion, comparatively, 
now for home consumptictry. 51 

That was the pronouncement of the Liberal 
convention of 1893. Mr. Davies, now Sir 
Louis Davies, the present Minister of Ma- 

discussion of I rine and Fisheries, declared :
- - The Liberal party says that several 

millions may be lopped off the present 
expenditure, without injury to the pub­
lic service.

The Hon. David Mills, now Minister of 
Justice in this Government, estimated that 

“The probable saying would be four 
millions of dollars." %•

that comes in from the
passes through the country
exported from this country 
duce. I ask the bon. Minis 
if, under these conditions, 
had been 23,000,000 bushels of 
brought into this country, i 
would it have been entered- 
■umption or under general 
hon. gentleman knows that 1 
it would have been entered

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 
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, 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 4 
my hon. friend opposite, were "‘bled white, 
the farmers, the people whose backs were 
bowed beneath, the burdens of extravagant 
government, you are taking $1 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
ficient out of the pockets of the people of 
this country to care 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 end capital. He said that some gentle- 
men were apt to confuse them. Who ere 
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, 
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 Bet seen capital and 
expenditures anntovea by hon con 

tiemen opposite, and which has been most determinedly, opposed by this side of the 
House in the interest of a party of action, 
and consequently of fair comparison,as 
well as in the interests of good administra­
tion itself. Let us take both.

increasing it to $7,190,000 from 1896 to 
1899..

Well, air, there is another way of making 
comparisons, which is the taxation per bead, 
and that will be shown by the following 
table:

sumption except that small 4 
was actually intended for h 
tion, and that the rest of it 1 
gone into the home consump 
the calculation of the revenu 
would have gone out as fore, 
ported. Now, the thing is ( 
is free, and I ask the hon. M 
toms to take hie Trade and 
turns, to turn up the book 
much corn, from the United 
tered in the column of total 
not included in the home co 
umn upon which the scale ar 
is to be calculated. How mu 
I venture to tell him that h 
a bushel, but he will find 
bushels of American corn we 
this country, placed in the 
returns; ‘entered far home 
that the value of that was $ 
he will go to the column o 
will find that of that $23, 
10,009,847 bushels, valued 
have been exported from 
try, as foreign product, .10 
try. If the hon.gentleman 
honestly with figures he will 
clerks of his departments to 
362,688 worth of cor n. entered 
consumption, but which dic 
home consumption, and wh

Consolidated Fund Total 
Expenditure. Expenditure. 

$36,814,052 $40,853.727
41,903.500 . 51,542,635

Mr.John Charlton, at that time and still 
a member of this House, declared in this : 
House:_

The Liberal party,, if in power, could 
at once reduce the public expenditure 
and effect other savings to the extent 
of five million dollars per annum, with­
out impairing the efficiency of the ser­
vice.

And Mr Wilfrid Laurier, now the leader 
of this Government, declared in Toronto:

If we get’into power we will follow 
the example of Mr. Mackenzie; and I 
lay that, although we may not be able 
to bring the expenditures to what they 
were under him, we can reduce the 
amount two, yes, three millions of dol­
lars per year.,

The present Minister of Trade and Com­
merce, who, for nearly twenty years went 
bellowing through this country against the 
great expenditures of the Government, de­
clared from his place in this House:

For my own pert, I do not hesitate 
to tell him that I consider a yearly ex- 
penditure of forty million dollars, or 
thirty-eight million dollars, altogether 
too large for the present resources of 
Canada: I say that it is a disgrace and 
a shame to the Government that hare 
be en entrusted with our affairs that they 
come down to us and ask for an ex- 
penditure of $38,300,000 a year for fed- 
eral purposes. Sir, the thing is utterly 
unjustifiable.

The present economical Minister, the Post- 
master-General (Mr Muloek), who, when he 
was trying to get into office, objected to 
such things as the Governor-General • sa- 
lary, shouted himself hoarse over seventeen 
or even fourteen Cabinet Ministers in a 
country like Canada, swallowing up the 
money of the country in an attempt to gov­
ern the people, in 1895 declared, with hie 
hand on his heart: *.

Who can justify the expenditure of 
our country to-day ? It cannot be jus- 

. tifiedi by the wealth of the country.
There is nothing to warrant this enorm- 
ous expenditure of nearly $38,000,000 
except the fact that we are burdened 
down with debt and with office-holders.

1893
1899

Taxation Per Head.
Customs.•1 Customs. & Excise.

5.55 
5.02

$10,689,108Increase . . .$5,089,448 $5.01

3.52
3.94
3.83

1890.......................................
1892-96..................................
1895.......................................
1896.......................................
1897 .......................................
1898 ................................ '.
1899 ...............................-
Reduction 1890 to 1895
Increase, 1896 to 1899 ..

And vet these hon, gentlemen claim that 
they have fulfilled their pledges. Having 
driven out a Government which was so ex- 
travagant, these gentlemen have marked, 
and marked in a significant manner their 
appreciation of economy by spending $10,- 
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 943,175,- 
000, and on capital, $9,875,000, a total expen- 
diture 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.

THE INCREASE OF THE DEBT.
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 
eighteen years the debt was increased by 
$118,000.000, 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,- 
000, or an average increase of $2,503,000 per 
year; and then he imagined that he had 
satisfied this House, and this country, that 
ho had proved the faster up to the hilt. 
Was there ever a more unfair statement 
made? Was there ever a more flagrant 
outrage committed upon all reasonable rules 
of comparison? The hon. gentleman takes 
the period from 1878 to 1806, end he com- 
pares the increase of capital expenditure in 
those yeara 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 publie service. Let me read 
to my hon. friend some figures, and then 

'see if he does not himself feel ashamed 
of having attempted to palm off to unfair8 
statement upon the country. From 1878 10 
1896 we were building the Canadian Pacific 
Railway, and we spent $85,000,000 of capital 
on that road; in the three years past these 
gentlemen have spent just $23,000 on the 
Canadian Pacific Railway. From 1878 to 
1896 we spent on canals, $36,000,000; in the 
last three years these gentlemen have spent 
69300 000 From 1878 to 1896 we set aside as debts to the provinces, $10,300,000; while 
these hon. gentlemen have made an appro­
priation of only $260,000. We spent on 
the Intercolonial Railway 200 200 
000; they have spent $1400,000.
sinned the St. Lawrence S . 
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 $2,304,000; they 
nothing. On territorial expenses we # 
pended $900,000; they nothing. And yet the 
Finance Miniater of this country thinks it 
is not beneath his dignity, and that it is 
fair and reasonable, to make a compart as 
between the* utterly dissimilar PC North -er ice

5.42
5.52
5.63
6.68
1.58
1.16

3 Sugar tax 
remission.

1891-8 227,474 
1892— 5.200,000
1898- 4.000,000
1894— 4,821,000 
1896- 5,608,521

Deficit.
Nil.

$1.210.333 
"Bo

$5,694.759 
..$19,851.995 
.. 4,184,227

Surplus. 
$ 155,977 

1,354,555
1.49

90

.3 That is to say, the reduction per head from 
1890 to 1895, under a Conservative adminis- 
tration, was $1.49 in customs, end $1.58 in 
customs and excise both. From 1896 to 1800, 
the increase in customs clone is 90 cents per 
head, and in customs and excise together, 
$1.16. And this past year is but a promise 
of what the present current year and the 
succeeding year are to be in the way of 
still greater increases.

COMPARISON OF TARIFF RATES.

Now, sir, I want to say a word on the 
tariff rates so as to make a comparison 
which will bring out as clearly as we poo 
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 Government 
under what the hon. gentlemen opposite de- 
nominate as the extravagantly high national 
policy duties. Now, I am not going to make 
them calculations myself. There is one 
thing that a member of an Opposition can 
sometimes get out of the Government, that 
c information and Due books do we which

4

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

Net gain to country ......................$15,667,188
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.
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1894 to ‘96. 1897-
Taxes 

collected.
Other 

revenue. .

1 P.
, $80. 100,000 

.26,200,000

$98,100,000 $18.400,000

82,000,000 5,800,000

(Liberal). $18,200,000

meant to go into home to the exports of foreign 
$154,000,000 which he

of forei

late his aven 
man do that*
is d 
give

WhTotal excese 3 years 
Expenditures

on consol-
idated
fund....$112,600,000

On Cap..
Account . . 15,000,000

res he
sling honestly 
my hon. friend$119,100,000 $6,500,000

20,700,000 6,700,000
INFORMATION LACKING.

My hon. friend was so hurried, along this 
particular line, that he had not the time 
16 give the House some very necessary in­
formation which I think be should have 
given. For instance, he quoted immigra­
tion returns, beginning his statistics,#0 
far as immigration from the United States is concerned, with the year 1897, and pre- 
facing his figures with the remark, that 
there did not seem to be any statistics W ith 
reference to them up to that period; and 
then after quoting them all, as a strong 
argument in favour of the propositions 
which he was sustaining, it was found that 
he had not gone to the trouble of ascertain­
ing on what these statistics were based 
whether they were simply the numbers re- 

■ turned by the immigration agents, whether 
they were the numbers taken down by the 
customs officers as the people came across

greater 
than ncity and knowledge

currents of trade upon such 
ticles as Indian corn, in the 
which he is the head, and • 
stantly in touch with the 
business. Why is it they I 
advantage of a lower rate 
year which the addition of 
odd, where it should w 
added, has given them? Bec 
bon, gentlemen’s clerks did 
do the right tiling, or, be 
hon. gentleman was calcul.

Total excess expen. • yeara (Ltb.).$12,200,000
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 
hi. 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 mode an extra expenditure in these 
three yeara of $12,200,000.

Surpluses, eaye my hon. friend. Does he 
know that since confederation there have 
been twenty surpluses in our financial his- 
tory? Does he know that the Liberals «•» 
only boast of three of these, and that out 
of twelve deficits the Liberals are respon- 

- * - the Liberal-Conservatives

the Minister of Trade and Commerce 
not done yet, and the lack of which I 
in my preparation for my reply to the. 
gentleman who spoke on Friday—I say 1 
when we do get the figures made up 
themselves. I propose to take them as I 
c23-=. 

the duties on dutiable and free import, 
to this country for home consumption 
present it as follows. The highest year of tariff rate was in 1899, when it was 21.65 per 
cent. The House will see that from 1889 to 
1895 the percentage rate of taxation fell 
from 21.65 to 16.99 under the successive re- 
fai-t 

sugar duties were put back, and the rate 

NTh asart. of things which 
they disclose? If we compare 1889 with

7 9 a reduction of 4.66 percent.
taxation under the Liberal- 

res. If you take the imports of 
iso, which were "PR zits 

the rate of taxation

felt

didstionto
deduct that $6,362,

great and small. revenue expenditures 
And Mr. Paterson, now a member of this , blotted out, a coure 
Government, in 1890, declared :

000,000 end divide the

16.7 collected, be
on, his rate forIn 1880 we were taking $6,115,000 more 

in taxes out of the people than we 
should,and we spent $7,571,000 more than we 

ahould. He declared that an era of eco- 
nomy in expenditure should be at once 
entered upon.

Mr. David Mills, at that time. bet now 
the Minister of Justice, declared in 1893;

We say that the government of this 
country may be carried on for a very 
much smaller sum than that which is 
now being taken out of the pockets of 
the people for that purpose..

We see asking for a reduction of 
taxation; we are asking for economy in 
the management of public affairs.

Mr. Charlton, at that time, and still, a 
member of this House, declared that the 
people were becoming disgusted.

They see the taxation from customs 
is increasing, they see the publie debt 
piling up, they see the inordinate in­
crease in the expenditure. . . . and 
our people are leaving the country in 
disgust.2

Mr. Mills again declared in 1889;
1 have no doubt at all that the effi 

cieney of the public service might be 
increased and the expenditure dimift- 
ished ky almost one-half.

THE MIN ISTER OF TRA DE AND

per cent., * compared 1 
in 1895, and with 18.28the border, or whether they were persons 

who had actually settled on land or had 
taken up their abode in Manitoba and the North West. Yet we all know that this 
«me immigration from the United States 
lad been going on long before 1897. He spoke 
of the fact, which we are all glad to know. 
Is now about to become a reality, that Can- 

securities will be equal to the best British securities, so far as the investment of trust funds is concerned. But he did 
not have the time to lay before this House, 
or to give information to this House, as I 
think he should have dons', of the terms, 
and the conditions, upon which thesee 
eurities are to be taken in respect to the. 
trust funds which are invested in them. 
He came down with a very important pro- 
position, no other than the proposition to 
admit the products of a large and fertile is- 
land in the West Indies into community of 

trade with the Dominion of Canada;
and he had net either the time or did not 
take the trouble to give to this House one 
single line of information as to how this in- 
traduction of the products under free trade 
into Canada would differentiate or affect 
the trade of this country. He took en im- 
the tri step in giving s bonus by way of 
remitting the customs duty uponexpensive == -

sible for five, end 
for seven. But of 
to the paying of_____  
expenses out of the revenues 
try, and the other three were due to 
remission of sugar taxation of which I 
spoken.

of duty 
one per 

point; I

that histhe seven, two were due 
the North-West rebellion 

of the coun-TWO GOVERNMENTS COMPARED.
It has been stated over and over again, 

by hon gentlemen opposite, that when the 
late Government were in power, they were 
a very extravagant Government. 1wish 
to put a table . before the House, 
and P I will read the figures con- 
entai in it It gives the expendi- 
tureen consolidated revenue account, and 
also the total expenditures in parallel col- aims, consequently, I offend in neither re- 
spect, and I do not confuse the two.

EXPEVONN (SU TOTALEDFONT EXPENDITURE.

cent. I may be a
anxious that A 
aken, but, if 1 
I think it is 
ter * of Cust

Finance, a 
Trade and C 
right at-once 
our blue-book 
le as a recor

1895, there
mihave

Conner roe Will find 0,000, that is tiemet
fail to see.

am that 4.60 per cent, 
to say, the reduction
from 1889 to 1895

Ek.s=:„ .„. 

Sir, he has added taxation. He has added 
taxation on liquors and tobacco. And, he 
has added taxation on sugar, under the pre- 
ten* 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 st 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 Indie cane sugar pro- 
ducers for the preference he gave them. 
Yet he added from $300,000 to $500,000 on 
suent under that pretence, and even when 
he acknowledged that it was but. De

55 per cent, and the 
taxation taken off on thatactual volume

branches, $20,500,- basis was $4,900,000. Now we Will take 1000, 
their own figures still. The tariff rate was 
18 28; in 1890 it was 16.70, a difference be- 
tween the two periods of 1.58. The total 
merchandise importa foe 1899 were $149,346, 
459. So, if you had taken the tariff rate of 
Enure- 

more than actually was taken. That is to 
-ne, 

reductions, whilst the Liberal-Conservatives

to theWe as- spect true to 
ons upon the 
which actually 
rely implant I

debt. $2,700,000,

of that su 
which will 
our public
as the tru 
what do w 
rate averag

icion and 

ecords. N.
Total

Expenditure.
$42,530,000
42,272,136
40,853,727
43,800,223
42,872,338
42,141.788

Consolidated 
Fund

1F87-1891 (average) 836,326,821
, 33,765,804

17.4

180%... 
1803 .... 
1894 .. :. 
1890 ....

11692-1896 
1896 -- .. 
I*»....

1690 ••

the Hon. Minister of Customs to disput 
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33.814 is ju
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underOn special point the present hon. Min-
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