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-and if -you dredge to-day you will, need to
dredge again in a nîonth. That mieans a
continuai heavy bill of expense. The hon.
gentleman from Middieton, as well as iiiost
people in Halifax, are familiar -with some
experience we had with a number of vessels
which went from Halifax during the latter
part of last summer, to Fort Nelson witb
supplies and construction materials, etc.,
nieeded there for the purpose of the ter-
minais, and of the railway. Not a single
ship,*I think, of the hiaif dozen that went.
there succeeded in ianding lier cargo. One
ship was lost, and the bulk of lier cargo
iost aiso. In the case of another vessel, the
deck load was thrown overboard, some of
it drifting ashore-the remainder wrent Lord
knows where. There was the utrnost want
of landing facilities and otiier provision on
the part of the eniployees of the Railway
Department. There shouild have been a
number of iighters there, and there was only
one ligliter for ail the vessels, and the re-
suit was that sonme o! the vesseis carne back
te Nova Scotia, having on board the
cargoes with whieh they started for Port
Nelson. I think the han. leader o! the
Government, who is a business man, must
see that there is really a substantial reason
for pausing before deciding that the terni-
inal sh-ali be located at Port Nelson.

There is another point te which I desire
te cali attention. There was a good deal
of discussion on the subject of the tariff.
1 have neyer posed as an expert on tariffs:
and & good deal has been said about the
higli cost of living. I understood the
lion, gentleman te say that the reduction
of 'the tariff would have noc effeet in the
cost of living, and lie gave as substantiai
ground for that view the fact that while
there lias been a very considerable re-
duction in the tariff on food produots in
the United States, there bas been no per-
ceptible reduction in the cost of living. 1
arn rcminded of an anlusing story, but it
is hardiy suitabie for the Senate.

Hon. Mr. LOUGHEED-Go on, lot us
hiave it.

H on. Mr. POWER-As te the rapidity
wvith whicii results can be obtailîed. It
was oniy in the month of Octeber last that
the change took place in the United
States tariff. We must remembor, too,
that at this time the dealers in the United
States had very considerabie stocks of
food products on hand, and naturaily if
they could prevont it the prices would not
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fali irnmediateiy on the change in the
tariff. Wait until noxt summer. I can
point te one illustration of a contrary view
te that which hie lias expressed. Sonie
time ago Socrotary Daniols, the Secretary
of the United States Navy, had occasion
to ask for tenders for supplies of beef for
the United States navy. Tenders were
presonted by numbers of dealers in the
United States, but. Secretary Daniols did
not award the contract to any of these
tenderers. Hie gave it to a concern fronm
Argentina, and saved, as bas beon pointed
out, hiundreds of thousands of dollars to
the navy by so doing. That just shows
that the removal of the tariff may have a
very considorablo offect. The hon. gentle-
mian said that the farmers were asixious
for protection, and that it would be an
exceedingly unpopular thing with the
agriculturai class of this country te do
anything tewards reducing the duties on
food produets. As I understand it, the
United States are in this position. They
say to Canada: 'If you wili remnovo the
duties on American grain and flour, we
shahl romnove the duties on Canadian grain
and flour.' The hon. gentleman seeîiiis
rather amusod at that. This is rather a
broad-minded thing on the part of the
American Governmont te say. Is it the
farmers wlîo objeet te this line of action,
the remiovai of duties on Unitcd States flour
and wheat? Not at ail. WVe have dele-
gations from the West cumning- and urging
the Government, h-esecliiing the Govern-
muent, to do tîtat vcryr thing. No-,%
why does the Goveriunient flot do it? The
Citizen o! Ottawa is a pcetty stauncli Con-
servative paper, and 1 find in yestorday's
paper somo information that niay shed a
littie liglit on thc uttitude of the Goverin-
ment. This refers3 te te people who want
te know about the farniers, and the reduc-
ing of the cost of living. Thle writer says.

They may perliaps bo able to find out the
reason of the product of the Canadian prairies
being sold cheaper in London and Liverpool
than in Winnipeg or montreal. Recent returns
show tbat top- grade flour, whîch costa $5 per
barrel In Winnipeg, $5,10 in Montreal. $6.50 in
Haifax, N.S., and $5.50 in St John's, New-
foundland, sels at $4.18 in London; that patent
which seles In Winnipeg at $4.80 per barrel andi
in Montreal at $4.90 selle in London at $4.06;
baker's, which selle In Winnipeg at $4 per bar-
rel and in Montreal at 34.10, sells in London at
$3.60. It wlll be interesting to learn why flour
produced In Canada and transported acroa a
continent and an ocean caa b. aold much
cheaper In London and Liverpool than In Can-
ada. It muet be sold at a profit over there,


