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Mr. LANCASTER. Does the hon. min- would the government take it as a prin-Ister sa'y that the tariff excludes the crim- ciple to be acted upon in every case, that
inal law? the only method by which they would pun-

Mr. PATERSON. No, but my hon. friend ish the combinesters would be to make the
points out that the only recourse Is the crim- lmported goods free and so destroy the in-
inal law. Why then did he become a party dustry? You have to go to the logical ex-
to putting it in the tariff law? tent in order to prove the absurdity of the

course proposed. Carry it out to its logi-
Mr. SPR OULE. T took no part ln put- cal conclusion, and your leather industry

ting that la the tarif law at ail. and all the great industries of the country
Mr. PATERSON. Yes, you did. could be put upon the free list and the gov-

ernment would have the satisfaction of pun-
Mr. SPROULE. On the contrary, I ishing a mere bagatelle. as far as numbers

brought up the same question years ago go, but would also have the satisfaction-
with regard to the leather combine, and did if you call it such-of destroying all the in-
my best to get the government to deal with dustries of the country. This is the scien-
it under the Criminal Code. but they insisted tific remedy or penalty. You punish a hand-
on putting li this provision in the tariff law. ful and do very little harm to the combine-
I was neyer in favour of this provision be- sters, but you ruin the thousands who are
cause I thought the criminal code was mach omployed in those industries. There ought
more effective in stamping out a- combine to be and is another method by which a con-
than this provision could be. But because bine could be broken up without destroying
the government always put up the claim that the industry, and a mighty zovernmeint like
they could not enforce the criminal law. but the one to which my~almighty friend--as
that its enforcement was in the hands of the far as his vigour of denunciation and voice
provincial attorney general, they deluded the are concerned--belongs ought to be able topeople by inserting this provision, which they devise soine method of punishing the real
never acted on except in the case of the criminals rather than thousands of innocentpaper combine. 1 labouring men.

Mr. PATERSON. _My bon. friend may say Mr. FIELDING. If all those engaged jalie was not here and was not a party ta if, the iron or any other industry w-ere to comn-but the hon. member for North Toronto bine for the purposo af unduly enhanein
(Mr. Foster). who is always la bis seat at- prices, and the existence of that combine
tending to business-as members ought to 'was established b3- a judicial investigationbe-was bore and was a part- to this, ami sucb as is provided in this statute, then. Ilif the hon. ,entleman neglects bis business the interests of the consumers, the govern-and is not in the ITouse when provisions ment would be perfectly justified and re-of this kind come up, we are not to blame. quired, under that section, either to put the

Mr. FOSTER. I do not think I was here articles in question on the free list or reduce
whe ST went trouh nt ik TsoeI the duties on them to such an extent as towhe that w-ent through but T suppose give the public the benefit of competition.have ta faqke niiy mespaasîbility ail the saine.

But I understood the Minister of Finance to Mr. FOWLER. Does the duty existsay that the Governor in Conncil w-as forced only for the benefit of the manufacturer
either to admit the articles free of duty or and not also for the benefit of the labour-so reduce the duty that the combine would ers? You injure the labourers if you de-cease. stroy the industry. If you destroy the busi-

Mr. FIELDING. If they proceed under 11ess of manufacturing iron and steel, you
tht scIofLI. Ifth-d ruin the labourers who outnumber the pro-that section flrst. prietors one bundred to one. It is the la-Mr. FOSTER. That is not an answer h- bouring men whom you are injuring. Thesecause they have their cholice. They may or are the people the government is injuring.may not proceed under that section and are Whîy? Simply because a few individuals,not obliged to do it. Just take the principle moaybe half a dozen, maybe filfty, combine

of the thing. If you have a choice as to together to nnduly enhance the price, thenpunishing that way or not punishing that you strike at the very inîdustry itself andway, and there is soine other method by working at that industry. The ministerwhich you can punish sufficiently to break seems to have misunderstood the point weup the combine--if it is a combine that is were working on. Are you going to killanimed at-and if the government choose to the whole iron and steel lndustry becausetaîke this method rather than any other, and a few steel magnates have combined toin choosing this method took one which ehiliance the price? Surely the minister isdid not hurt the conbinesters to any extent, not going to have it go forth that that isbut did hurt the inuustry, then what would the poliey of the goveriment.he the effect? Take for instance the great
iron industr. for the development of which Mr. FIELDING. I am quite willing to
you are giving large bounties and duties, have it go forw-ard to the couitry that we
suppose the two or three great iron indus- have to de:l l this case with the inan who
tries combine to unduly raise the price. fixes the price of the article.

Mr. PATERSON.


