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:fallty of human nature that such legisla-
'8 should be necessary, in the case of &
Dd.y of men who should find in their own
:::;cate Sense of honour an all-sufficient
taintgl(liard- against the doing of any.thing
impre "'Vlt»h even the faintest suspicion of
nece Opriety. But seeing that it is deemed
S8ary by the members of Parliament to
?::;’3“. themselves by formal enactment
which 0ing many things the commission of
tend tWOuld, n tlfe opinion of the majority,
the ind? ?Ompro'mlse the independenee of
shoulg ‘Vl(.anl, it logically follows that they
88 cog Blt“Ve to n-mke this prohibitory f;ct
it ig Plete ag possx.lble. By such reasoning
oy casy, we thm]f, for Mr. Mulock to
o h a mon.;l necessity for the bill which
800 a: again introduced, prohibiting the
er;l:)fance of free railway passes by mem-
ot Senate or (?ommons, on .their way to
Whichl‘n the sessions of .Par'llament, for
ing .]fourneys they are paid liberal t;ra'vel-
it o eee: Few persons, we think,
- z” will attempt to deny that the
Prou?i:nce Of. such passes tends to com-
“cCBptie the lnd«‘ependence of the members
e b'{g them, in the not unusual event of
eing called on to pronounce in favour

i(::;l “gaiﬂh‘ft the passing of somse bill in
°l&riethe TM].Ways of which they are bene-
see onﬂ &re interested. It is not easy to
“all What ground members of parliament,
. jonourable men,” can vote againet a

il i o
Wposing such a restriction upon them-
Selvey,

wh

et

THE REFORMING OF THE TARIEE.

em::;}‘mg suspense is over. "I‘he qu-
Briff 8 proposals for the revision of the
re before Parliament and the country
ow “P'e b'eing scrutinized and discussed as
toagy ‘“hamenta‘ry measures have been in
Stton, Y:N'B- With the details we need not
it P t.o deal. These will be canvassed
) o’: lFem when the Biil comes before
uxht :fll:nltee 'of the w.'hole Hou.se, in the
Q"‘inabl uller. information than is now at-
imprege'. It.xa noteworthy that the first
¢ Sion with regard to the magnitude of
thangef; made does not svem to have
i mﬂuﬂtamed .by gloser investigation.
(’h&nge:y be due in part to the fact that the
Who, . ﬁire spread over a large part of the
M’tante d, .an(l that in respect to a few im-
abje, Tartlc]es, the reduction is consider-
the hfb abandonment, in most cases, of
Doxious specific duties, also, helped
. Oubt to create the impression. Closer
th ilx:y 18 showing, on the other hand,
the rsta gom.i many cases that were not at
the ¢ . Ob\_'lous or suspected the effect of
In Dges ig really a considerable increase
8 rate of duty,
thinge::aps’ after all, the most remarkable
Whig, « Out the new tariff is the speech with
tagg 1t was introduced. The idea of pre-
the sga‘; More or less sweeping reduction of
ut te of duties with an elaborate argu-
1 the logical outcome of which would
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seem to be that those duties should be kept
up or increased, has certainly the quality of
being unexpected. The speech would have
served admirably, had it been intended to
prepare the way for the first introduction
of a protective system, or for a marked in.
crcase in the rate of the protective duties.
As a prelude to what purports to be a sub-
stantial modification of the amount of pro-
tection given to some of the chief industries
of the country, it was, to ray the least, &
surprise, and the rcductions, so far as they
were proposed, a strange non sequitur. Had
the Minister contented him:elf with intro-
ducing his tariff changes, leaving it for each
one to decide whether and to what extent
they constituted a departure from the pro.
tective principle, it would have been suffi-
cient to treat each item on ity merits. As
arule the practical people of the country
probably care much less about the abstract
principle npon which the tariff is based
than upon its actual effect upon their busi-
ness interests. Those, however, who be-
lieve that a tax for the benefit of special
industries, whether high or low, is wrong in
principle and unjust in practice, will be glad
that Mr. Foster chose to preface his re-
arranged tariff with an academic disserta-
tion in defence of protection asan economic
policy. Such a speech challenges reply and
tends to keep the public mind directed to
the underlying principles. This is what
the opponents of protection desire, ag they
believe all fair discussion must hasten the
condemnation of the principle of taxing one
industry or one citizen for the benefit of
other individuals and industries ; with its in-
separable corollary, taxing the many for
the benefit of the few,

To the free-trader, one of the most grati-
fying passages in Mr. Foster’s elaborate
speech is that in which he distinctly and
frankly admits that, in its initial years, a
protective tariff has the effect of enhancing
the cost of goods, and not only so, but that at
the first that increase in cost will be very
nearly up to the measure of the protection
given, This is an unusual and importary
admission. Upon it alone the contention
that a protective tariff is an absolute injus-
tice might be safely rested. Let us take a
gingle, concrete example and see how it
works. For sixteen years past, a tax of
thirty-five per cent. has been imposed upon
the implements used by the farmers of Can-
ada. As Mr. Foster very justly says, it is
unfair to assume that the principle of pro
tection is responsible for the whole amount
of this tax, Itis really responsible only
for the difference between the amount of
the protective tax and that which would
need to be imposed for revenue purposes
under a tariff for revenue. The genuine
free-trader will, of course, say thata con-
siderable part of this latter tax might be
saved were the people advanced enough to

adopt the more economical plan of raising
the revenue needed by direct taxation, By}
let that pass. Putting the revenue tariff 4
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seventeen per cent., which is about the
figure at which it was fixed before the ad-
vent of the Nation al Policy, we find that,
according to the admission of the Minister
of Finance, the farmers of Canada have
been paying for the benefit of the manufac-
turers of farm implements in Canada, or to
put it in the most favourable light possible
by an assumption which is open to question,
for the bencfit of the few hundredsof arti-
sans engaged in the work, an additional
eighteen dollars on every hurdred dollass
expended for articles which are indispensable
in his business, and the purchase of which
in many cases becomes a very severe drain
on his small capital, sometimes actually
leaving him under a burden of debt, which
remains during years of struggle and
pri vatien, a millstone about his neck. That
ir, whenever the farmer purchases five
hundred dollars w orth of farm machinery
he has been compelled by law to add nearly
one hundred dollars more by way of bonus
to the Canadian manufacturer.

“ Not z0,” the Minister may perhaps
reply, “ Did I not say in the same connec-
tion that just as capital invests itself, as
these industrial establishments multiply, as
they become diversified and distributed
throughout the country, the power of inter-
nal competition comes in to take the place
of external cowmpetition—a competition in
many cases more keen and destructive than
the foreign competition, owing to equal
conditions of production and carrisge and
distribution in the country. 1 will state,
further, that it cannot be contradicted that
in the history of the National Policy here,
in the history of protection in the United
States, in Germany, and in other countries
—and the factis one of the most patent in
the record of the results of such a policy—
although there is at first a raising of
prices, they tend to come down by the mul-
tiplication of the industries and the competi-
tion which results therefrom, until the pro-
ducers gell simply at the cost of the manu-
facturing, plus & merely living profit.”

The answer to this argument is easy,
even without investigating it cn the basis
of fact, or referring to such combinations as
have been effected in this particular busi-
ness, a8 well as in many others in Canada.
The Minister himself gives us the answer
when he resolves, after sixteen years of
such home competition, to reduce the tariff
on agricultural implements by fifteen per
cent., in response to -the demand of the
farmers. What further reply is needed ?

The whole argument is wrapped up in
this one specified case of agricultural imple-
ments. It may be extended to cotton and
woollen fabrics, to iron in its various forms
and to all other protected products. Per-
centages may vary, the underlying principle
remains the same.

We had in mind to refer to other parts
of this latest apology for protection, such as
the remarkable passage in which the Financs
Minister seems to take credit for the




