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leaders fulfilled this promise to the elect-
rate?
" What Have the Liberals Done ?
During’ the many years that the. Con-
servative pasty was in power, and up te
the time whén Mr. Mulock introduced his
measure, up’to the time when he and
others made their strongly condemnatory
speéeches, 17 meémbers of Parliament had
been appointed to office. During the four
ﬁam the present Government hag been in
powet, 13 members have been appointed
to offices, with salaries aggregating $39,000
per year. So great was the indecent haste
of the present Premier to give the lie to
his previous professions and to stultify
his party on this principle of the inde-
pendence of Parliament, that, on July 8.
1806, he wrote to Mr. Francois Langelier,
" the member for Quebec, these shameless
words: *‘This is what I propese: The posi-
tion of Lleutenant-Governor will be at our
disposition at the end of 1897, and, if from
now to thiat time you are not appolnted
judge, I propose to place the Lieutenant-
Governorship at your disposal.” ZLater, he
wrote to Mr. Langelter's brother, asking
him to ‘“tell Francois that I do not wish
sthere should be any Misunderstanding; I
wish that my promisé may be considered
sacred.” Mr. Langeller sat and voted In
" Parllament foftwo sessions with this pro-
mis¢ in his pocket, “a mere parasite upon
the Admlnistration,” “moving abbut among
his ‘colleagues, a corrupting agency within
their own ranks,” to use the forcefully de-
scriptive language of Mr. Mulock. At the
eqd of that time Sir Wiifrid's “‘sacred pro-
mise” was fulfilled, and Mr. Langeller be-
came a judge with a salary of $5000 per
year. So debasing has been the Govern-
ment’s attitude and example in this mat-
ter that recently one of their supporters,
in a letter addressed to the Liberal Asso-
clation of his constituency, brazenly told
them in effect that should they re-nominate
him he would, If re-elected, 100k upon his
seat in Parllament as a stepping-stone to
an office of emolument, only stipulating
that the office should earry with it *an
adequate salary.” Surely Mr. Mulock was
prophetic when he said that “the electo-
rate, ‘noticing these things, are coming to
the conclusion that the highest aim a than
‘can have in seeking public life is that he
may, thru Parliament, find his way into a
comfortable position for life.”” And surely
honest Liberals otight not to forgive or re-
frain from punishing the false leadérs who
have on this question of the absolute in-
dependence of Parliament lowered the ban-
ner of Liberalism and dragged it In the
dirt. Mr. Langeller's case 1s not an isolat-
ed one, others equally discreditable might
be named. It is even charged now that
there are in the present Parliament a num-
ber of members who have been sitting and
voting with promises of judgeships and
other offices in their pockets. This charge
may not be well founded. It is to be hope;
that it is not. But is It not humiliatifg
to reflect that the conduct of our ers
has been such that a charge like t 8, fo.
volving ineffable disgrace to our party, can
be nsade with an evidently confident expec-
tatlon that it will be believed?

A Sound Principle,

Among the solemn declarations of prin-
ciple made by the National Liberal conven-
tlon at Ottawa in June, 1893, was the fol-
lowing, bearing upon the principle of the
independence of Parliament:

‘““That it is the ancient and undoubted
right of the House of Commons to enquire
into-all matters of public expenditure, and
into all charges of misconduct in office
against Ministers of the Crown, and the
reference gf such mattérs to royal commis-
sions created upon the advice of the accus-
ed Is at variance with the due responsibili-
ty of Ministers to the House of Commons,
and tends to weaken the authority of the
House over the Executive Government,and
this convention affirms that the powers of
the people’s representatives In this regard
should on all fitting oceasions be @pheld.”

This was the declared belief of the Lib-
eral party then. I believe it to be the belief
of all true Liberals still. The making of
such a declaration implied a promise to the
people, which, as a party, we cannot ignore,
much less repudiate, without belng charge-
able with falsehood and dishonor. How
have- our party leaders dealt with that
promise?

Those Sifton Charges.

On June 27, 1899, Sir Hibbert Tupper, in
his place In Parllament, made a series of
distinet charges, 27 in all, alleging ineca-
pacity, misconduct, corruption and malfea-
sance In connection with the management
of the affairs of the Yukon by the Depart-
ment of the Interior. In a number of these
charges Hon. Clifford Sifton, the Minlster
of the Interior, was accused of personal
wrong-dolng of the gravest character,
and all of the charges reflected upon
his  character ‘and 'cdnduct. either
4s a man or as a Minister. I shall not
here dlscuss whether these charges were
true or not. Three Liberal members appear
to have belleved that some of théem at any
rate were true, but this is not the question
T wish to discuss. To us, as Liberals, the
important question is : Did our party ana
its leaders meet and deal with these
charges as a Liberal Government ought.to
have met and dealt with them? Were they

met and dealt with in the wanner which

Wwe, as a party, had declared by a golemnly

made affirmation that such charges should

be,and as we had pledgeq ourseives to deal
with such charges? Did the Liberal leaders
assert ‘‘the ancient and mdoubteq right or

the House of Commons to enquire into . . .

Ministers-of tile Crown?" On the contrary,
the accused Minister, backed by his col-
f lengues, positively refused to grant a judi-
clal ¢cothmission of enquiry, ‘and this; altho
the member who brought the charge offer-
ed to abide by the result of the Investiga-
tion, nvx!’,’l.n the event of His fnnul‘g to
substantiate his charges, to forfeit his rignt
to sit'in Parllament, or to hold any office
in the gifg of the Crown. More, and per-
haps worse than this, notwithstanding the
solemn condemnation of the practice of
referring charges against Ministers “to
foyal commissions created upon the advice
of the accused,”” the Government entrusted
the duty of “Investigating” the charges to’
one of their own officlals, an employe of
the department he was Instructed to In-
vestigate, and a relative by marriage of
the gccused Minister. As if to make -eer-
taln that éven this not ‘unfriendly tvesti-
gator should not be able to ' make any un-
pleasant discoveries, such restrictions and
difficulfles were. imposed upon him and
upon those who might be called upon to
glve evidence that the eomsfnissioner was
compelled to acknowledge in his report that
his investigation was incomplete. Can we,
in the face of these facts, deny that the
leaders of our party, the men for whose
conduct we shall rightly be held responsible
unless we repudiate it, and them, have fal-
sified the pledge given to the people to pro-

| o 38 or a1 miiions

| as there was in that year.” Unfortunately

: 8 In 1806 was too great
under the’ then ‘existing eq Here
ords: “In 1896, when the Liberal

ed, | “8ood cause, to

ure, T ‘doubt if ‘since

Canada became a nation, if since the perlod

‘when; there was. such a need for é
for such a defence as this, the complaint of
extravagant expenditure and our promises
had no reference to the year 1896. 'The re-
solution I have guoted was adopted at Ot-
tawa in 18938. The remarks of Sir Louls
Davies were made In 1803. It was in 1809
that Mr. Mills sald fhat the expenditure
could be cut In two without impairing the
efficiency of the publie service. Mr. Mu-
lock spoke in 1805 and Mr. Paterson. in
1800. It simply is not true that our com-
plaint was because of an expenditure in any
one year. What we desired the electorate
to belleve was that the late Government
were spending several millions more per
year than the necessities of the public
service required, and our promise was that,
it placed In power, we would, to quote the
language of Mr. Charlton, “at once reduce
the public expenditure and effect other
savings to the extent of five million dol
lars per annum without impairing the effi-
clency of the seryice.” Mr. Charlton spoke
in 1803, and it Is reasonable to suppose that
a gentleman of his grasp and abpllity did
not mistake the meaning of the declaration
of the platform, nor misunderstand the prs

mise It was meant to convey.”

The Debt is Increased.

“At the time the Mackenszie Government
went out of power the net debt of the Do-
minion ;was $§140,000,000. When the late
Conservative Government went out of office
It bad risen to $258,497,482. This inerease
we, a8 a party, ondemned, ‘“viewed it
with alarm,” to use the language chosen
by our convention to express our attitude
regarding it. It is uselegk for us to pre-
tend that we did not wish and expect the
electorate to believe that, if entrusted with
the management ‘of public  4ffairs, we
would ‘at least ‘not inerease this debt, al-
ready, as we contended, too large. Such a

pretence would neither decelve others nor
ourselves. *In the pamphlet to which I

have already referred, among a number of
“'Reasons why the Liberal party shounld be
entrusted with the administration of the
Government of Canada” is the following:
“Because the Liberal party again placed

In power will stop the increase of the pub-
lic debt and eommence its reduction as
quickly and as rapidly as possible.”” Yet in
the face of this istinct and solemn pro-
mise the present Government have actual-
ly increased the public debt by not less
than $6,458,000. I take the figures from
the statement of Sir Richard Cartwright.

Can we, as a party, deny that in this mat-
ter of the publie debt and publie expendi-
ture our pledges and promises have been

serve and maintain the e of
Parliament’ N ¢
Promise as to the Debt, . 1
Perhaps the most definite ahd positive
promise made by. our.party to the electo-
rate was that the public debt should be at
any rate Not increased, and t the anhual
cxpenditure of the Dominfon should be
materially reduced. This ‘was a -dlstinet
promise; not something which might be
Inferred, but positively and’definitely made
by the convention-that defined our party
policy, and reasserted over and over again
by‘our leaders. Herg s the promise-as made
by the convention: i
“We' cannot “bisf, view with alarm the
large: increase of' the public debt and of

the mmlw expenditure of the
Dominion, sequent undue texa-
tion of the people under the Governments
that have been continuously in power since
1878, and we demand the strictest economy
in the administration of the govergment of
the country.”

Not to speak of statements made by
other prominent and leading men of the
party, for whose utterances we could hard-
ly escape responsibility, I will give a few
extracts from speeches made in amplifica-
tion of this promise by members of the
present Government prior to the last gen-
eral election

Sir Wilfrid Lauvrier said : *1f we get into
power we will follow the example of Mr.
Mackenzie, and I will say that, altho we
may not be able to bring the expenditure to
what it was under him, we ¢an reduce the
amount two, yes, three, millions of dollars
per year.”

Those Broken Pledges.

Sir Louls Davies thus understood and de-
fined the promise made by the Liberal
party:“ The Liberal party says that sever-
al millions may be lopped off the present
expenditure without imjury to the public
service,” :

Hon. David Mills declared that he had
‘“no doubt that the efficlency of the pub-
lic service ‘might be increased, and the ex-
penditure reduced by almost, ome-half.”

Hon. Willlam Paterson said “We are
taking $6,115,000 more in taxes out of the
people than we-should, and we spend $7,-
571,000 more than we should.”

Sir Richara Cartwright said: “1 say that
it is a disgrace and a shame to the Gov-
ernment that have been entrusted with our
affairs that they come down to us and ask
for an expenditure of $38,000,000 a year
for federal purposes, Sir, the thing is ut-
terly unjustifiable.”

Hon. Willlam Mulock was equally em-
phatic. ‘““There is nothing to warrant this
enormous expenditure of nearly $38,000,000,
except the fact that we are burdened
down with debt, ana with office-holders,
great and small.”

Jump in Expenditure,

The controllable annual expediture during
the last four years of the Conservative
Administration was as follows:

+ve04.$36,814,052

ind a
VER

an average expenditure yearly of $37,870,-
056. During the whole time they were in
office the yearly expenditure averaged $33,-
535,549. This was the expenditure which,
by solemly adopted resolution, we con-
demned, It was to this expenditure that
the language I have quoted -was applied.
How have our promises and the pledges
of our leaders been fulfilled? What we
and they intended the electorate to under-
stand wags that if they placed our party
in power the public expenditure should be
reduced. This was our contract and agree-
ment with them. What has happened? The
controllable annual expenditure under the
present Government has been:

$38,349,759

388,832,525
80 .. 41 903,500
AP0 . .. 48,175,000

an average of $40,585,196 yearly, greater
by $3,195,140 than the average during the
last four years of the Conservative Admin-
Istration, or $7,029,647 more per year than
our oppoments spent on an average during
their 18 years of power. The average total
yearly expgnditure sinece the Liberal Gov-
ernment cAme into power has been $46,-
616,628, a® against a yearly average under
Congervative rule of $42,335,881. That 1s,
Instead of the promised decrease of from
two to five millions, there has been an in-
crease of more than four and a quarter
millions yearly. s
Sir Richard’s Excuse.

.An attempt has been made to make jt
appear that what was objected to as ex-

all charges of miseanduct in office against

»

travagant was the expenditure of $38,132,-

fken; shamefully, disgracefully broken?
And remember that even while admitting
that the public debt has been added to, the
Government, claim that they have been in
recelpt of revenues exceeding those enjoy-
ed by their predecessors by many millions
of dollars. Here again gre Sir Richard
Cartwright's words: *Our gross income
for 1809 will be 46 millions at least,’ as
against 34 milllons In 1895.”" No that
not only have the Government to confess
that they have broken the Darty's pledze
not to increase the public they
have increased It despite the that thay
were In receipt and enjoyment of e us-
ly increased revenues. How can as a
party, hope to ever again enjoy the confi-
dence and respect of the people at large if
we allow our leaders'to thus brazenly hreak
our solemn pledges and promises, without
rebuke at our hands? Is it to ba supposed
that a people so intelligent as ours will not

ider this { d expenditure and
added debt in the light of the charge we
made against our opponents of corruption
and malfeasance? ere is the charge ns
made by the Ottawa convention: “The con-
vention deplores the gross corraption in the
managément and expenditure of publie
moneys which- for years past has exlsted
under the rule of the Cohservative party.”

It All Means Corruption.

Is it to be supposed that an intelligent
and thoughtful people reading such a
charge and then reflecting that our pre-
sent leaders are expending far more pub-
lic money for practically the same public
service will ask themselves the queéstion,
“Were these charges of corruption true?”’
and, if they were, must there not be eithep
greater corruption or almeost unthinkable
mismanagement now? But serious as such
a reflection upon either the truthfulness or
h ty of our leaders is, it is trifling when
compared with th¢ charge, which can ‘nel.
ther be denied nor explained Taway, that
they have dellberately and flagraatly de-
ce!\'qd the public, and broken the solemn:
pledges they gave for the purpose of ob-
taining office and power. Let me again re-
peat, for it camnot be too often or too
strongly Insisted upon, that unless we of
the rank gnd file'of the party clear our-
selves of complicity in thelir criminality
by repudlating our foresworn feaders, we
must be content to be held to be consenting
parties to the shameful deception which

has been practised upon the people of Caa-
ada,

Along with the promise ' that the publie
expenditure should be substantially ye-
duced, and that the public debt should not
be increased, amother pledge was given,
viz., that the burden of taxation shoula
be lightened. The “‘undue taxation of the
people” was what our platform condemned.
“We are the panty of low taxation,” was
the emphatic declaration of Sir Wilfrid
Laurier. Mr, Mills said, “We are asking
for a reduction of taxation.” Sir Richard
Cartwright, ever emphatic, declared,
“These ' villainous eustoms taxes are im-
poverishing and ruining our peovle.” Al
this amounted to a distinet pledge that,
it placed in power, our party would pe-
duce the burden of taxation of the people.
Has this promise been fulfilled?

Sgme Death-Dealing Figures.

During the last three years of Conserva-
tive rule, the total customs and excise du-
tles, l.e,, the taxation of ‘the people, am-
ounted to $81,508,958. During the three
years of Liberal rule, these taxes have
totalled $94,477,179, or an increase of 312,-
878,226, Instead of the promised reduction,
An attempt ‘hag been made to exnlain this
inicrease away by saying that the popula-
tion has increased In the meantime ana
that the increased total receipts from cus-
toms and' exéise are due to this, _Unfortun-
ately for this excuse, it s not borne out
by the Government's own officlal returns
In the trade and navigation peturns, the
percentage of taxation per head of the
population' is figured out, and the figures
show that the taxation per head has in-
creased since the present Government came
into power. More than that. the figures
show that, while under Conservative Tule,
between 1892 and 1806, the taxation, In
proportion to population}had decreased by
$1.12 per head, since the advent of the pre-
sent Government, Instead of the promised
reduction, there has actually been an In-
crease of §$1,16 per head, or $5.80 per fam-
ily. Can we, with any expectation of being
believed, pretend, In the face of these
facts, that our promise to reduce the bur-
den of taxation has been fuitilled, or that
any honest attempt has been made to fui.

e

Pg Confederation, there .was ever a time |

‘convention, . Sle WHfnd Laurler declared:

jobject 1s protéction; ‘ours a tamft for rev-

‘wag the new tarlff from being an attempt

fil it? If Hon. Mr. Paterson, who says
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great now. . ...
& | Not_
A4, :

tem and principle of protection was de-
nounced l-mphﬁﬂn. and we Dpositively
pledged ourseives 1 8. Upon no
the present Go nt, more clear and
emphatic' than on’ At the Ottawa

“The. servile copy, of the American system
bfought dmofigst ‘us by the Conservatives
Is, like its prototype, a fraud And g rob-
bery, and I cail upon you. one and all, to
pronounce 4t once and give your emphatic
59 to thé proposition that we shal
never rest until we have wiped away from
our system that fraud and robbery under
which ,Canadidns suffer.” ' On another oc-
casion, “he sajd: “'I will: not' ba satisied
ungll ‘the last vestige of protection has
been removed from the soil of Canada. Our
great reform i to put away from the sou
of Capadg the last vestige of protection.”
Ouce again, he safd: “Call it protection,
call it feudalism, eall 1t° siaverv, 1 ‘care
not; it is'the same thilig. It aiffers omly
In degree; it is bonddge,” ®ir Richard
Cantwright denounced protection as *‘moth-
lug more nor lesy than a deliberate, legal-
ized and organizéd ' rebbery,” and  ‘“the
very highroad to political slavery first, and
industrial slavery afterwards,” Our pol-
icy, from first to “last,” Sir ul&fhlm} de-
clared, “has been tg destroy the viialnons
system of protection by free trade, a reve.
nge tariff, or Continental free -trade,”
Speaking at -the Ottawa convemtion, Swr
Wiifrid Laurer said: “We will relleve the
people of protection, which 48 a fraud, a
delusion and a robbery;" and agaln, “‘Let
it be well undepstood, then, that from this
moment we have a distinct issué with the
party in power. Their ideal is vrotection;
our ideal is free trade; their Immediate

enve, and for revende only. Upon this 1s
sue we engage in battle/ Im the platformn
of principles adopted at Otfawa are these
words: ‘“We denounce: the prineiple of pro.
tection as radically unsound and unjust to
the of the people.” On that plat-
form, s ip the words of Sir Wifrid Lau-
rier, last quoted, the issue between the
two parties is dedlared to be ‘‘clearly de-
fined,” and our tariff ‘plank ends with this
solemn, definite, clear-cut declaration:*'This
issue we unhesitatingly accept, and pom 1t
‘we awalt, with the fullest confidence, the
verdict of the electors of (apada.” Pages
of the official paipphiet to which I have
referred are filled with argnments in favor
of free' trade, and in opposition to pro-
tection. But I peed mot dwell lfonger upon
this. No Liberal who cares to preserve a
decent reputation for candor and trutn-
fulness will attempt to deny that our
party, when appealing for the support of
the electorate, made a golemn pmuglse
that, iIf entrusted with power, we would
at once abolish the system of protection:
I notlee that the Premier s oredited by
the newspapers with ‘having ‘said, in the
ccurse of a recent address, that he and his
party never promised free ‘trade. I-am
not willing to belleve that he has been
reported with absolute accuracy. fop such
o .statement by him  would. evidence
& recklessness of utterance and'a contempt
for the understanding and inteliigence of
his aundlence such a¢’l wounld- not fike to
believe any public man could be guiity or
and entertafn, 3 ! ¥

Promises hrm to the "'Wind,

No statements’ could’ be piainer: o pro-
mises more explich ‘than our vre-election
ones in this question. Yet, with shame and
humilliatlen, we must confess that they
have beem thrown to the winds. When
the pew Finmance Mipistér made his first
budget speech,” and bronght down hig first
propgsals for fariff  changes, ‘there daid
seem to be somethiig Mke evidence of an
honest intention to'carry out the promises
80 solemnly made; byt that tariff was with-
drawn and another substituted, in which
there was not the faintest evidence of any
intention or desire.to depart from the pro-
tectlve principle which had been the avow-
ed central ldea -of ‘the tariffs of successive
Conservative Ministets 0f Finance. So far

to “put away from the soil of Canada the
last vestige of protection,” as Sir Wilfrid
Laurler had so loudly promised to do, so
far was it from belng an effort to *‘relieve
the people of protection,” that the Hon.
Mr. Tarte felt himself justified in assuring
the protected manufacturers that, “white
the present Government has' found itselr
obliged 'to make many changes fof the
sake of a removal of anomalies. and for
other reasons, it has taken care that
the tariff shall remain sufficiently high to
afford ample protection to Canadian Indus-
tries.” Did any Conservative Minister ever
offer or promise moré since Sir John Maec-
donald, in 1861 first announced his policy
of ‘“‘ample protection to Canadian indus-
tries””? . Mr. Tarte went on: *1 say that
the grand principle of the tariff. as it ek-
ists to-day, will remain unchanged, 'We
stall make slight alterations, as It may
seem to us that they are needed. but the
tariff as a whole will stay as it 1s at pres-
ent.”” I am not quarreling with Mr, Tarte,
or blaming him. Not being a Liberal, h
was not bound by, our promises an¥l pledges,
He had no part in-making them. and his
repudiation of free trade and declaration
of adherence to the principie of protéc-
tlon involves neither treacherv wmor  dis-
honor on his part. But we, who made the
promises and pledges, have to deal with
the fact t Mr, Tarte’s statements have
never been repudlated nor disavowed hy
his Ministeriai |colleagues, the Jeaders of
our party, and we cannot denv that the
Government” and the Liberal party have
thus become responsible for them. Hon,
Mr, Sifton, too, has spoken for his col.
leagues and the party on this subject. Here
are his‘words: “The tariff Is @ question
that is settled, and Is now a dead issge,
because the Liberals have succeeded in
solving this great question, and the tarig
Is one which our opponents, if they get a
chance, would mot change verv 'much.”
What a humiliating, what a contemptible
position are we thus placed in bv our lead-
ers! If we advance in the direction of
free trade, we break the promises which
Messrs. Tarte and Sifton have been per-
mitted, perhaps commissioned, to make; it
we do mot, we will be recreant to ay the
past professions and pledges of our party.

I know that attempts have been made to
make it appear, that the tarig has been
amended in the direction of free trade,
and ‘one Minister, Hon, Willlam Paterson,
has even had the boldness to claim that all
our pledges have been fulfiled to the let-
ter; a statement more indicalive of courage
than honesty, Unfortunately for this con-
tention, the trade and mavigation returns,
which are authoritative, contradict it flat-
ly. These returng show that the percent-
age of duties collected upon goods entered
for home consumption is only 1.58 per cent,
lower than it was when the Iate Govern-
ment was in power, and If a prover allow-
ance were ‘made for American corn, which
appears in the returns as imported free for
home consumption, while a great nart of it
is reshipped abroad, the entire gdecrease
would be less n 1 per cent. When we
come to examine the tarif, in detall, the

let me say that only by repudiating »o%n'

pledge-breaking, leaders and by assisting
to bring them !%g m punishment can
,We, the rank and file of the party, avoid
a gulity pg a/ ; ﬁ”ﬁ‘?m off2ape
against- political decéncy. !
Sir Wilfrid’s Double G!Pe- {
Just before the last general ‘election,
speaking for the party, as he had a right
to do, Sir Wilfrid Laurier made a distinet
statement of policys looking to the secur-
ing of mutual preferentfal trade between
Canada and Great Britain. ‘He- declar
that the time was ripe to obtain tils boon,
that Mr. Chamberlain bad come. to the
conclusion that the time bad arrived when
It was possible for Great Britain to fiye
to the colonles a preference for their pro-
ducts over the products of other natious.
Sir Wiifrid made a solemn promise that if
successful at the then approaching elec-
tions, he ‘would “‘send cominlssioners to
London to arrange for a basis of prefar
entlal trade.” How has this promise beén
kept? ‘Has any honest effort heen nade
to redeem it? Why,:one of the Ministets,
speaking for Mis colleagues;’ has declared
that the very idea thdt such & prefersnce
could be obtained by us is “arrant bngn-
bug.” A preferential advantage has beén
glven the manufacturers of Great Britaln
in our markets, whether wisely or not | I
shall not argue. But this one-sided aprange-
ment is not what Sir Wiltrid. promised to
endeavor to obtain; not what he pledged
himself to ‘isend commissioners. to fon:
don” to arrange for. 'There was no‘materi-
al difference in the declared policies of the
"two parties on this question prior o the
general election. Both leaders professed
to alm at the same thing, and that, the se-
curing for Canadian producers, particulary
Canadian agriculturists, a tariff advantage
In the British markets, as dompared with
their foreign compétitors. There has snpe’
been no change In the attitude of the Con-
servative patty, and' yet our leaders Qlaye
led us into a position of positive hostility
to what both parties favored prior to the
olections, and which our opponents still
favor. They: still stand for preferential
treatment for eur farmers In the British
markets; our leaders declare such a pro-
posal to be “armant humbug.' Speaking,
prior to the election, of the advantagas of
' the arrangement he had promised to “‘send
commlssioners to London’ to negotiate for,
Sir Wiifrid Laurler sald:*“We sell our goods
o England. We. send our wheat, our but-
ter, our cheése, all our matural products,
but: there we have to compete with simifir
products from the United ‘States, :
Busela/ and from other nations. * Just see
what*'a great advantage it would be to
Canada If the wheat, cheess and buttar,
Which we send to Engiand, should be met
in England with a preference over similar
products of other nations. ' The possibilities
are immense.”. Was all this “arrant -
bug”? Can we pretend; and ean we expect
to be belleved if we do pretend, that the
ane-sided preference we have given to Brit-
ish producers in our markets hears evenia
decent resemblance to the mutual prefer-
ence whose advantages were so glowingly
plotured by Sir Wilfrd? The advantages of
the one were declared to be im 8 13
would take a microseope to deteet any ‘ad-
vantage to Canadian farmers in the othur.
What are we to say, as Liberals; 12 we
be .asked, What of your party’s promise
to work for the seciiring of preferentinl
treatment In the British markets? What
answer shall we make it wd be asked cop-
cerning those commissioners who were to
be sent to London? Shallit be said of the
rank and'file of the Liberal party that they
contentedly aliowed thelr leaders to make
of them a party that regards pre-election
pledges as.a joke, and 2 permissible way of
cozening the eledtors? i
Delibérate Deception ag
hibition. . }
There could hardly be a more flagrant
case of dellberate deception than the action
of our present leaders upon the prohihition
plebiscite. - At the comvention of 1893, a
regalution in favor of a prohibitory liquor
law was offered by Mr.F. 8. Spence. Speak-
ing upon this'question and upon what ought
to be the attitude of the Liberal party to-
ward It, Sir Wilfrid took the ground fhat
no definite policy could well or properly be
declared until the Royal Commission, then
investigating the subject, had completsd its
work, and made its report. The convention,
bowever, took the view that the wish of the
people should be ascertained by means pf
4’ plebiscite; and the following resolution
Was passed: i
*“Whereas, public attention is at pres.
ent much directed to a consideration of
the admittedly great evils of intemper
ance, it is desirable that the mind oj
the people should be clearly ascertaine

on the question of grohlbltlm, by means
of a Dominion plebiscite.” i

I do pot think there is a single intellj-
gent man who will think, or an  honest
man who will say, that the plain meaning
of this resolution, the meaning that It whs
intended and expected that the oleotomye
would attach to it, was peither more mor
less than' this: That if the pleblscite
sbould show a clear msjority of the rotes
polled In: faver of prohibition, ‘then e
pledged ourselves to introduce and carcy a
prohibitory liquor law.  As the Teport of
the convention shows, this was the mean-
Ing attached to it by Hon. T. W. Anglin,
who, himself, opposed to Prohibition,
argned against thé adoption of the resolu-
tion because, as he contended, if there
should be a majority for prohibition when
the vote was taken, ‘‘tHe friends of prohibi-
tion would be in a position to ecall upon
the Liberal party to follow up this resolu-
tion logically by assisting in the passage
and enforcement of a prohibitory liquor
law.” As The Globe’s Treport shows, “the
resolution was put and carried, with a
mighty shout of ‘aye’ against a few feubje
‘noes,’ During the campaign which pre-
ceded the last general election our leaders
appealed for, and, as a matter of fact, re-
celved, a large measure of temperance sup-
port on the ground that the Liberal party
were taking a ‘practical step,” the irst
serlous step that is to’ be taken, if pro-
hibition is t6 become law,"to use the words
of Sir Wiifrid Laurier, The vote was taken
at a great direct expense to the country,
and, perhaps, at a much greater expense'ty
those who supported\and opposed  what
both sides were led to believe, and assireqd-
ly 4did believe, to be the initial step toward
the enactment of a prohibitory liguor lw‘v.
The majority thruout the Dominion was
over twelve thousand, yet, instead of car-
rylng out their promise, the Ministry took
refuge behind the plea that it was aeces-
sary that there should be a. majority, pet
of the votes polled, but.of the whole uler-
torate. Worse, still, the Premier was so
lost to shame as to admit that there haa
been a secret (he calls it ‘“‘implied” agree-
ment among the epponents and supporters
of prohibition in the conventfon to this
effect, This statement can only be be-
lleved by those who are prepared to think
that the temperance leaders within the
party, including the p nt Minister of
Agriculture and the Premier of Ontarlp,
were consenting parties to one of the most
despicable pleces of trickery that ever dip-
graced politics. . If any-such agreement was
made, it involved this: that the. temperande

to Pro-

evidence of treachery to past promises be-

Jo of the whol w ite on any pro-
Eo:zni ‘Certalnly the opponents of pro-
| 'hibition tad no !

'by driving them from power and from the

v feal s & thing practic:

impossible, poll\ ‘majority of the
whole _electorate, n}&m temperance
leaders to agree to such a proposition wouald
be to be gullty ofaimost Inconcelvable
treachéry to those who trusted them, for
they could not have helped knowing that
it would be slmply impossible to get a ma-

: edge Of_any such
agreement, else - would mot have taken

did to roll up a vote agalnst prohibition,
when all that was needed was to stay at
home, is not possible to believe that
Hon. G. W. Ross, for example,knew of such
'an ggreement, or wius & party to it, for he .
18 oh vecord as deelaring, when‘once it was
proposed to amend the Canada Temperance
Act, 80 a8 to require a majority vote of the
whole electorate to enact it In any municl-
pality, that such a condition would “take
an unfair advantage of public ‘opinion, tnd
render it alinost impossible for public opin-
lon to be fairly réeorded.: , at lhe-{
general election, Bir Wilfrid Laurier him-
self polled 470 votes less than a majority
of the electorate in his constituency, and
the nine members of the present Ministry,
who - were elected in 18096,  fell . short
of an  actual ajority of the
electorate in - their ridings by - 4170,
Yet 8ir Wilfrid and his colleagues had no.
hesitancy or prickings of comscience about
aceepting their minority of the votes as
an ample evidence of the will of the vlec-
“torate. But, If we assume that Sir Wil
[frid was eandid and truthful when be told
of that “implied” agreement; asguming that
the Liberul témpérance men In the conven-
tlon did—as he, in effect, charges them with
dofug—enter into a comspiracy to humhug
the temperance people, does this make the
position of our léaders any better, or uoes
It lessen In any degree our duty to stamp
with our disapproval men who put forward
as af excuse for being falsé to thelr public’
pledge, the astonishing plea that they had
all along been determined to be false to it,
and that'they had, in fact, conspired with
others to make it safe for.them to be false
to it? ¢
Liberals’ Ugly Record of Promises
Made and Broken. 3
It would be utterly wearisome to review
in ‘detail all the,ugly record of promises
made and broken by the present Govern-
ment. I can only glance at some of those
not already noted. We declaved that the
number of paid Ministers in the Cabinet was
too great under the late Administration. We
have the same number still, and thelr ag-
gregate salaries are $4000 per year greater,
one-half this sum going into the pocket of
the Minister Who recently declared that
every pledge had been kept. We denounced
the expenditure on account of superanuua-
tion, and pledged ourselves to wipe it out;
it was greater by $14,331 in 1809 than it
Was In 1896, We denounced as useless
the creation of the Department of Trade
and Commerce., The “useless’ department
has been continued. We promised to abol-
ish the Senate, or radically change its con-
stitution; by affording that body an oppor-
tunity to save the country from the :onse-
quences of extravagant and corrupt lea:s,
the Government has enabled the Senate {
to demonstrate its usefulness, almost its
Indispensability. We denounced the develop-
,ment of mohopolles, trusts’and combines,
as a consequence of the policy of our op-
ponents; not a single one ‘of those which
were In existence In 1896 has been destroy-
ed or put out of business, while have |
been created and given a foothold in the
country by-the direct action of 1
ernment. We ‘declared that the expendl- |
ture for the administration of justice was

too great, Sir Wilfria umz‘mm
€0 far as to sdy that thousands of |
paid to counsel had been improperly, £-not ]

corruptly, paid; the expenditure of ‘
partment, has been increased by :
We dénotinced the expenditure of $120,
for immigration purposes; we have mork
than doubled this expenditure, increasthg

Ipg of public lands as bonuses to railways:
only by the ‘opposition of the Senate was |
the Government prevented from 'consum-
mating a deal by which twenty-five thous-

lected by the beneficiaries, was to be »iven [

tramway, a transaction so flagrantly “Im-
proper that several Government supportors
refused to vote for it, and it is doubtful |
if anyone would now be willing to defend
it on its merits. We denounced theyranting |
of cash bonuses to rallways, aeclarfig it
to be &' “fruitful soutce of jobbery, pecula. |
tion-and corruption”; we have well-nigh
out-Heroded Herod by the reckiess way in {
which we have granted cash bonusss to
rallways, giving, in ' one instance, for the
same rallway, two millions more than we
had a d our opp for offerhiyg,
and in another, actually granting a bonus
to' a road for which no charter had been
granted, and which was not even projected. |
We condemned all corruption, yet our lead-
ers have made us responsible for the
Crow’s Nest job, by means of which the
directore of the leatling Government organ |
wore permitted to practically grab a quar-
ter of a milllon acres of coal lands, and
the country is saddled with a totally un-
Decessary payment of two millions of dol-
lars, We promised purity of adminigtration; |
the history of the notorious - Drummond |
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‘e trouble and gode to the expense they | Pasty Needs o Be

e Goy- |
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It to $255,000, We condemned the grant |

look and condone the

tlon of principle of which our leaders
been gullty; would not only pe g ge;
ate decislon on our part to make o
and our party pattakers of their
1ga political - decency, but 1t
meanputting ‘& préminm upon faee:
promise-breaking, and treachery to
ciple, and a recognition of these ag
mate weapons of politjcal warfare:
pect from which every decericy-lo
dian must recall ,Wfth;}l

.
: Llhl:::[.en:t L;:derl.
If_the Rl party be what b
it to be, a great force for zzllltw
this Dominlon; if its principles be fo
as we have believed, upon ethy a
nomie truth, we need not fear |
be permanently weakened by
ffom the leadership of men wiho haye
false to all their professions, recpe
all  their pledges,

injze.  n our

nor ' ' better than
keep them in office,

trayed and disgraced us is the
portant present duty to which we
put our hands and d6 with al our
That done we may again look the

the face, for we shall haye vindieateq G

Rarty and proved: sur right to
ourselves the highest earthly tiy
mmen. We' will then be able once n
advocate those political ideals in ‘wh
have believed ' and once more 1o
public to belleve us when we prom
stand by those ideals. This wil) iny
reorganization of the party, it may
jected. Doubtless, but if we wgst'
between reorganization ang

the degradation,’ of being

as a party of pledge-breakers,

by a cabal of plaee-holders,

en’ recreant to every principle
professed, ‘!' do not” think honest:
hesitate 10ng béfore making thiel;
As I have already a0, T am
myselt 4o any”within the L}
who - regard the getting" anq
power and office as. the propér &

“} of all politieal effort. T am tryig

only to those who are and haye
erals because of their sincers’
prinelples of Liberallsm. 1 have
statement which is not fully "
the fcts. If I have spoken
‘because this I a tinie for

and for strong speaking, and m
gret'is that I am not able to
langunage needed to fittingly ok
conduet of men who betrayed s’
and a'gréat cause for the paffry
tlon  of ‘offices ana empty titles.
great body of hqrest Liberals—jg |
jority of our party ‘as 1

say, do not hesitate to ‘de

your duty. It is not the g

to falter &nd hesitate for
quences; thelr part is to
doubting ' that the cox

actlon ‘must be good. Do

eral principles, nor doubt

the party organization am

ers will ‘come t6 carry '

ciplgs and to Htt the et
from the mire 'in  which
treacherous leaders Lﬁ

great ‘and just was'
bmm-lﬂdmml I
the rank.and file only

fuse to wink at or conden

and acres of gold-bearing lands, to be se- | 4
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railway job shows what regard our lead
had for such g promise; y A
One Long Shameful Story. |
But why go farther? The vecord of our
party while it has been in power under its
present leaders is one long, shameful story
of promises unfuifiled and pledges broken; |
ot reckless extravagance; of jobbery und_
corruption; and of utterly disgraceful be-
trayal of every priniciple for which as a
party we have stood. For the purpose of
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securing themselves in office the men who
have been entrusted with positions of lead-
ership have' brought disgrace wupon our

El

and governor,

tor Works, 54 Duke-street, Cifi

party and dishonor upon the name of Lib-
eralism. What then Is our duty to our
party and to ‘our country? Again I repeat
that only by repudiating these leaders, by
dissociating ourselves from them, and by
doing all that may be In our power to pua-
ish them for their fasleness and treachery,

offices which they retain as the price of
their treason to principle, ean we as indi-
viduals and as a party avold sharing their
guilt and participating in their shame. In
no othér way and by no other means short
of this can we hope to regain or retain as
a party the respect and confidenee of a pa-
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VETERINARY,

triotic and decency-loving public. It may
be said that this can only be accomplishen
at the expense of a return to power of our
political opponents; a party opposed to the
political principles in which we believe, I
do not dispute this, nor do I ghrink from
this alternative. Neither do I belleve that
any true man or any man who has an abid-
ing faith in the truth of Liberal prinetpiss
or in the nltimate triumph of truth wiil
shrink from it. We are bound to assume
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that the Conservative party is permeated
and gulded by a genuine bellef in the truth
of its political ideals and in the correct-
ness of its principles. At any rate we can-
not truthfully charge that party or its
leaders with having betrayed or abandoned
its principles to get or retain”office. This
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much we must say in falrness even If we
cannot see eye to eye with them. At the
most, then, the defeat of the present Goy-
ernment would only mean loss of office to
men whose holding of it is a disgrace and a
scandal; it would involye no defeat of the
principles of Liberalism; no rejection of
those principles by the men whose votes
would bring about the Government's oyer-
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