. expenditure,
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he and's fut ;Jent.
fixing Ireland's future permal
w,%ep%rt.iongof taxation upon the basis of
fhe ratio between British and Irish
expenditure in the seven preceding

years. .
Basis of the Union Scheme of Tax tion.

gHE PROPORTION NOW MEASURED—IRISH

TEMPORARY CHARGES INCLUDED—BRITISH

DEBT CHARGES LEFT OUT. .

In the Union scheme the taxation to
be paid by Ireland and Great Britain re-

ctively was measured, not by the

roportion between their past taxation,
which might bave offered some guidance
as to their relative capacity ; nor yet by
the proport.ion between their whole past
expenditures, which might have afford-
od = tolerably accurate measure of

robable future liability. It was un-
]}:mtly' measured by & comparison be-
tween & fraction of British expenditure,
the aversge annu -1debt charge of fifteen
millions geing omitted, and the whole

xpenditure imposed .up?nd.lreland (h;zt-]
i seven years, including so muc
:,’,";ﬁff co8t 0¥ the British war with
France as hanpened to be incurred in
Ireland, and the purely temporary charge
of 10 millions for the insurrection and
the sugmentation of military force
whilst the Parliament was oc_cupled in
dealing with the Act of Union. The
omission of the British debt charge from
a calculation made avowedly on a war
footing produced & fallacious proportion.
The Irish proportion, t00, was rendered
higher by striking an average between
the peace and war proportions of past
and, as these related to
very different amounts of money, the
process was inadmissible, and the
consequence of it fagrantly unjust to
Ireland. The debt charge should have
been been included in the calculation
made on the baais of war expenditure,
pecause borrowing is necessitated by
war, and Ireland was to be liable, to the
extent of the proportion for all new debt
created after the Union, as well as for
expenditure met by taxation. Neither
should the debt charge have been omit-
ted from the calculation founded on
peace expenditure, because 1n peace the
debts incurred in time of war must be
redeomed. The pre-union debt charges
were no doubt excluded from the quota
gvstem, but it was only by including
them in fixing the measure of the propo-
sition of past expenditure that the true
measure of contribution in “the accus-
tomed proportion” to future expendi-
tnre, which would include all future
debt, could be reasonably and justly de-
termined.  What Lord Castlereagh com-
pared were not the totals, but parts, and
misleadingly disproportionate parts, of
the past ¢xpenditures of Great Britain
and Ireland.

THE PROPORTION DELUSIVE.

The result was a mere delusion. It
fixed the proportion at 2 for Ireland
to 15 for Great Dritain, or 1to 7%;
but if the debt charges had been
included 8o as to institute a real
comparison, it would have been manifest
that the proportion of past expenditures
was not 1to 74, but 1 to 14, and if Insh
temporary charges for the Insurrection,
and during the period from the insurrec-
tion to the passing of the Act of Union,
Lad been omitted, as they certainly
should have been omitted, in fixing n
ratio of permanent liability, the pro-
portion of 1to 18 would have resulted.
That was the proportion declared to be
just by the peers who opposed the bill,
and it was probably about the true pro-
portion of Irish relative capacity, having
regard to the actunl amount of expendi-
ture nt the period of the Union. The
true proportion for Ireland would neces-
sarily diminish as soon as expenditure
e beyond a certain height, for Irelana’s
income was so limited, and hersurplus
was consequently so small, that when
taxation passed a certain level her capa-
city was cxhausted, and her true propor-
tion became simply nil in respect of any
further inerease of burden.

FUTILE TESTS.

As for the so-called tests of trade and
consumption applied by Lord Castle-
reagh, the figures he used were never sub-
mitted to examination, never supporied
by particulars, and they are not confirm-
ed by any available records. They shed
no light whatever upon the only real
question, the question of relative re-
eonrces, and it is unnecessary to insist
upon the futility of the plea that a total
external trade of 10 millions a year was
any proof that Ireland could fairly be
made liable for an average yearly ex-
penditure of 10 millions. as she was from
1801 to 1817; or that consumption of
certain commodities to the value of §
millions annually (at a time when an
enormous standing army was nuaintained
in the country) could be taken as evi-
dence of ability to pay an average of 5
millions a year, as Ireland was obliged
to do by virtue of the Act of Union,

KO MAXIMUM LIMIT—USE OF THE DEBT TO
ABOLISH THE QUOTA BYSTEM.

The fallacious proportion arrived at
by a process so unfair was not governed
by any provision, such as the case re-
quired, to fix a maximum limit to the
annual taxation of Ireland, a> as t{o
guard her limited surplus against being
abstracted by any grea. increase of ex-
penditure. Under a system so inflexible,
the result was. that as the war continued,
and expenditure rose todouble and treble,
the pre-union charge, Irish taxation,
though forced up from Lord Castlereagh’s
maximum, 23 millions, to an average of
44 millions per annum, so far failed to
defray the quota that 75 millions ster-
ling were borrowed in the 16 years of the
teparate exchequers to make up the
Irigh proportion, and the debt of 114
millions consequently incurred supplied
A lever which was used against the pro-
visions of the Treaty and Acts of Union,
to substitute indiscriminate taxation of
Ireland for contribution by a quota, sub-
Ject to periodical alteration.

QUOTA BYSTEM ABOLISHED WHEN PEACE AND
EXPENDITURE WOULD HAVE BROUHT
RELIEF.

.This substitution was transacted at a
time, when, peace being established the
expenditure of the United Kindom,
which bad reached 120 millions a year,
was about to fall to half that sum. The
amount of the quota would be pro-
portionately diminished. Borrowing was
no longer required ; taxation was pre
fently to be reduced by many millions

“8yenr ; and, in 1820, at the end of four

Years only,Ireland could havedemanded

‘arevision .of ‘the proportion, and would

have been entitled to relief from the
charge for the cst-unfon  debt
on the grounds that her relative
capacity had been  vastly ex-
aggernied 'in  the TUnion quota,
and that both her relative and her abso-
lute capacity had been unfairly strained
by the actual taxation since 1801.

Tnion Provisions as to ithe Pre-Union
Debis,

PROPORTION OF PRE~UNION DEBTS ONLY TO
BEAR UPQON QUOTA.

From the condition of affairs in 1800,
from the words of Lord Castlereagh, and
from the express provisions of the Treaty
and Actsof Union, it is clear that only
the amount remaining of the debt of
each country. incurred before the Union,
was to be reckoned at any time in deter-
mining whether the proportion of the
debts had become such that taxation by
equal rates might be imposed, according
to the terms of the Statute. Peace was
regarded a8 certain; and no doubt was
entertained that the consequent reduc-
tion of expenditure wou'd sei free the
British Income tax (then yieldin
£5.000,000 a vear) tu be applied in rapi
reduction of the British debt. With the
aid of 80 great an annual fund the debt
might easily be reduced by one half be-
fore the time for the first revision of the
taxation scheme, at the end of 20 years.
It would then stand in about the (Pro-
portion of 15 to 2 to the pre-Union debt
of Ireland, and common taxes might be
levied without violation of the Treaty.

LORD CASTLEREAGH’S DECLARATION ON THE
SUBJECT.

Lord Castlereagh declared in the
plainest terms in his speech of 1800 on
the articles of the Treaty, that common
taxation could not take place till the
taxes of Great Britain were reduced by
the amount of 1¢ millione a year. He
had just stated that the debt charge of
Great Britain was 20 millions a year, and
that of Ireland £1,300,000. “Common
taxes,” he went on, “‘are not to take
place till either the past and separate
debts of Loth countries shall be liqul-
dated, or till they shall become to each
other in the proportion of their contri-
butions—that is, in the ratio of 15 to 2.”
Then, contemplating the last-mentioned
event, he added, “before this can take
place” (before the debts could come into
the ratio of 15 to 2) “ the taxes of Great
Britain must be reduced by the amount
of 10 millions & year;” so that it was
only by reduction the event was to be
sccomplished ; only by reduction of the
British debt; and only by such & reduc-
tion as by clearing away one-half of the
British debt charge of 20 miilions per
annum would thereby bring down the
pre-Union British debt of 440 millions to
half that amount, or practically in the
ratio of 16 to 2 to the pre-Union Irish
debt of 28 millions. Of the Irish debit
no reduction was expected, because it
was judged, and said, that the quota,
even on & peace footing, would be more
than encugh to exhaust the revenues of
Ireland.

TROVISIONS OF THE ACT.

The financial article (Article 7} of the
Act of Union, waen read with the atten-
tion which the subject requires, is found
to be as delinite in its meaning as the
langusge of Lord Castlereagh. It pro-
vided that the charge for the pre-Union
debt of each country should continue to
be a separate charge, unless and until
those debts came into the ratio of 15to
2 On the other hand, when_ once, by
the passing of the Act, the United King-
dom came into existence, all money bor-
rowed for its service should constitute
joint debt, and the charge for this debt
sonld be borne as joint expenditure in
the ratio of 15 to 2, unless in any year
the two countries provided sinking funds
on ditlerent scales (which did not hap-
pen ), or unlees (which did happen) one
country raised less than hershare In any
year, by taxes, and, therefore, had to
borrow more than her share, in order to
make up the balance of her yuota. In
this event so much of the debt us fell
within vhe ratioof 15 to 2 wasto be joint
debt, and no part of it was ever to be-
come the subject of a separate charge;
but the amount of debt incurred by
either country in excess of herdueshare
within thelimit of the ratioc wastogoto
separate charge, and was to remain at her
separate charge, even (let it be noted)
after the pre-Cnion debts had arrived at
the prescribed ratio, and the eystem of
common taxation had consequently come
into force. .

This is quite coherent, and certainly
not hard to undemstand. What the
framers of it anticipated, lookimg for-
ward to a time of peace, evidently was
that, in the event of borrowing by the
United Kingdom, Ireland, with her
revenue already fully mortgaged, would
have to borrow more than her fixed pro-

ortion, while Great Britain could use
Eer large resources to bring about amal-
gamation by rapid reduction of her pre-
Union debt. It was expected that reduc-
tion would be so soon accomplished as to
lead to amalgamation before the time
appointed for the first revision of the
quota. Thedesired amalgamation being
deemed secure, without reference to any
but preUnion debts, the promoters of
the Union had no objection to treat debt
arising after the Union as joint debt
within the limit of the ratio; but they
took care to provide that any excese in
Irish borrowing, which, as they antici-
pated, would be the necessary result of
short payments by taxation, should be
borne by Ireland only, and should con-
tinue to be borne by her alone, even
after proportions and quotas had been
abolished, and when common taxes de-
frayed all other expenditur , including
the charge jor both the pre-Union debts.
What came to pass was that Great
Britain, through the renewal and pro-
traction of the war, was not onlv pre
vented from redeeming enough of her

re-Union debt within the first 20 years,

ut was obliged to borrow year by yesr,
g0 heavily, that the way to amaigama-
tien by reduction of the pre-Union debt,
in conformity with the Act. was perman-
ently closed, there being no prospect of
revenue available for the purpose.

Violations of the Debt Provisions,

This unlooked for development led to
a series of contraventions of the express
directions of the Treaty and Acts of
Union. In order that the nature and
scope of these infractions of Treaty ob-
ligations and breaches of the Statute
may be: clearly apprehended, 1t appears
to be expedient ‘to set forth the agree-

ment made, and provision enacted, in

regard to each
comparison wit

articular, and, in direct
what was thus stipu-

lated, to state what was actually done
by the Imperial administrators and in-
terpreters of the law:—

The Treaty stipu-
lated, and the Sta-
tutes enacted as
follows :—

1. All money
raised after the
Union, by loan, for
the service of the
United Kingdom
were to be treated
as & joint debt, save
in two specified ex-
ceptional casmes,
namely :(—In the
event of different
sinking fund pro-
visions by the two
countries, of or bor-
rowing by either in
excess of the fixed
proportion,

2. In either of
these two excepted
cases, & speclfied
part of the debt
was to be kept die-
tinct from all the
rest, and the charge
for snch part to be
separately borne.

3. Such part (but
only such part) of
any loan was to re-
main separate, till
extinguished ; and
it was expressly
provided that, even
in the event of the
establishment  of
common taxes (asa
consequence of the
pre-Union  debts
coming into the
ratio of 15 t02), the
charge for such part
of any loan was
still to beseparately
borne.

4. All debts crea-
ted after the Union
being defined as

joint debt under the-

general rule, or, so
far as the proviso
applied, being
marked as separate
debt, to remain se-
parate till extin-
guished ; it neces-
garily follows that
the ratio of the pre-
Union debts alone
was 10 resolve the
question of abolish-
ing the quota sys-
tem.

5. The charge for
joint debt after the
Union was to be a
part of the juint ex-
penditure of the
United Kingdonm.

6. If the pre-
Union delts came
into the ratio of 15
to 2, then (subject
to certain condi-
tions to be ohserved
Ly Parliament) the
system of contribu-
T
tion by fixed pro-
portions might be
superseded by that
of equal taxes im-
posed on the same
articles.

7. The first Par-
liamentary condi-
tion was, that it
should appear to
Parliament that the
respective circum-
tances of the two
couptries admitted
of their contri-
buting indiscrimi-
nately to the future
expenditure of the
United Kingdom.,

3, The second
Parliamentary con-
dition was, that Par-
liament, on being
satisfied as to the
respective circum-
stances of the
countries, should
declare that all fu-
ture expenditure
(together with the
charges of existing
joint debts) should
be indiscriminately
defrayed.

@

But the following
was the course
adopted, ostenaibly
in pursuance of the
Treaty and Acts of
Union, bul reaily
in opposition to
their express and
absolute direc-
tions :—

1. No money bor-
rowed after the
Union was treated
as joint debt. Loans
for the joint service
of the two coun-
tries were usually
raised in one sum,
but the debt so in-
curred was in each
case divided into
two parts, and one
part charged to the
account of each
country as its sep-
arate debt.

2. As no joint
debt was recog-
nized, this pro-
vision for diatin
guishing in certain
cases, what part of
a debt should be
joint and what part
separate was dis-
regarded.

3. The governing
provision as to the
creation of joint
debt having been
ignored, this de-
pendant provision
was  consequently
inoperative.

No separatedebt,
or debt charge, re-
mained =after the
abolition of the
quota system,

4. The post-Union

debt. instend of
being  constituted
joint debt or, to

the extent of the
excepted case, debt
remainingseparate
till  extinguished,
was all divided in-
to British or Irish
separate debt and
the parts were ad

ded to  the pre-
Union  debts  of
the respective

countries ; so that
all  debt incurred
after the Union
was dealt with as
eeparate  debt  of
either country.

. The charge for
all debt created
after the Union
was divided into
separate chiarges of
meh eonuntry.

6. Thepreseribed
computation  was
never made, The
post-Union  debt
was divided into
separate debte of
each country, con-
trary to the Treaty
and Acts, and was
added to the pre-
Union debt of each
country ; thetotals
thus made up were
compared, and, sev-
cral yenrs after the
time when those
totals were held to
have arrived at the
ratio of 15 to 2,the
proportional sys-
tem of contribu-
tion was discon-
tinued, and the
system of commeon
taxes was estab-
lished.

7.Parliament
made no enquiry
into the respective
circumstances, an:
no declaraticn on
the subject. Reso-
lutions were passed
by the House of
Commons alone,
and they were not
in conformity with
the Act of Union,
nor was it posgible
that they could be
80, because the di-
rections of the Act
as to both pre-
Unjion and post-
Union debts had
been totally et
agide.

8. Parliament
never made this de-
claration. The Act
of 1816 (56 Geo. 3,
¢. Y8) authorized
no change in the
system of taxes by
which revenue was
raised. It only di-
rected that all re-
venues of Great
Britain and Ireland
gliould be paid into
one general fund,
out of which all
charges of the Uni-
ted Kingdom were
o be defrayed.

By omission, or by commission, the
covenants of the Treaty of Union, one
and all, concerning both past and future
debts, were broken, If they had all been
duly observed, the observance of them
would not have cast upon Grest Britain

any charge beyond the amount deter
mine by the rativ as her share The
root of the far reaching series of illegal-
ities was in the breach of the covenant
concerning joint debt after the Union.
If the course prescribed had been adopt-
ed, by treating as joint debt the whole
of the British borrowing, together
with 8o much of the Irish borrowing as
bore to it the proportion nf 2 t0 15; and
if the excess balance vt Irish borrowing
had been made separate b bt of Ireland,
the charge upon Grest B.itain and Ire-
land respectively for debt ineureed after
the Union, would no doubit n.ve heen
the same as it actually was under the
svstem unwarrantably adopted.

INVALIDITY OF THE DISCONTINUANCE OF
THE PROPORTIONAL SYBTEM.

The Select Committee of 1812 en-
deavoured, upon this plea, to excuse
wbat had been done, but the most ma-
terial question had nnt arisen in 1812,
nor did it arise until 1516. The separate
debts unwarrantably created since the
Union by division of joint debt. were
then added to the debt of each country
incurred before the Union, and it was
held that by this unauthorised process,
the condition of the Treaty of Union aae
to the ratio of debt reguired to legalise
common taxes was fultilled. The pro-
portional eystem was therenpon discon-
tinued. The right of pericdical revision
was thenceforth ignored. Ireland has
since then been held bound to submit to
the system of equal taxes. Butif the
bulk of the debt contracted after the
Union had been duly treated as joint
debt, in compliance with the covenant
of the treaty ; if, as the treaty required,
the pre-Union debts aline had bein
reckoned in computing tie ratio of debts
with a view to amalgamation of taxes;
then it could not have been suggeated
that Ireland should be indiseniminately
taxed, or that her right «f periodical re
vision coyld be taken away. The re-
gpective debts at the time of the Union
were H6 millions and 28 millions. The
respective amounts of debt redeemed in
the sixteen years were 52 millions and
97 millions. The balances of pre-Unjon
debt remaining in 1816, were therelore
12¢+ millions of British debt and one
million of Irish. The ratio of these
balances was far remote from that of 15
to 2, nnd consequently the substitution
of common taxes for proportional eontri-
hutien, and the suppression o Ireland’s
Treaty right to revision of the quota at
specitied periods, were unconstitutionnl
and illegal, and, jndged by the Treaty
and Acte of Union, they were and they
remain invalid. It was by such unwar
rantable means that the syetem of re-
vieion, proclaimed in 12w to be anin-
valuable and ali-sotlicient protection to
Ireland, was got rid of hetore it eauld be
once applied. “lreland,” said  Lard
Castlerengh in 1800, has by these
menns {the revision at given peiiods)
the utmest possible sccurity that she
cannot be taxed beyond the meusure of
her comparative nbility.” But. ut the
approach of the tirgt ocension when thie
“utmest possible seearicy’ might have
been put to the test. the security iiself
was abolished.

'That the discontinuance -f thie prapor-
tional system of taxatiom should have

been made to depend, net cu enuality
hetween the taxuble capacity of the two
countrieg, but on the ratlo vxisting bes
tween their debts, withiot any regand 1o
the proportion between thelr taxable
capacities, s pechaps thie mest cecentrie
feature of the Union sclienre of tinancee.
“ If neither kingdam,” «iiid Lord Castie-
reagl {speakimg on the Bill v Union .
“had any separate debts, or it therr
debts were Tn proportion to theirahility,
then the entire expenliture would be
made common.”  So that i1 there had
bheen no debls in 1800 the promuters of
the Union would have taken it as amat-
ter of course, though the fact was notori-
ously the contrary, that the reiative
capreity of Great Britain and Ireland
were the game, and that common taxes
might be impored. As debts existed,
however, the relative eapacity of the
countries should be mess red. Being
meugitred, in the peenliar mode else-
where described, it was found to difler
from the proportion existing between
the debts. Hence the fixed rutio of 15
to 2 wae instituted for general expendi-
ture. But when it was held that the
debts of the two countries had come
into the same ratio as the general tax-
able capacity of the countries, then the
quota was forthwith to be abolished, nl-
though the fact that it had now become
the proportion of debt charge as well as
of all other expenditure, 8o far from
being an intelligible cause for abolish-
ing the proportional system, was an ad-
ditional reason and the conclusive and
finul one, for continuing it in operation,

Had there been n revision, as pro-
vided, in 1820, it would have heen im-
possible, in reviewing the proportion, to
avoid reparding the unprecedented
amount of expenditure to which the
roportion had been applied It would
Eave been necessary to set Ireland free
from the debt charged againet her since
the Union, and to fix a maximum an-
nual sum gs the limit of her future con-
tribution. The proportion of 2 to 15
wag very excessive, no matter how
moderate the expenditure to which it

had relation, but when it came to
be applied to an outlay (reble
as great, on the Average, as had

to be defrayed even in theseven years of
war and insurrection before the Union, it
imposed upon Ireland a crushing burden
of taxation, and rendered the ndditional
charge for debt absurd.

Extraordinary war taxes were levied
in Great Britain, and they are sometimes
referred to as if to indicate that Great
Britain was more heavily taxed than
Ireland. But the Select Committee of
1815 found that the permanent taxation
of Ireland had increased sin¢e the Union,
in the ratio of 23 to 10, whilst the per-
manent taxation of Great Britain, includ-
ing these extraordinary war taxes, had
increased in the same time in the ratio
of no more than 21} to 10. The Select
Committee of 1811 hnd reported heavy
falls in Irish revenue in several periods
gince the Union, caused by a great dim-
inution in the yield of Customs and
Excise, concurrently with the doubling
and trebling of the most important rates
of duty. Under opne head, they observed
that the yield had gone down to one-fifth
of what its amount nad been two years
before at & lower rate. '

Sir Edward Hamilton thinks the in-
ference to be fairly drawn from thesze
facts is that the increase of taxes must

bave trenched so seriously on the means

"
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Peop’: find just the help they s0 much
need, in Hood's Sarsaparilla., It fur
nish=s the desired strength by purl-
fying, vitalizing and enriching the
blood, and thus builds up the nerves,
tones the stomach and regulates the
whole system. Read this:

“I want to praise Hood'’s Sarsaparills,
My health run down, and I had the grip.
After that, my heart and nervous system
were badly afected, so that I could not do
my own work. Qur physician gave me
some help, but did not cure. Idecided

to try Hood’s Sarsaparilla. Soon I could
doall my own housework. I have taken

Cured

Hood's Pills with Hood’'s Sarsaparilis,
and they have done me much good. I
will not be without them. Ihavetaken 18
bottlesof Hood’s Barsaparilla,and through
the blessing of God, it has cured mo.
I worked as hard as ever the past sum-
mer, and I am thankful to say I am
well. Hoo2's Pills when taken with
Hood’s Sarsaparilla help very much.”
MRs. M. M. MESSENGER, Freehold, Penu.

This and many other cures prove that

Hood's

Sarsaparilla

18 the One True Blood Purifier. Al druggists. §1.
Prepared only oy . | Hood & Co., Lowel], Mase,

Hood’s Pills

act easily, promptly and
efectively. 325 cants.

of sabeigtence of the Irish people as to
obliped them to abandon, in a great de-
gree, taxed articles, of common con-
sumption  He quoten M'Culloch, whom
he repards us a eonsiderable ceonemice
antherity ; and M'Calloch’s judgment on
the taxation of Ireland in the period of
the separite exchequers in thnt it affords
avery striking instance of the impatency
of taxtion to produce revenue when
earried heyond g certadn extent. M'Cul-
loch came to the conelusion that certain
additivnal taxes imposed in Trelamd be-
tween 1807 and 181 onght to have pro-
duced about 82 millions, but hie abserves
that & comparison of the receipty of 1807
with those of 1817 showed the taxes in
question had proved entively unproduoe-

tive. Sir Edward Hamilton, whilst he
observes that he cannot idewtily the
igures on which this conclusion s

founded, does not think there i much
douit that the taxes did not prodoce
anything lke what they were experted
to praduce. ¢ They were expected to
produce” Sir Edward Hamilton wlds,
“aceording  to the statement of the
Chancellor of the Exchequer of that day.,
abont 24 millions altogether ool Tthink
that the outside sum they produced was
a mition and a halt”

The opinion of =ir Fdward Hamilten
himsedd in that the mass of the lrish
people were tased o that period as
neavily as they ennld hear, and the enly
reasott why e dors ot say that * the
lagt straw " waos Judd on Jreland is bee
cause there was no o Irish incane tax in
the period under review, e thinks
that if this tax had been Dposed it

might b vie bronght in,at the elose of
the wair, about twothirds of o million.
sut. Lord Clare, the Irish Lord Chan

cellor, the ablest sapperter of the Pnion
gald, in n speect in the Trish Houseof
Lords, in 18t when the burden of Trish
Chnstoms and exeiee was mnch less than
half what it had brecome before the close
of the war, that if reconrse were hd to
aland tax, or anincome tax. or both,
the apprehended deficit wonld only be
increaged, © for either tax wonld inevita-
bly diminish in a great proportion your
customs and excire,” It muay heohsery-
ed that Lord Clare, who, like Lord
Castlereagly, had aceess to every souree
of vflicial infermation, was in practical
agreement with the Seeretary as to what
the resourees of the country could atlord.
Lord Castlereagh did not think it possi-
ble that s yield of 2! milliona could be
maintained, but supposed thai the re
vennes mipht produce a permanent sum
of £2.500000 5 while Lord lare said—
1 consider it a sanguine ealculation
that the produce of our revenues is to
continue at 24 millicus.

But when revenue was forced up, by
incessant increases in the rates of tnxes
imposed on the consumption of the peo-
ple, from two and a hall millions to
three, to four, to five, eventually to six
millions per annum, it is eary to under
stand thal the taxes genernlly must hnve
reached the point when increases of
rates did something more than fail to
yield a return—when it actually ciused
aloss. It isnlen easy to realizethata
proportion which made Ireland linble
tor more than double the annual ammount
extrncted, even by this taxation, was
out of all possible relation tu her means,
amnd that the debt charged upon her, in
addition to such oppressive taxes, was
wholly an inadmissable burden.

The Select Committee f 1864 had it
proved to them by Mr. Chisholm, chiel
elerk of the Exchequer,” that all the ip-
creases in the rates of taxes in Ireland,
during the sixteen years of the separate
exchequers, which were cstimated to
yield 54 millions of revenue, yielded only
95 millions, little more than ane-third,
whilst the increases in Great Britain
during the sume period wire estimated
to yield 286 millions, and actually did
produce 351 millions, one-fourth more
than had been anticipated. Such a
contrast is cogent evidence aAs to rela-
tive capacity at that time. When
British revenue could yield with such
ense and buoyancy, in the sixteen
vears of the separate exchequers, near-
ly three-fourths of the whole British
linbility, or 927 millions out of 1,300.
there can be no doubt that the 78

millions raised with so much difficulty
and hardship in Ireland were a heavier
charge upon her slender meansthanthe
whole British liability of 1300 nhillions
would bave been on the varied and ex-
panding resources of Great Britain.

It is snid that the hardship to Ireland
was caused by the expense of a costly
and protracted war It was caused by
applying a proportion, extensive in itself,
and unjustly founded npon inadmissible
data, to the cost of that great war. It is
true that the duration and cost of the
war was not foreseen, but this, is not a
good defence to make for the harsh treat-
ment of Ireland. When it became aj pa-
rent, us it did soon ajter the Union, that
the burden upon Ireland was excessive
and far heyond her utmost means, the
Imperial Parlinment, instead of waiting
80 many years, and then making Ireland
liable to indiscriminate taxation in dis-
regard to the Treaty of Unien, should
hiave interposed at once, and tixed the
contribution of Ireland necording to the
real measnre of her relalive cmacity,
having regard to the amount of expendi-
ture required.

UNEQUALTAXATION AGGRAVATED BY  EQUAT,
RATES OF TAXFS"

_Whatever might have been the finan-
cial coneequences to Ireland to continu-
ing the application of the quota system
during the last =0 yeara, with 0 possible
revision at the end of every seven years,
and with clearer guidance and better
standards available as time went on, it
18 manitest that the adoption of the
systamn of * equal taxes on the same
articles in each country,” =o far as re-
lieving Ireland of any part of the exces-
sive burden impossed upon her by the
quota, during the first 16 years ol the
century, has, on the contrary. continual-
Ly added to that inequitabile burden.

The Poliey of Reminwbon of Tuxes.
REMISSION OF TAXES—HOW APPLIED,

It has already been pointed out that
the ample yield, far exceeding the esti-
muates of oflicial experts, returned by
increases of British taxation during the
French war, contrasted with the aloost
total failure of some inereasesin Ireland,
and the absolute failure ol others, to
provide any inerement of revenue, de-
monstrated beyond question that the
taxation of that period waa easily borne
in Great Britnin, and severely felt in Ire-
Ilaud, Yet, when, in 816, on the res-
toration of peace, expenditure was dim-
inished, for the next 30 yenra, by an
average of sonte 3tmillions n year ; and
great reductions in taxation were colive-
quently effeceted, the remissions by which
these reductions eame into operntion
were granted, in the nmin, to Great
Britain, amd not to Treland, repardless
of the fact thut Great Britain had proved
well able to bear the tuxes at their mnx-
i, whilst Drelnnd had broken down
in the eflort, and was obliged to suller
actual privation,

[Voneluded on sixth page. |

thinness

The dizeases of thinness
are scrofula in children,
consumption in  grown
people, poverty of blood in
either. They thrive on
leanness. Fat is the best
means of overcoming them.
Everyhody knows cod-liver
oil malkes the healthiest fat,

In Scott’s Emulsion of
cod-liver o1l the taste 1s
hidden, the oil is digested,
it is ready to make fat.

When you ask for Scott’s Emulgion and

Somanefored '-‘fr:.é?l': e e gz

ure of the man and flsh on It - you can

trust that man!
80 cents and $1.00

Scorr & Bownws, Chemists, Bellsville, Oat,

Sadlier’s:

Perfected
Sanctuary Oil.
The Original ! The Cheapest !
The Best!

The only pure 8 day oil in the market, It gives
constant light, without rmoke, without waste,

The Wonderfal 8 Day Taver
Surns 8 dayswith Suilier’s Perfected Sanetuary Oil

Tupers for ane year, - - - Wie
Ring for Gluss, - - - Jie
8. Pos OilaperJar, - - - die

. *toper eon, - - 605

Red Giluss, - - - e

Parafline Wax Candles, Moulded Bees Wax Cane
dles, Wax Souches  Unblenched, Wax  Tapers,
Stearic Wax Cnnpdles, (iax Lighter and Extin.
guizher, Floots, ete,

Flouts for Sanctunry Lump, = Thedos
Milton Fluats, - - - $lw

Incense for Churches,

Extra Fine, - - - %1 00 per box,

Tneense No. 2, - -~ The 0"

Ineense No, 3, - - e

Artificia' Charcoal

Box containing 5 tablets, - - HKe.

Lurge Wooden Box. Incenged, - $2.0,
Celluloid Roman Collars and C uffs.

price 25¢ each.

Collure, rizes 14 to 174, - .
- 80c per pair,

Cuffs, sizes W, 9} and 10, -

D. & J. SADLIER & CO.,
Catholic Publishera, Rooksellers, and Stationers,
Church Ornaments Vestments, Statuary and
Religious Articles.

1669 Notre¢ Dame m..!ns

Montrenl.

Charch S8t
Toronteo.

COLLEGE NOTRE DAME.
COTE-DES-NEIGES, MONTREAL, CAN.

'Phis Tnstitation. directed by the religinus of the
Holy Cross, occupies one of Lhe moat beautiful and
snlubrious sites in Canadn. Tt gives a Christinn
educntion to boys between the ames of & and 12
venrs. ‘'They receive nll the enre and attentionte
which they are accustomned in . their respective
families, and prepare for the clagsical or commer
cinl course. French rnd English ingunges nre
taught with equai enre. Boys received for vacn-
tion. L. GEOFFRION,C.S.C., PRES. -18

A Wholesome Tonie
Horsford’s Acid Phosphate

. Strengthens the brain and nerves.

BOURGET COLLEGE, RIGAUD, P.G

(Near the Ottawa River.)
CLASSICAL. ENGLISH, COMMERCIAL AND PRE.
PARAYORY COURSE.

COYPLETE ENGLISH COMMERCIAL COURSE, .

Board, Tuitien,Bed and Washing onlv $120 » vear.
Shorthand, Type-Writing, Telegraphy and Music; .
Diplomas awarded. " Studies will te resumed on
Rent. 2nd. Communications by rail and water, "

For. oruspectus and -information, address to REV, .
J. CHARLEBOIS, C.S.Y , l"_relllh_nl. ] 52-4 -

e




