
COMMONS DEBATES.
mercial union the total customs and excise of each cou n try
would go into a common fond. Now on the supposition that
this arrangement was talked of that common fund would
have amounted last year to $371,55,456. This arrange-
ment would have however involved a sacrifice of the duties
collected by the United States upon Canadian imports as
well as duties collected by Canada upon United States im-
p orts, amouniting to an rggregate of thirteen million dollars.

lie consolidated fund would be diminisbed by that sum, and
deducting that the total would amount to $358,565,456.
The percentage cost Of collection woild be some-
what reduced on this fund by the taking away
of the interior line of castoms liouses in both
countries. This common fund would be divided on the
basis of population, giving to us one-thirteenth, or we
would lose one-thirteenth of the total loss that resulted from
the los to both countries of the revenue derived by each
from the importatione from the other, and it would leave to
us a share, on this basis of division, after deducting this
813,000,000 fi om the consolidated fond of $27,582,000, or
$595,000 les& than the revenue derived last year from cus-
toms and excise. But if the United States should reduce
their tariff, as they propose to do, to the extent of 840,000,-
000 and we should deduct from that consolidated fond
840,000,000, in addition to the $13,000,000 joint loss of
revenue, we should thon have, as our share of this revenue,
824,500,000. That would be the financial aspect of the case
under commercial union. Now, we must always bear in
mind that our tariff on importations from outside countries
would be somewhat increased. We must also bear in mind
that these two countries are expanding rapidly, that our
expansion would be much more rapid than it is now, so that;
tbe tendency would be to have a largely increased revenue
year by ycar. But if we were limited to the same rate as at
present, we should have $3,675,000 less revenue from cus-
toms and excise taxation under the circumstances ramed
than we have at present. Could we make good tbat
deticiency? We must bear in mind that we would save
the cost of our whole interior line of costoms bouses.
We cruld easily make a large saving in our militia
appiopriations; living on terms of peace with our neigh-
bors, we would not require to prepare so fully for war.
We could make a large saving in expense on public works,
In subsidies, in the cost of the civil service, in the cost of
the franchise. Then, we would ertjoy an increased pros
perity in trade, and the extension of business would
produce a great increase in the traiffle on Government rail-
ways and consequently a lange expansion in their earnings,
enabling then to wipe ont that annual sum which we have
to contribute to make up the defieiency in their expenses,
and probably produce a surplus in their earnings. Under
this proposed arrangement of Mr. Hitt, if we were to nego-
tiate on that basis, I assert that if it were carried into prac.
tice, there would be no revenue difficulty whatever to meet.

Next, I corne to the consideration of tbe question of
unrestrieted reciprocity. This is more difficult. Last
year we had a revenue of $28,117,000. If we should
enter into this arrangement, we would sacrifice the duty on
American importations, amounting to $7,131,000, whic1;
would leave us a revenue of $21,100,000. Well, that is a
considerable sbrinkage. Of course, we have to consider
that the new arrangement would greatly increase our
population, our resources, our trade, and our wealth, and
that the exodus would be stopped.

Mr. WHITE (Henfrew). Would it not increase Our im-
portations from the United States? There would be no
revenie from them.

Mr. CHARLTON. It might increase Our importations
Pkom tihe United States; if it did not, it would be of very
lîttle ue. It would doubl uand treble our importations
a=m tbe uet &tats. The jrofit deed by er hArnrs

from their trade with the United States would be three
times as great as it is now. The ability of our people to pur-
chase would be vastly increased, both from the United States
and from ail foreign nations in the world, and that would
increase our revenue ; there is no doubt of it. Our hon.
friends opposite will insist on looking upon Canada as the
country it is to-day with 5,000,000 inhabitants, increasing
at the rate of 18 per cent. in a decade, instead of Canada
we would b. then, with rapid expanmion, rapid growth,
rapid increase of population, importations and wealth. But
can we make this revenue up? We can. What was our
revenue in 1880? It was $1w,479,000, and we had a deficit
of $1,513,000, making our expenditure in that year
820,022,000. Now, how rapidly did we increase that ex-
penditure from 1880 to the present time ? Ought we to
increase it faster than our population has increased ? I
think not. I think our expenditure to-day sbould bear
that proportion to the exponditure of 1880 that our popula-
tion to-day bears to the population of 1880; and if that pro-
portion had been maintained, our expenditure to-day
would not have been increased more than 20 per cent.,
or $4,000,000, which would have left the revenue from
Customs and Excise last year at $24,022,000 instead of
$28,177,000. Now, can we raise that $24,000,000? Can
we get our expenditure back to that figure ? I think we
can); I know we can ; but to do so there would bave
to be a greater inducement than that which reste on
tho Minister of Finance now, something more than a bare
desire; it would have to be the imperative inducernent of
necessity, and under that pressure the thing could be done.
How could it be done? We could save $200,000 in the cost
of the collection of customs revenuo, because we woid not
need> o many custom bouses as we bave now. We could
abolish such custom houses as that recently established at
Ragersville for the benefit of Mr. Montague. We would save
$100,00 in tho cost of the collection of excise revenues;
we could savo $3.00,000 eofihe expenditure on immigration,
or for the matter of that the whole cost of immigration; we
could save 8500,000 in the cost of militia; in our appropria-
tions for public works, we could save $1,000,000 or 81,500,-
000; we could save on civil service, and superannuation, if
necessary 8250,000 at least; we could arrange our tariff
on sugar so as to take the money we put into the
pockets of the refiners at present and put it into the
revenue, and at the samo time secure to or people their
sugar as chcaply ai they get it now; in that way we could
save po-sibly 81,7 >0,000. Thon, the increased earnings on
Government railways, owing to increased business, would
probably amount to $750,000 a year. And ail these items
would sum up to about $5,000,000. I think we could meet
the expenses under the rigid economy which would ba
necessary; the tbing could be done, and it would be a benefit
to the country. Our expenses to-day are enormously great.
The United States in 1840, with a population of 17,000,-
i00, spent but $24,000,000 a year on the army, the navy, pen.
sions, Indians and miscellaneous appropriations-everything
in connection with the administration of the Government;
and we are told that we cannot get down to the same limit
with a population of 5,000,0000, a population less than on.-
third as great. I do not believe it; I bolieve the thing can
be done, and done easily. Then, other sources of revenue
could be discovered. If necessary we could readjuet the
tariff. There are articles in the tariff on which duties
could be. imposed, if it were necessary to subject the country
to that deprivation. Then, it must always bho borne in
mind that there would be an enormous saving to the cotin.
try in the cost of goods imported, and in enhaneed prices
received for gooda exported, besides prospective gains re-
sulting from large operations in trade.

The next objection is that the Yankees would make our
tariff. WeII, that would be rather humiliating. But they
ortuinly wel mt mak. ti unde il nradm moted eapmeoity
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