
yet hor). gciitlemon opposite nevor discovered that,

becjiiiso these articloH are abHolutoly necessary to maintain
life in this country, they should be struck from the list of
dutiable j^oods and put on the fiee list. Hon. gentlemen
know ri^ht well that coal oil is as much a necessity of life

in Canadi', as coal, and yet what was their policy with
regard to it? Why, my hon. friend from Stanstead (Mr.
Colby)—I beg to be excused for mentioning him by name

—

aiilod by all the Conservative strength that at that time was
to be found in this House, was two years fighting the battle

to bring down the duty on coal oil to a figure below
150 per cent. The hon. the ox-Finuncc Minister, although
now so anxious about articles which are necessaries of life,

was prepared to maintain then iin odious tax of 150 per
cent, on the article of coal oil, and was onl}' compelled to

tturrondoi' at, discretion when he found ho was being pushed
to the wall and that outsid3 0|)inion overwhelmingly sup-

ported his opponents. Was the duty on coal oil a sectional

tax ? 1 would like to ask the hon. and learned loader

of the Opposition if a tax on coal oil is not as much
a sectional tax as a tax on coal. There is no coal

oil to bo found outside of Ontario. Whatever advan-
tage was enjoyed by the industry, in consequence of the
dutv, inurod to Ontario whore the oil was to be found.

Yet the duty was not called an odious or a sectional tax
because oil was an Ontario product, yet these gentlemen
feel that it is quite right to denounce the tax on coal

found in Nova Scotia as odious and sectional, while, at the
same time, they resisted a fair and legitimate reduction on
coal oil, the duty on which was, as I said before, not only
equally odious but equally sectional, being four times as

great as the duty on coal, as the hon. gentleman knows. I

eay, too, that these gentlemen have never been able to

show, here or elsewhere, any reason why a duty "-hould not

be imposed on coal, the same as upon any other necessary
of life. 1 may mention, as another evidence of our desire to

foster and protect the industi-ies of this country, that between
1867 and 1873, when we found we had more revenue than we
required to maintain the public service in efficiency, weabul-
ished the duties upon tea and coffee ; nnd we did that essential-

ly in the interests of the industries of this country, and with a
view to fostering those industries, because it cheapened the
co•^t of living, and in that way permitted the carrying on of
the industries in a better and easier mode than otherwise
was the case. Well, Sir, in an unhappy hour for the inter-

ests of Canada, gentlemen opposite came into power—not in

virtue of the express oentiment of the country, not in virtue

of a decision of the people at a time when the issues

between the two parties were laid before them—because ia


