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that we should also educate those people
shipping fromn the other side of the water,
from whom we import our goods which carry
the preferential rebate, that whlen they are
looking out for ports to wbicli to ship their
goods, they w-ll seeli to ship themn to a
Canadian port.

With regard to the amount of goods w-bld
corne into this country under the preferen-
tial tariff, 1 nilgît say that we lad from
the Minister of Customs this year a state-
ment as to their value. Âccording to that
statement, during -the fiscal year 1902-3,
there came direct to Canadian ports from
the United Kingdom, $46,271,934 w-ortl of
goods, anid for the fiscal year of 1903-4, $49,-
275,031 wortb, show-ing a gratifying increase
1 arn g]ad to say, and sbow-ing that the
amouat of -these goods being imported into
Canada through Our own Canadian ports is
increasing. From the United States ports,
on the other band, during 1902-3, we li-
ported $12,796,7î2 wortli of goods, and dur-
ing 1903-4, $12,685,878 wortb. It appears
to me, therefore, that these amounts w-hici
w-e import through American ports are flot
sc. excessively large, and tbnt, as far as
the business is coucerned, we shouId flot be
interferiug very mnucli witb the present
condition 0f things if we Would apply the
preferential rebate only on those goods
wbich are imported through Canadian ports.
I may sny that if there w-as any disad-
vautage w-hicb importers in the province of
Quebec or the province«0 Ontario or in the
Northwvest w-ould suifer f rom the adoption
of this policy-if they were put to, any ex-
pense or indeed to any very great incon-
venience by that policy, those of us w-bo
are interested more especially ln Canadian
ports miglit be a littlýe backw-ard ln urging
its adoption on the .government. But s0
far as freighit rates are concerned, w-bat is
the fnct? Our importers can import their
goods through Canadian ports, w-hether ln
winter or summer, at cheaper rates than
they can tbrough United States ports. As
a inatter of fact, the freight rates from St.
Johni-and 1 presumne the Halifax rates
would be the samne over the Intercolonial
Railwa3- or very close to them-the freight
rates from St. John. Portland and Bostont
say to Toronto, are the same, -whiie frorrn
New York-througb which 1 arn given to
understand a good deal of our retail goods
are imported-tbe rates are consideribly
higlier flan froni any of our eastern mari-
time ports. I bave the rates bere for
ail the classes of goods whicb are Imporfed.
On class No. 1, the rates from our maritime
ports are 86i cents per hundred pouads.
Fromn New York, on the samne class of goods,
the freiglit rates are 57 cents per hundred
pounds. On class No. 2, the frelght rates
fromn our Canadian maritime ports are 32
cents per lundred pounds and from New
York 49 cents. Class No. 3, the rates are
27 cents from Canadian maritime ports as
opposed to 39 cents f rom New York. On

class No. 4, they are 23 cents as compared
with 27 cents from New York. On ciass
No. 5, tley are 18J cents as compared with
22 cents ; and on class No. 6, fbey are 17J
cents as compared witb 19 cents. So that
in every one of these classes the advantage
il, freigait rates is with our Canadian ports.
Is there any ofler disadvantage under whlch
importers would labour. by being compelled,
if tbey wisbed to get the benefit of the pre-
ferential rebate, te use our owp Canadian
ports. 1 know of noue at present. I be-
lieve tbat importers w-ouid be served just
as thoroughly, quickiy, easily and satisfac-
torily from our own Canadian ports as
they are at present when importing througb
the port of New York. 1 arn aware that
business men, luke others, get into a cer-
tain routine lu doing their business ; but
if there w-ere some inducement such as tbe
one I suggesf, and whicb both the Finance
Mînister and the First Minister spoke lu
favour of, then I wcuid like to know if
there can possibly be any reason whatever
why such a scheme shouid not be adopted.
With regard to the rapid supply of goods
through Canadian ports as compared w-ith,
say, New York, 1 would like to refer to the
letter w-hidi w-as read by the bon. member
for Cumberland (M'ýr. Logan) when speaking
on thus point last year. This is a letter
from the Allans, of the Mllan Steamsbip U-ne
of Montreal, and îs to be found at page
5077 of ' Hansard' of 1904. It says in part:

I may mention, so far as our Liverpool
steamners are concerned, that we are uow ln a
Position to deaiver traffie to Canadian bouses
as rapiddy by our route as can be done by auy
United States port.

If tint is true, I would ask lion. mem-
bers, nnd especially the -members of tbe
goverumeut, w-bat objections there can be
for adoptlng tbe Idea upon whii the mo-
t'On 0f tbe bion. member for Cumberland
w-as based and which wns approved by
this House ? Wbat objection can there be
f0 embodying this ln tie legisiation of this
country ? I do not 'wish to argue the mat-
ter et leugtb. I do not tbink tbere is
r'ehly any neceseity for it. Given the fact
tiat there is as good accommodation to
be obtained in our own ports as la otbers;,
given tbe fact tbat the expeuse not only is
uo greater, but act'ually Is less f0? tbese
imports iu the interior of our country by.
using our ow-n ports than -by using otiers..
1 ask w-bat reason can b3 p3ssibly given,
w-by sucb a change as I now bring to tie
notice of the 'Minister of Finance should
not be embodied lu the law of tbe land ?
I hope thnt the minister wl take IntO,
considerion the suggestion I make. I.
cen imagine fiat in the multipliclty of
tbe tliings tint bave been brouglit -f0 hi&
attention, bie may .not bave heppened to
give fis due cousideration. But, taklng the
stafement hie made in tuis House last June,


