
A few yenrii hro tho hon. Kontlonian con-

triliiitpd a vi-ry stronif article to tUe ' North

Aiiii'i-lcnii JU'vli'w ' oil tlif mil>Ji'ct of protec-|

Hull anil fri'c '•nilp, In which bo snlil :
]

In IS78, tho Bi'Mial laxallon of Canada wai
tW.'itl.Ol!*, Ihniigh, an tliera wai a drtlilt to

Ihat year, th<> n>'(cs«arjr tatailon mlgbt be

placed nt I19.000.000. In 1W9 tho actual tax-

iition wai 130.613,522, bclni an Increasa of

tll.r,11,S23.

I.ot lift piii'siio tlio ciJinparlsoii. In ISIMJ

tlip notiiiil tiixiitl-in wn» *2",7.'>».285, In

1002 It wan »4.i.ns't.ll2 ; bclnit an

liuri-ndf of »l.".,<ia»,S'J7. or pon.,ltlerabIy

iiioic tlinn flfly per ooiit of nil Inrn-nse.

What was tin- roiiinu'nt i>f tho lion, ceiitle-

iirin whon he wr"l<' tliH nrtlole on the

melancholy condition of affairs In 1880

:

Comment \» hirJIjr necessary, nor. Indeed,

docs space permit mn to point out the «no.*-

moiis mischters which result In a young and

poor country from Absorbing so large a pro-

portion of the earninKS of the people, la defray-

InR the charges of the federal government, ai

U nnw being taken In Canada.

Well. If no comment was needed then. Is

It nut needed now, upon an Increase In tax-

allon of between $ir.,0OO,(X)O and $10,000,000

In Klx years ? I tfus;. that when the hon.

Keiitleiiian eonies to address the House on

tills oci-asion he will give his views on the

question of taxation, nnd explain wherein

they differ from the views he held nt the

time he wrote this article. I referred to this

same nrtlole last year or the year l>efore,

but my rlKht hon. friend was not good

onouRli to make any allusion to It. In the

S|;c>ecli he then addressed to the House. I

thouRlit I luicht possibly hove been mis-

taken In the identity of the gentleman who

wrote the nrtiele. Althongh It purported to

have been written by one Sir RicUard John

CartwrlRht, It mlglit possibly have been

some other gentleman than my right hon.

friend who oceuples the position of Minister

of Trade nnd Commerce.

There Is another consideration which 1

would like to present to the House. If, as

members of the government claim, the pre-

sent tariff is a revenue tariff, why is the taxa-

tion coutliuicd nt so abnormal a figure ?

Why does the government take from the

people, for example, $1,000,000 more In ex-

cise duties on tobacco and $500,000 more

In customs duties on sugar than would

have been taken under the tariff tiefor*

t80U ? And why does the Minister of Kln-

nDcc retain the duty on breadstuffs which

he regarded us so unjust and oppressive that

while premier of Nova Hcotia he moved the

following roMulutlon with regard to it :

That while It Is aa a rule Inexpedient to

doal with Dominion questions In this House, la

view of the obnoxious character of the duty oa

broadstufts, the House must (Ir-nly protest

against the Imposition of such duties.

And the same view was entertnlned by

the Minister of Trade nnd Commerce who,

referring to Sir Leonard Tllley's surplus in

1882, said :

I asked how It was got. tMOO.OOO was derived

from two of the most odious and oppressl'/e

taxes which w?re ever Imposed In any civilised

country before, under similar circumstances at

least, the taxes on breadstuffs and fuel. If he

really wants to relieve the people, let him re-

move the taxes on breadstiilfs and coal.

My hon. friend the Minister of Trade nnd
Commer..- sits unmoved In his ehalr while

a surplus of $^^,000,000 Is announced In this

House, and forgets the commiseration he

expressed some years ago for tlic o.iditlon

of the people of this (oun..i'y labouring un-

der two of the most odious and oppressive

taxes which were ever imposed In any
civilized country.

Ngi<, Mr. Speaker, the revenues have In-

deed been abundant during the past six

years. There has l>een an Increase of more
than $(50,000,000 over those of the previous

six years, but let my hon. friend the Minister

of Finance bear In mind that if the duties on

tobacco, sugar, coal and breadstuffs had

been removed, the condition of affairs would

be very different If my hon. friend had
the courage to carry out his flnanoial conv

tions, his boasted surplus would not exist

by a good many millions. In making this

point I do not wish to be understood as ad-

vocating the removal of the duties on these

articles, but as merely contrasting the pre-

sent position taken by the Minister of Fin-

ance with the former professions of himself

and colleagues op'' asking them at present

what they havr ly alMUt those promises

nnd professions luade In days (tone by. I

think I am warranted In putting that ques-

tion by the language used by my hon. friend

the Minister of Finance. I hoTe here a state-

ind /
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