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bere he must pay 5} to 6 cents. In England the retail
price-of white suzar is 2d, or 4 cents, while here he must
pay 6% conts 107 eents, or an average of 2§ conts more
thar 1 ~Engtatd;,” making on the 200,000,000 Ibs. of
sugar consumed in this country a loss of $5.500,000 to the
consumer, -er, -deducting the duty of $3,200,008, a tax
of $2.300 000" goes to the refiner. ~The immigrant is
puzz'ed to know why he cannot get his sugar at 3 cents or
4 cents;and-he-will be told the—Government tax for Tas-
toms i8 1§ cents per pound, making brown sugar 1} cents
dearer, and white sugar 14 cents dearer. That makes
the -price of: yellow %cems, and of the white 53 cents.
adding theduty to the English price. Where does the rest go?
It is farmed ont . like the taxes in Turkey ; it goes into
second hands whose share is 14 cents ; or, on the quantity
consumed, $2,250,000.- -There is another feature of this new
tariff. __In the proposed-tariff,-we say-15-per-cont. may be
broughhjs in by the refiners over No. 14. and may be entered
by the polariscopic fest. = At a tert of 92, that would be &
duty of $1.93 per 100 1bs. ; 15 per cent of the entire consurap-
tion is -equal to 30,000,000 1bs., and at the rate of $1.73
per: 100 1bs.  that: would give $519,000. The rate on
similar sagar to-other importers is 35 per cent.and 1% cents
per pound, making a cost of 3} per cent., or equal to $2.73
per 100 lbs,; amounting to $819,000, This, therefore. gives
1 cent moredaty to-be paid by the importer than by the
refiner, or an: incresse of $300,000. If we eompare
the enormoms . protection given to sugar, as ocom-
pared to the protection given to other things, in
which labor.is more employed, we will find that the refin-
ing industry is protectod beyond all reason. Take the
case of "locomotives built at Kingston, the constituency I
have the honor to represent. A locomotive costs on an
average $7,500 ; the duty imposed is about $750 or that
much protection, The labor in getting out a locomotive is
50 per cent. of the outturn, or 83,750 in value, so that this
lator valoe of §3,750 has a protection of $750 or 20 per cent.
Tl o ¢ret of a Jocomotive in the United States now is 86,000,
and the daty is 26 per cent., or $1,500, Compare this with
the protcotion: given to sugar, at 6 cents & pound, it would
toke 125,000 lbs, of sugar to equal $7%500, the price of &
loenmotive, The duty on that at $1.60, which is a little
higher than the Department expeocts to get —but I will give
them the full benefit of the tariff and it may be produced at
that, if properly tested-—would be $2,000. The duty on the
same quantity of American sugar at 4 cents wonld be $5,000,
or, at” the cxact rate of $3.96, the actual duty woald be
$4,950, Now the labor employed in the refining of sugar
is mnot ‘more than 10 per cent. of the ountput; that is,
8750 on an output of 87,600. This gives a protection
to labor in the sugar refineries of 400 per cent, or twenty
times that given to labor in loeomotive works. Our
locomotive works have been closed mup for the last two
years, lying idle, at Kingston, but they have resumed
work very recently t
capacity, and this may be said in their favor, that, besides
employing so large a percentage of labor, they furnith
a school in which young men will learn the highest
mechanics, and after, four years apprenticeship will
go out and be able to earn high wages. I cannot under-
stand, therefore, why the-Government should not protect
such works, if they are to carry out their policy of protee-
tion, more especially as this is an article which can well
stand the tax, while the other article is an srticle of con-
sumption which shonld Bot be taxel.

On resolution 5, expert daty on logs:

Mr. MoLELAN. I propose to amend this. by striking
out after “spruce logs, $." and inserting ‘‘$1 per thou-
sand fest,” boing the same duty as at prosent. In pire logs,
I piojo e tostrike-out the figure “ §3” and insert “ §2.” And
1 propose to amend the proviso that the Government may,
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by an Order in Council, at any time, increase the daty or
strike it off. This ia to enable us to meet ciroumstances
that may arise in our relations with other countries in
this connection,

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. I thiok the hon. gentle’
man has probably done wisely under all the circumstances
in abandoning the proposition to inorease the duty to $3 &
thousand on pine logs, and I have no objection to offer to
his suggestion for reducing that, but I doubt very much the
propriety of the Government retaining in their hands the
power, without the conseunt of this House, to increase the
duties. ‘That appears to me a very objectionable proposition,
and against that T must protest. No doubt the hon. gentle-
man, like many other hon. gentlemen in this House, has
received very strong remonstrances from the trade aud those
concerned in it as to the effect of his proposed legislation,
whioh I took ocoasion to tell him at the time was dangerous;
and Iam glad to see that the Government have on second
thoughts, wisely I think, abandouned thefr proposition in
Parliament. I trust they will be still wiser, and abandon
their proposition in {)art to keep in their hands the some-
what unconstitutional and certainly unusual power of in-
creasing the export tax on these articles. That, if done at all,
should be done, I contend, by consent of Parliament, aud is
not a fit and proper thing to depute to the Execative.

Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Waell, but, Mr, Speaker,
the proposition as laid before the House originally was that
the duty on pine logs should be $3, and the House would no
doubt have sanctioned that. For reasons which the hon,
gentleman no doubt quite appreciated, the policy of the
Government is, on second thoughts, as the hon. gentleman
says, to make it $2. The $2 per thousand duty on pine
logs is not at all a protection against our forests being swept
away and the logs geiug ocarried off from our own mills
another country, There is a possibility of restriotive legis-
lation elsewhere in this regard, and it is well to leave us
the power the House would have given us originally tolevy
the tax.

Sir RICHARD CARTWRIGHT. Bat the House hssnot
given the power. The hon, gentleman proposes to take it.

Mr. CHARLTON. I am very much gratified that the
Government have seen fit to reduce the export duty to 82
er thomsand, a sum equivalent to the American import
guty upon lumber. I do not think the Americans ocan
object to that rate of duty. One duty equalises the other.
Logs are introdaced into the United States free of duty and
lumber is charged a daty of $2 per thousand, placing Oan-
adian lnmber at s disadvantage of 82 per thousand, so that
this export duty on sawlogs will equalise it. The Govern-
] ment have acted wisely, and I have no doubt they bave
"received from the trade in nearly all parts of the Dominion
| represontations as to the fear entertained by lumbermen
that the imposition of a duty of $3 might be considored a
discriminating duty and might lead to trouble. ltisalways
' considerod inadvisable to fool with the heels of a mule, par-
| ticularly if you are doing it with a stick, and we might
have reatised the truth of that adage if we had carried ont
what was originally proposed. The hon. the First Minister
2 is not a protection,

| Sir JOHN A. MACDONALD. Not sufficient.

Mr. CHARLTON. Iam unable to agree with the hou.
gentleman in that respect. The fact ia that practically we
!bhave no trasde in the export of sawlogs at the present
. moment. The total exportation of pine sawlogs last year
was 380,000 feet, and the duty collected was $380, That
practically is no trade at all. The total revenue from
export duties was $12,305. This was largely derived from
spruce, to the extent of $11,165. From pine, $380 was
received, and $756 from shingle bolts. Now, the fear enter-




