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‘with a recital of the hon. gentleman’s speech, but Wl submit an
'Aana]) '8is of 1ts main pmp(»\mo 18 in their consecutive ord¢r. 1 aim at
lJE’elfvct fairness, and beg the hon. gentleman to correct meN I make a

nisstatement. This reference to the speech is not made for the pur-
» pose of placing my hon. friend at any disadvantage, or because he has
.since changed his opinions ; but because it is the most careful, the best
;eponsidered, thie most clear and concise statement of the views now
[held by the ()ypnsltmn that has yet been given on this much debated
éub]ut The hon. gentleman laid down as his first proposition (1) that
" Government could be paternal and yet be free. In this he directly
'controverted the position taken by his leader, the Finance Minister,
hin his lhulgr\t speech last year, and vindic Ltv(l one of the car-
ldm‘xl planks in the pl: wform of the Opposition. His next proposi-
otion (2) was, that no nation had attained to greatness in manufactures or
peommerce without having imposed exactions and restrictions. This
was a plain statement of an historical fact, upon which the Opposition

ay great stress, and its truthfulness was clearly demonstrated
wby the hon. gentleman in his speech on thesubject.
4The next pmlnmtwn (3) was, that protection was especially
nnecessary in a new wuntry—and ours 18 a new country—to
fienable it to compete with countries where manufactures are
ypstablished. The hon. member recognized in his speech the fact that

whe cheap money, the acquired skill, and the prestige of older manu-
]fagtmmg countries. would take the lead in the race, and, as ad-
‘mitted by John Stuart Mill mul other Free Traders, the country that
yhad the lead, all things being equal, would keep it ; he held that this
sjadvantage an old manufacturing country had, must be counteracted by
firestrictions in order to enable the new country to get a start in these
gindustries. The next proposition of the hon. g¢ ptleman (4) was that
}Judmum protection\benefitted the nation at Lum' and m]u cially the
Rfarming interest; that it created for the fnmcn a home market, and
_ that the purchasing power of labour was increased. The Opposition
“believed e jually with the hon. cgentleman that protection did benefit
' thc agricultural interest, and they believed also that the purchasing
®power of the farmer’s labour woul | be vastly enhanced by the creation
“and proximity of home markets as was clearly stated by that hon.
* gentleman.  Again, he laid down the 1»1(»}»(.\1tmn (5) that the experi-
u)cnv of the United States, under a protective policy, was a clear and
'marked illustration of the benefits of protection. If this was true
when the hon. gentleman s5 stated it, it is equally true now ; and before
II sit down I will adduce a few facts in corroboration The hon. gentle-
b ¥ man next said (6) that the tendency of protection was not to increase,
but cheapen prices to the consumer. This is anincontrovertible pro-~
posmml Protection is merely a defence of the markets of a nation to
! the people of that nation. " It simply gave a fair fleld to competitive
skill, industry, and capital, where the highest prizés are for those who
yroduce the best and sell the cheapest products. “The hon. member
* for North Norfolk cited the iron and cotton manufactures of the
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