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M.G,

Hen, Sir GEORGE FOSTER (Minister side of the House would attempt to deprive
of Trade and Comme ): Mr. Speaker, 1 an Opposition, or indeed any member of
desire to thank my hon. friend from South the House, of the right to criticise, and even
Cape Breton (Mr. Carroll) for his courtesy in a case like this, where in a certain degree
Some time in the future, when I get to be as  an understanding had been reached last
young as he is and when he gets to be as  year—not after deliberate conference or
I will repay him the compli- ation, but arising out of a general
of what was fitting and best in the

wnt ver artily ‘
It is not to be expected that after this circumstances—that support should he given
debate has run its cour as it has for now by all parties in the House to the offer of

of arms from Canada in the war

about & month, anything very new can be servic
said upon the somewhat limited questions and the vigorous prosecut
it issue. | do not undertake to occupy a Then my right hon. friend laid down two
fow moments of the time of the House this propositions, and, with the consent of the
sfternoon with any idea that I shall greatly House, | will state what t were. My
instruct or enlighten its members, 1 will, right hon. friend said

ol that ot'er

however, make yme few remarks, partly When at the opening of hostilities In th
by way of review or restatement of much mon of August last the Government ar
that has been said hitherto nounced that it had offered the services of Car

: e . @ada to the Government of Great Britain, If thes

1 thought I observed in the speech of my i should be found useful, we on thi
right hon. friend (Sir Wilfrid Laurier) that g of the House, His Majesty's loyal Oppos
whed the action which he proposed the Liberal party of Canada :h-\'l.u--{l

. once that to this policy we would offer no obje

$ sOIme g of @ ouble
taking with mething of a troubled tion, but on the contrary that we would give
conscience, and the opening part of his  joya) support
peech appeared to me to be a good deal We went further not only did we glve ou
support to the Government, but we thought |

\ would be more In srdance with the fitnes
move, and what might result from his action ¢ (nings that we should refrain even from dis
n proposing an amendment., He spoke cussing those domestic problems which alway
of the ne for an Opposition al. divide a free people
ways maintaining its right and power of I'hese two statements taken together
criticism. I do not think any one on either up the position of my right hon. friend

T

ke an apology for what he intended to






















in consequentially as a factor, and as a large
fuctor in the =olution of the home situation.
1 think 1 have said enough to outline my
thought in this respect. In the first place
1 gay to my right hon. friend that, as he
and all no doubt on both sides of the House
recognize, the Government of the day, what-
ever it is, whatever party it belongs to, is
responsible for the duties that fall npon
it and that may bhe thrust upon it
In this way this Government is respon-
sible not only for paying the bills, but
responsible as to the best wmethods to e
taken to raise money with which to pay
the bills, and it is going very far when an
opposition reaches beyond war eriticism
and takes up domestic questions and
domestic issues, and = Thus far will we
go and no tarther; we are with you for the
$100,000,000 and for the added interest and
pension funds, but we are against you
when you attempt to raise money in any
other way and for any other purpose

Nor are we apen to the objection of pro-
posing to raise this money by methods
unu in this country and unauthorized
by this country. Theorize az much as you
like az to your land tax and your income
tax or any other form of direct tax; but
we have had theorizing sinee 1567, and yet
no theory has to any extent overborne the
practical conclusion come to by the people

of da and asserted for 47 years, that
they have thought that the best way to
ralse revenue i through the customs and
excise. My hon. friends opposite may now
challenge that and say there is o better
Wi It is the challenge of theory, that
& all; it s the challe of the objector
Whio 12 not in a responsible position to put
his theory into practice. Consequently, it

w it s right to that
theory beyond the proper line, which ig the
wdvice or the line of sug
But when the Opposition goes ag
experience the author:
the eountr il the upheld
1 ion  after
Dominion of Cana

seots to 1ot

urge
line of tion
nst the
d practice of

practice in
wral eloction in
i, that we will raise

ir revennue by customs and exeise, it is
g just what it would do in any general
tion f it took that theory and en-
that this

leavaured to persuade the people
was better than the practice of the past
I & think, however plavsible the
theory, that it ought to be pressed beyond
« cortain point. 1 think when it comes to
the final snalysis, that if gentlemen op-
posite think that more money i needed,
they ought not to press their objection
to thut money being voted, simply because

not

they say they do not approve of the method
by which it is to be collected. To these
gentlemen opposite [ say: you approved
of that method during all your political
history in the past, and yon never in this
House, or in the press, in addresses to the
elaetors, mivoeated any other: yon bowed
before the inevitable, and that inevitable
was the will of the sovereign people of
Coanndu expressed many a time,

Then, it all resolves itself into this: the
Opposition of this country, not shouldering
the same responsibility that the Govern-
ment does, not to be held respongible for
measures and for funds, are able to say at
any time to the people: There are the men
you chose to rule you and to carry on the
operations of Government; they did thus
and =0, and they alone have the responei-
bility. You of the Opposition have the
right to say thut, and you ean s»¥ it Then
is it not somewhat of a responsibility to
press the battle to the gates and to d
that though the Government, faced
the responsibility, say they need more
money they shall not have it, or, that you
gentlemen of the Opposition should say . we
would not mind giving to you the money
provided yon raise it in a uifferent way,
and in a way different from that in which
it his ever before been raised in this coun-
trv. AL 1T am pressing for i, that thers
is a certain point beyond which the Oppeo-
in the House of Commons of Great
Britain never yet have gone, and never, to
my mind, will go. T will hold the
Government  responsible;  their  theories
¢ be different and their views may  be
diverse, but they say to the vernment
we put these views hefore you, we ask you
into them, there are our suggestions,
our advice, but it {8 vour responsi-

sition

bility and if you say that s, much money
o fight out this war, and if
le it carefully yon say we

v it in this way, which we think

15 takes ploee i Great Brotain
the Opposi-
to the Government: You
and for your course

s, then
any great deliberate b
would say

tion
can have the money
vou fuke the responsibility,

My right hon. friend will go back on this
practice and he will say: 1 am not object-
ing to your rasing the money you want if it
absolutely bt iy point s that
it is not iy, and that you cun get
along with economy and retrenchment, And
I said to mysell as | sat in my sest and
Hstened to that Leautiful y by the right
hon. leader of the Opposition: “economy
ad retrenchment,” where have [ heard
these words before? Out of whose lips hav »

NOCEERUTY,

Necess




they fallen, from whose silver tongue have
they flown into the airy spaces of this House
and into the wider spaces of the hustings?
And behold 1 had the same personage in
view, the same eloquent lips, the same silver
tongue, And | remembered the years, and
years, and years when the Liberals were in
the cool shades of Opposition and longing
for the firesides and warm places of office,
the ery was economy and retrenchment,
economy and retrenchment.  And [ could
not help but remember my experience in
15896, when hon. gentlemen opposite got into
power, that not u single one-thousandth part
of u second was allowed to pass before that
motto of economy and retrenchment was
lnid awny on the shelf, swaddled in grave
elothes, never to be unwrapped until there
came u political harsh wind in 1911, and
then it was brought out and unwrapped and
sgain set up in the market places. And I
said to myself as a reasoning being; what
is the conclusion 1 make from that? Why
the conclusion was driven home upon me,
as upon on all those who listen ¢ me, and
ag upon the people of the country, that the
advocney of economy and retrenchment by
my right hon. friend now has just as much
suhstance in it and no more than it had
from 1880 to 1896

Som

one on the opposite side of the
House has said that he hates extravagance
For myself 1 say, if it is worth anything,
that 1 dislike extravagance in the
individual even though he iz using his
own money, becanse in some way or other it
is borne upon me that after all no man's
money I8 absolutely his own to be spent
absolutely ns he wighes to spend it. 1 think
there is something in the community of

interest  which points to & man, even
in s private expenditure, having re
gard  to  something more  than even
his own wishes and his own desires.

I am not pressing that; but, when you come
to talk of the disposal of a conntry’s money
I am absolutely cortain that I hate and
deplore extravagance; 1 believe it is pre-
judicial to the best interests of this or of
any other country. I cannot help but believe
that. What took place? For fifteen yoars
these gentlemen were in power —fifteen years
of the most lavish expenditure such us this
country never witnessed before.  Nobody
will dissent from that statement

Mr. GRAHAM:

Sir GEORGE FOSTER: 1 am glad to have
the authority of my hon. friend that, from
Confederation up to 1011, the extravagant

=

Nor since.

and lavish expenditure of those fifteen years
was never equalled, certainly never excelled,
in any former period of our nation’s history.

Mr. GRAHAM: “ Former " is all right.

Sir GEORGE FOSTER: That is, 1 have
the assent of my hon, friend to the state-
ment that they were lavishly extravagant.

Mr. GRAHAM: From 1911 on.

Sir GEORGE FOSTER: My hon. friend
the member for Red Doser (Mr. Michael
Clark) said that he hated extravagance and
that he did not uphold evergthing that had
been done during the Liberal regime; but
he said: “ The Minister of Finance has put
our extravagance to the blush. We were
extravagant, but they have been lavishly
extravagant.”

M. PROULX: Hear, hear.

Sir GEORGE FOSTER: 1 am glad to
have the assent of my hon. friend. This is
the point that 1 wish to draw to the atten-
tion of hon. gentlomen opposite, especially
of my hon. friend the member for Red
Doer. My hon. friend said: “ The Minister
of Finance talks about his threeyear sur-
pluses. Who made those surpluses for him
They were made by Laurier.”

Mr. PROULX: Hear, hoar

Sir GEORGE FOSTER: 1 am glad to have
the assent of my hon. friend to that. That
is oxnetly the approval 1T would like to have
from my hon. friend the member for Red
Deer if he were here, beeause my hon, friend
started out to prove the hypothesis that
protection was the sworn enemy of revenue
Yet protection, earried on for fifteen years
by the hon. gentlemen opposite, not only
supplied them lavishly with money to gpond,
but actually continued the process for three
years thercaftor on acoelerated motion,

I was going on to develop the idea that,
in this home situation which we have be
fere ns, there 18 a responsibility npon the
members of the Opposition as well as upon
the Government, and that the home situ-
ation, as we have outlined it, is one of the
really hard situations with which we have
to contend at the present time. Do hon.
gentlemen really believe that, if they give
us the vote of $100.000,000 and the interest
money, sny $6,000,000 or $7,000,000, and the
pension money, say $3.000000 or $4,000-
000, that is all they should vote us, on the
ground that that is all that is required to
sustain the burden of the war? There are
two or three indiceations which made me













dmost like risiy wl saying: a plague on
both your houses; leave your economics,
imd just give us plain  English  common-
The hon. member for Red Deer is
sreat on economics, but he falls asleep at
He wanted us to forget the past,
but he himself took the old rond from 1873
np to 1806, and traced protection in its
leadly course by the trail that the serpent
eft until he eame to the year 1896, Then
the trail. After fifteen years he got
liis breath, made a run, and caught up to the
serpent and its trail in 1911, and he traced
t along by its trail until this present hour
Oh, yes, my hon, friend forgot a portion of
the past then, and he would like us to forget

SOnse

times

he lost

that past. What he could have dono was
to keep straight on the trail of that serpent
from the time his Government got into

wer until it left, because it was a pro-
tectionist Government. Both the serpent
ind the trail were easy to see by a man
vho wished to see them But he felt a

ittle of that possibility, and interjected a
which was this, that in 1807
added 150 uarticles

wing clans
the Laurier Government
the free list. Of conrse. With free trade
it conld not add to the free list.  In order
to be able to add to the free list you must
wve protection

and it has been the
its inception up to the
present time that all raw materials thut are
necessary for the munufacturing of products

nee

[ protection from

ind which cannot be raised rightly in a
wintry, shall come in free, und so the free
t has grown and grown and grown, and

15 long as protection exists there will be a
list. Why do we not have it now under
e new tariff? Because this is a war tax
My friend also took this thesis: pro
etion | vénue raiser A

What the

free
}

hon
s a failure
A

TR

revenue raiser nre
case? A fow Aterwards
member for Red peer got after the
Finance by telling him: You
those thred surpluses
talking about; they
the Laurier Government
Laurier Government raise all
irpluses they had and these three
ises that they sent on an inclined
down to my friend the Minister
By free trade? By reciproeity
revenne tariff® By land tax? By in
tax® Not n bit of it, they then
I, old-fashioned protection So
£ own delineation of the rapid rise of
with the im

vilure
wts of the

18

minutes

the hon

\linister

lid not
1 have

wsed by
1 the

of

riise yeur
were
How
the

sur«

on

e of
Finanee

raised by

the
“ur

venues of Canada
that they had

e

i i an absolute re

his contention that protection has failed
W a revenue producer
He also saye that protection has failed as

13

an industry builder. Has it failed as an
industry builder? Let me take one decude
under their own administration. In 1901
there was $446,000,000 of capital invested in
industries of this country; in 1911, $1,247,-
000,000, Tn 1901 the output of our industries
was $451,000,000; in 1911 the output was
$1,106,000,000. The wages in 1901 were
$113,000,000; the wages in 1911 were $241,.
000,000,  The employees at the first date
were 330,000; the employees at the second
dute were 515,000. These are figures from
their own census, conducted by themselves,
and they do not go to prove the assertion of
the hon. member for Red Deer that pro-

tection has failed as an industry builder,
nor does the common observation of the
people of thiz country. Go to our exhi-
bitions, walk through them, go through our
country, walk in its factories, look into its
multiplied and varied business, and it is a
revelation to a man who has not paid

'

attention to it to see the excellence,
liversity, the scope and the volume of
industrial building in this country—
fustrial building under a protective tariff,

t the hon entleman goes on to say
protection is a failure as a trade-pro-
r—it does not produce trade; it is the

sworn
We
al

e to foreign trade. Take Canada itself
oasted, and boasted with pardon-
f the immense expansion of the

have

le,

tr the country within the last twenty
vears, all under a protective tariff. But if
yvou want other testimony let us have it.
Here t instance, is Germany, if you will
ullo ¢ to take an example from her
i Ly In 1872 she exported $551,000,000;
i 1880, $655,000,000; in 1913, $2,402,000,000

That is the expansion of fore COMMIOTe

that Germany had, and Germany was pro-
tective to the hiM. You take the United
Stats In 1870 her exports were $376,000,-
000 t i 1913 t were  $2,428,000,000,
The Uited States waz and is a protective
country and that iz the history of its foreign
cominer You take Canada itself. In
1870 her exports were $59.000,000 and in 1013
£365,000,000--all under a protective tariff
Let me take the statistics with reference to
niar wturers as an argument in support
of my former assertion. The manufactured

vis which in 1870 were exported from
the United States were $70,000,000; the man-
ifactured goods which were exported from
the United States in 1913, were $1,185,000,-
000, Take Canada. S8he exported in 1870,
of manufactured goods, $2,660,000; she ex-
ported 1913, of manufactured goods, $43.-

602,000

¢ not seem to support my
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