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ployed. Promote co-operation among
the producers and the consumers and
find more effective and cheaper methods
of marketing. I do not say these are
the only remedies that can be devised,
but they are remedies that commend
themselves strongly to me, and so far
as is possible this government will be
prepared to act along these lines and to
assist in every possible way in keeping
the people upon the land and in promoting
co-operation between the producers and
the consumers throughout Canada.’’
The most astonishing feature in con
nection with these out-and-out declara
tions in favor of protection en the part
of the Prime Minister and his Minister
of Finance was that they were based
upon an amendment to the address
moved by Sir Wilfrid Laurier which
was not by any means a direct attack
upon the policy of proteetion. The
amendment simply expressed regret that:
““Whilst it is admitted that business
is in a depressed conditjon, yet there s
no indication of any intention on the
part of your advisers to take any steps
towards relieving such a situation.”’
The Opposition leader, it will be no
ticed, did not make any reference to his
free food policy, and for that he was
chided by Mr. Borden and Mr. White,
who both ac¢eused him of having under-
gone a change of opinion since he de-
clared for that policy at Hamilton, on
Nov. 26 last. Sir Wilfrid is undoubtedly
still a good dealpof a protectionist, but
it would perhaps be quite unsafe to
assume that it is not his intention to
follow this rathér innocuous amendment
up with others more specifically setting
forth his policy. At the time of writing
it has been arranged to have a vote on
this ‘amendment on Tuesday eyening
next.  On Tuesday morning the” first
Opposition caucus will be held, swhen it
will be decided whether or not to move
other amendments to the address, or to
defer them until a later date. A prom
inent member has expressed the opinion
to The Guide that it would not be fair
to move an amendment calling for free
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wheat at the present stage, because an
amendment to the address 1s a want of
confidence motion. It would be better,
he thought, to have such a motion made
by a private member, so that Western
Conservatives could vote for it without
their votes being interpreted as a chal
lenge  of the whole policy of the
administration. ;
Laurier For Free Wheat

Speaking in support of his amend
ment Sir Wilfrid Laurier said that exist
ing conditions could be relieved by
giving to this young and expanding
country wider markets than it has at
the present time.

‘‘“Thereis,’’ he said, ‘‘One thing which
they can do simply by the stroke of a
pen; they can give to the producer the
American market. They have received
delegation upon delegation asking for
that. I understand that the Minister
of Public Works, who told us last year
that he knew how to win elections,
stated, during the election in Mac-
donald, that, if it was in the interests of
the people to have free wheat, free
wheat it would be. What more
evidence does my hon. friend want?
He has received a delegation from
the grain growers of the Waestern
Provinces asking for free wheat. In
the very legislature of- the province
which he represents here a resolution has
been passed unanimously not moved by
a Grit, but moved by a Conservative, to
the effect that wheat ought to be made
free. There was a delegation only a few
days ago, of some twenty members of
the Alberta Legislature asking for free
wheat. .How is it, then, that the speech
from the throne does not contain the an-
nouncement that wheat will be made
free? When this admission was made
that the economic conditions of the
country were not satisfactory we had
reason to expect that some action would
be taken. We have been disappointed
in this. Is this all théy should do? No,
they ought to do that which they have
been asked many times to do—they
ought to relieve the farming community
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of the burden of taxation which the
farmers are carrying at the present
time.’’

Dr. Clark Upholds Farmers

Dr. Michael Clark, who replied to the
Prime Minister, made a somewhat ex
tendoed reference to the question of free
wheat. He drew attention to the fact
that the Argentine Republic has already
availed itselt of the United States’
offer. This, he thought, was a most vital
matter for the government of this coun
try. ““I am surprised,’’ he said, ‘‘that
the Prime Minister had nothing to say
upon this subject. [If we want to in-
crease the prosperity of this country
we cannot do it by putting a paragraph
in the address referring to our bhound
less  resources, You have to ll('\‘vlnly
these resources and you will only de
velop them if you show yourselves acute
enough business men to contend with
vour competitors in the Argentina and
elsewhere for the markets of the world.
I put it to the government that the
Argentine government have already
shown that they know the value of
the offer of the United States and have
availed themselves of it.”’

Dr. Clarke went on to refer to the
adoption by the Manitoba Legislature
of a resolution in favor of free wheat;
to the advocaecy by the Alberta Conser
vative delegation of free wheat on their
arrival at Ottawa and to the statement
made by the Minister of Public Works
during the Macdonald election and con

.tinued: ‘T eannot understand the gov

ernment hesitating a moment in this
matter; that is to say, if they are actu
ated purely by a desire to do what is
best for Canada. Many arguments that
were used in regard to the reciprocity
pact of two years ago do not apply to
this matter at all.~ This question is not
now part of a general agreement; it
cannot be argued that it interferes with
our fiscal independence. We simply
have to take the tariff off wheat, which
would be no sacrifice whatever, and we
get entry into the United States market
for onr wheat T want to remind the
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ministers that they know as well as |
know that Western grain growers do
not fear competition from the United
States or anywhere else.  In fact, one of
the peculiarities of this Government, as
distinguished from the Opposition, is
that they have no faith in their own
country:. They tell us we must not
trade with the United States or we
should be annexed; they told us last
vear we could not build ships in this
country, and now they are afraid, appar
ently, that our wheat in the West can
bhe successfully competed against from
abroad. I want to tell my ‘hon. friend
the Minister of Finance, who no doubt
is seriously considering this question.
that we in the West have confidence in
our country, that we have confidence in
our wheat, and that we believe no wheat
anywhere can compete with it because
we produce the bhest in the world,”’
Dr. Schaffner Silent

The only private- member supporting

the government from west of the Great

lLakes to speak so  far has been Dr
Schaffner, of Souris.  He devoted all his
time to a review of what has been ac

complished by the present government
for the West He elaimed that more
had been done by the Borden adminis
tration for the DPrairie Provinces during
two vears than had been accomplished
by Sir Wilfrid Laurier in fifteen years
The 4>|||'\' reference to the «||l|'.~‘1i4)ll of
free wheat which occurred during Dr
Sehaffner’s \'vl‘l'l'll was the result of a
question put by K. N. Macdonald, mem
ber for Pictou. Dr. Schaffner was re
marking that the electors of Macdonald
had condemned the free food proposals
of Sir Wilfrid Laurier, when Mr. Mac
donald interrupted to say:

““What about free wheat in Mac
donald?”’

The member for Pictou is known to
be something of a protectionist himself,
and Dr. Schaffner was able to parry the
thrust '|llif<' ('lv\'o-rll\' with the retort:

““What about protection in I'ivh»u.’:'

That was all the memher for Souris
had to say on the suhject
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