
1 FEBRUARY 29, 1892.]

a younîg giant shackled and manaeledl, ict free i
in his inoveincut, and the only thing he wants
is to be set free from his shackles and t(o I
have the opport.unity of extending his energies î
abroad. This is the policy we have been puisuing
for years, and, altliouigh the policy lias iot been,
accepted on the other side of the House I am
aware that many other lion. gentlemen on the other
side have in their.hearts lbeen compelled to adtchit
that the policy that must be adopted is to finil
markets for our pro(ducts somîewhel-c. On the other
hadI, there are many of our colleagues on the other
side who, not many da.ys or weeks or months aLgo,
inudulgel in the hope that (.reat Britain woull
alter its policy iii regard to trade and tlhat we would
fiil ai. larger market than we possess, that Great

ritain would depart fron the principle of free-
domi of trade and woull discriminate in favour
Oi colonial prolucts, while the colonies wouhl
discriminate in favour of British produets. That
questionl has heen settled1 on the floor of the Britislh
Parliament the other datv. whenu the answer was
gven that na such hopes cull be iidulged in,
that Britaii would epart froil her policy of free- 1
domi (if tradale, soî that ail the hiopes which have beeuii1
iundîulgedi in ly soîîe of our colleagues nil the othier !
sile of the House have passed avay anid eau noi.
longer be entertained. It, therefore, becomes the
dat of these men wlho cielieve in their hearts thlit
the situation could be amneindeal in tlhat respect. tg)
turnî over a nîew leaf in the booîa'aik and seek for mar-
kets somewhere else. It is manuifest. after what- was
said the it.her day on the floor of the Imuuperili Par-
liamuenut, that Bitaini will not depart fro i lier
policy of freedomu of triade. I lai boutl to say.
however, that there is gradeur iii the policy, in the
0coniciti poilicy oif lh-itain wvhich is greater than
thait of an othe country. Shie opeins lier doors to
the whole universe, nlt indinag wlether the rest
of the universe pens its dons to lier or not. But
it is imaifest at ti same tiie thiat th, dreami
whieh wascnitertained tifty yearsagobyJohn Bright
anl Coaden i as to freedomu ?of trade lais ot b)een
realizei. .1t was expectei in those days that nation
after nation wonui fîollow the lead of Britain anl
aLopt frecdomi( if troîale. Those liopes have not beein
verifiei.giliial is the oily nation thait iais adaoptel
freelomn of traide, but. althioughd the (dre<na ihas nuot
been realized to the fullest extent, still it is mnanifest
that the idea of freelom of traîde is gainîinggrounîd.
It is comhinig in a diffaitTerlent miuanner, it is coming ly i
mieaus of commercial treaties. Nations which are
protectionlists to-day, nlot bectuse of any love of
protection but simply because tley feair that if
thîey adopted freedom of trade they waould give anu
aîdvauntag'e to thieir nieighlbours, are passing legis-
lation which gives freedoi of trade to the neigh-

lurinr countries in exchaiinge for tie freedon of
trale otfered. by thenm. For exaple, ve find this
in Geriany.l ie German Zollverein is one of the
most protective societies to lie founidl on the face of
the earth, but we find that within the last twelve
nonîths the (ermuîanî Zollverein lias been offering

reciprocity of trade to Switzerland, Belgiumn and
Italy, and, I believe, also to Austria and Spain.
Then we have the exanple of the policy of our
neighbours to the souti of us, who have extendedi
freedoni of trade to all the nations of Southernl
Aierica, and.also to thh West Indies. This is also
the policy of the Liberal party of Canada. I

aalnuit that it is not posile for us ta obtaii or
accept freedomuî of trade as we would desire to have
it or as it exists iii Engltal. utnt. the policy we haive
iii view is to extemd freedon of trale liy iieiLis of
commercial treaties with other nations. This is
the policy whichi I believe commends itself at the
present tiMne lot onily to this pairty bit to the iost
civilized nations of the eartl. It is true thiat oi
tiis question we have nîot been met with anly
invotirable action on the other side of the House.
They are Conservative, and therefore slow to adopt
new ideas, but there muust he something sound iii
the policy whicl we have propoiidled, seeiig that
abouît: ten altys or two weeks ago they paid a visit
to Washington. I do not propose to-day to disciuss
the question of unrestricted ireciprocity which loes
tnt. comeît within the fouir corn-s of he Speech
fromu the Throne, ana which we will have occasion
to discuss again ainl aî.gaîîin during the session
but. thei hon. gentleman stated that we on this side
of the -ouise did not ulderstani whiat wauîs the
position of the Contservative party ii r-egaîrd to
reciprocity. It. seems to nie that lion. gentlemen

1 opposite do lot nider-stand wmhiat uinrestrictel
reciproeity is. At ail events they profess iit tao
understand it, or they certainly grossly mhisrepie-
seit it. The hon. genutlemiian, who, I am sure, is a
good Conservative. hais told us ithat his paty was

I alnxiois to obtain reciproeity in natural products.
If lie liad been in , this Holse last Ssion. 01
foir soimle taimle befoîre, lie woulid haive kniown
thait thiîs iay have been the policy of his
party in aitiquated d1ays, lut. tiatit was tlieir
policy no longer. I)id we not hear. twova or three

i vears ago, a Minister of the Croin statte n the
Ïloor of Parliaeniciit thnt. recipurocitv ii iat.urî'al pro-
ducets vouil lbe the bane of Cuîîaaliani fairiers ?
Thiat is nîot ni isolatel stateineit. but the state-
ment has heein repeaited on the floir Of this louse
timle and agaiu by the ranik anud file of thait party.
Onlv last session we leaîrd agail and again the
statemen-it thait reCcip roieity ini nuatural produciits
waouldilie the liane' of the farmers. Therefore, I
aîsk myself, wh.at is the rea:son whv the Canadiai
Alinisters venit t.oWaishington scîomie little tiAe ai.go ?
Perhaps, in their hearts. after all, they do lot
aidopt the policy of their ohal colleaigues or of -soie
oie Of their foltws, lut ii thir hieart of hearts
tlhey inay believe, as iust appear ta every reason-
able maniîu, thaît reciproeity i natirail prodcts
woulal be beieticial to tl Canadian farmiers.
We ar-e in favour of muiestr-icted recipîrocity on
this side of the House ; but. if we caînnot have
uii-estricted recipîrteity w-e are quite willinig to
accept reciprocity li uiatural proidts, as we aire
desirouis uf securiig to the fulilest possible extent
the aivantages of trade between the two cointlries.
But if. the G(.iovei-nienît ainad their supporters will
liot grant this country recipi-aeity oi the old hles,
if thîey will to-day, or to-morrow, -or at aiy time,
obtainî reciprocity even in eveir- so few articles,
they will haive the support of the Liberal party ont
this side of the House. Sir. we have beenî told again
and again that unrestricted reciprocity wvais not
possible, thait the Amîerieanîs would not grant it. I
would like to quote oi tlhis subject fromi a speech
deliverel iii New York ai feu days ago by the Hon.
Mr. Foster, who holdls, as I understand, a high
position iii the State Department at Washington.
After speaking of the tenidency anad the policy of
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