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limited to natural products, but is now cx-
tended to goods of any kind manufactured in
Canada.

Hon. Mr. WILLOUGHBY: Wbat is the
objection to tbat, in view of the present
law?

Hon. Mr. DANDURAND: 1 arn simply
explaining the legislation, but 1 will show
later wbat I believe to be tbe danger that
may arise from it. As bonourable gentle-
men bave noticed, tbe legislation of 1922 was
expressly limited to natural produets, and it
affected quite a large class of producers-
our farming community, and more especially
tbe fruit-growers throughout the land. That
legislation, if acted upon, did not close the
door to competition, because the number of
producers of natural products, sucb as fruit-
growcrs, precluded any monopoly. Compe-
tition remained in full play througbout Can-
ada. The difference I sce between tbe legi,-
lation of 1922 and tbis which is now before
us is that tbe princiole is now to be extcnded
to ahl private interests, corporations and in-
dividuals, and tbis fact may create the
danger of monopoly by the exclusion of coin-
petition. In natural produets there was nu
danger of monopoly; the area covered by the
producers was so wide, covering several prov-
inces, and tbe production so diversified, that
there was bornd fo ha beavy coinpétition.
Tbere is the danger that with this extension
to aIl interests the door may be closed
against importation, and an article may bc-
corne tbe monopoly of the Canadian pro-
ducer.

Again, in the anti-dumping clause tbere
is a limit set to the imposition of the super-
tax, whicb is fifteen per cent; but in thiq
case there is no limait. Wbatever the Min-
ister reports becomes the law. The price
hie fixes may absolutely probibit importation,
and then the country must turn to the pro-
ducer of the article, wbo will not be affected
in the setting of bis price by tbe foreign
competitor, and there will be no limitation
or qualification in tbe fixing of that price.
In the anti-dumping clause tbe fair market
value in the country of origin must be con-
sidered. We bave not tbat provision in this
liegislation. The valuation is absolutely ar-
bitrary.

Tben I would draw the attention of Ibis
Cbamber to the danger o£ complications. A
pronounicement made Iby Order in Council maY
to a considerable degree affect the imports
from outside and alter trade conditions. It
may exelude in large measure sales for de-
livery in Canada. No exporter frIom a foreign
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country will dare seli at a fixed price for
delivery in Canada wben an arbitrary valua-
tion of the goods can be imposed. In many
instances hie calculates and absox4bs the cus-
toms duty, and hie does so only because the
rate is fixed. With the threat of an arbitrary
valuation hanging over them, foreign ex-
porters undoubtedly wili seli for delivery at
home, and it will be for the Canadian importer
to take the risk.

The Canadian importer will *be in a con-
siderable quandary. He buys abi-oad, and
generally bis buying is .based on bis sales.
How can hie risk buying wben hie does flot
know what tbe 'cost :price will be? If hie bas
no certain basis of cost, bie will be bam-pered
in disposing of bis goods in advance, in tbe
ordinary way, and in puDcbasing abroad to
meet bis sales requirements. Tbis, it seems to
me, will create considerable disturbance of
mind among our people wbo are importing
fromn abroad.

Then, if wc thus bamper wbat is regarded
as a legitimate 'business, shaîl we not also
Jeopardize our own export trade? Countries
wbich find that there is flot a natural and free
cxcbange of products are apt to turn tcwards
other ýcountries wbere tbey feel tbey will have
the benefit of fair dealing, and we mnay suifer
in consequence.

Some honourable gentlemen may think tbat
tbe more difficulties that we put in the way of
tbe purchase of foreign goods, tbe better it
will be for Canada. I would draw tbe atten-
tion of my bonourable friend (Hon. Mr. Wil-
loughby) to tbe fact that trade is exehange,
and that if we value our export business we
must resign ourselves to accepting sometbing
in return. Tbe other day, in the debate on the
Address, I said tbat in 192, with its bigb pro-
tection, and varied climate and production,
the United States exported $2,600,0O,00 worth
of mantifactured goods, and îmported nearly
$1,8000,000 wortb, or saine 67 per cent of
the value of tbe exports. This sbould go to
show that a country ýcannot live witb abso-
lutely closed doors, for if there is any country
tha.t could do so, surely tbat country is the
United States, with its tremendous population
and its productivity under various climatic
conditions.

These arc the tbougbts that corne to mny
mind in looking at tbis piece of legisiation.
I tbink that tbe Government. would bave
been better advised to address itself to the
anti-dumping legislation of 1906 or 1907 with
a view to amendinz it and makin-, it more
effective. Tbe anti-dumping clause still re-
mains on the Statute Book; but bere we are,
after having increased our tariff, after having
maintained the Tighit to add 15 per cent
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