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are not two men on tliat side of the House who can agree upon a basis.

They are all opposed to complete reciprocity ; on this they agree ; upon
everything else they disagree. Some are opposed to reciprocity in coal.

For instance, my hon. friend the Minister of Marine and Fisheries will

never agree to reciprocity in coal. He told his electoi/s, and he told

the C(>untry generally, that he had taken Sii- John A. Macdonald in

hand, and had forced him to abandon his recii>rocity notions concern-

ing coal. The hon. member for Sherbrooke ( Tr. Ives) will not have
reciprocity in natural products. Yes, T beg liis pardon, he will agree

to reciprocity in some products. And what are they? Horses, lambs,

hay, barley and eggs.

Mr. DAVIES (P.E.I.) Also potatoes from Prince Edward Island.

Mr. LAURIEK. Tluit was an afterthought, because the articles

I mentioned are those he tirst included. If the hon. gentleman spoke

for his party, they want reciprocity in those articles which we always
sell to the Americans, but whicli the Americans do not sell us ; they

expect that the Ameiicans will agree to give us their mai'kets for (»ur

horses, lambs, hay, barley and eggs, and even potatoes from Prince

Edward Island, and at the same time, that we will keep our markets
closed against all their goods. If that is the idea entertained V)y hon.

gentlemen opposite of recipiocity, let them call it by some other name,
and I advise the Government to stay here. The hon. member for

South Oxford (8ir Richard Cai'twright) has given them the basis on
which they should negotiate, and that basis is uni-estricted reciprocity

in natural products and in manufactured products as well. But hon.

gentlemen opposite would not agree to that. They have voted down
my h«m. friend's resolution ; and I tnay ask them now, for what pur-

pose are you going to Washington? jNIi-. P>laine has told Congressman
Baker in his letter, that it was of no use, that

NO KKCIPROCITY WOULD BE ADOPTED

except upon a basis of unrestricted terms. Still, if the commis-
sioners to Washington secure the settlement of the Behring
Sea difficulty and of the Atlantic fisheries question they will have the

hearty support of this side of the House. But this will not settle nor

even advance the great pioblem of finding a mai'ket foi- our produc-

tions, and this is the (|uestion to 1h' settled. I athrm again on the part

of the Liberal party that the true policy to be followed on this (i|ues-

tion is unrestricted recijtrocity. This biings us face to face with our
policy. I know vcM-y wt^U that I Ins policy from its sweeping character

will be likely to excit<' alarm auxtng tli(! timi<l and (imorous, but I

never heard it seriously (|ueHtioned tliat unnistricted reciprocity would
not. favoui- Canada at larg(>. The only objection T have heard against

unn^stricted r«!ciprocity is perhaps it would injure some special classes

of manufactures. If uiirestricted recipi'ocily were ti» injure manufact-
urers but were t(» bcnc^lit everybody (^Ise and every otiier interest, what
woidd you do? Woidd yoi abandon it ? I do not, hesitate (o say that

I would still b(^ in favour of unrestricted reciprocity. If it is pro\ed
that unrestricted reciproti /y, although it might injun' tJie manufact-
urer, Would at the same time favour the farmer, the lumberman, the
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