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explanation for the country. It is ail very
well to say we will determine what the treaty
is when it cornes before the bouse; that is
perfectly right; 'but the question is: Are we
in favour of any kind of treaty? Hon. memn-
bers in that particular corner of the house
have refused to answer that question.

Now, let me turn to the treaty itself. It
was opposed in the bouse by the United
Farmers of Alberta members, and it was aise
opposed at their convention on the -round
that it was discriminatory. That is the term
used again and again; it was discrirninatory.
And discrimination is pointed out in two re-
spects: it is discciminatocy because it admits
Australian agricultural products into Canada
free in competition with Canadian agricultural
produets. Now, I admit that objection was
flot urgr'd by hon. memnbers in that corner
of the bouse at the tirne the treaty was under
consideration. Lt was urged, of course, by
hon, gentlemen immediatelv opposite, as they
urged it to-day. From their point of view
they bave been perfectly consistent in the
miatter; we must say that for them. But I
maintain that hon. gentlemen in that particular
cerner of the bouse have net been perfectly
consistent. They are opposing the troaty to-
day because it is diseritninatory. They say:
"Oh, xve]l, now, we don't oppose it because of
its discrimination in that particular direction."
But the hon. mcmber for Acadia speaking to-
dýay referred te its effect and ho said: "We
have got new light upon the subject." Well,
is that "new light" the fact that agricultural
products from Australia are eompeting with
Canadian agricultural products? The fact
of the matter is that bon. members in that
corner of the bouse have, consciously or un-
conseiously, advocated the principle of duties
on agrieultural produets. I do net see any
difference, Mr. Speaker, in principle between
demanding- protection on agricultural products
and objecting te the reînov ni of what protec-
tien there is. Thc' two things are the same
in prineipie. I know, of coursi,, it might be
contended that at a certain particular point
the dutv was just cight; but wvho is going te
Say what is the particular peint nt which
the duty is just right? There is ne difference
between advocating protection and objecting
te protection being removed.

Again, a very interesting point has been
brought eut. This treaty, it is said, is dis-
criminatory because it has removed certain
duties from Australian agriculturai produets.
And yet the hon. member for Rose.town
partieularly referred te the fact that those
duties were ne good te us anyway. I cannot
understand the force of the argument that
wild objet-

[Mr. Brown.]

Mr. IRVINE: That is evident.

Mr. BROWN: I beg pardon?

Mr. IRVINE: That is evident.

Mr. BROWN: I ýcannot understand the
force of the argument that weuld objeet, to
the treaty because duties were being removed,
and thon contend, on tbe other hand, that
these duties were ne goed te us. Nec can
1 understatnd the force of the argument that
would objeot te our manufacturing indus-
tries receiving concessions in Australia on the
-round that their interests were being served
by increasing the disadvantages of the farmers
of Canada. If the duty is ne good te us,
as the hon. member for Rosetewn se per-
sistently asserted, and I tbink it bas aise
been admitted by the United Farmers of
Alberta-

An hon. MEMBER: No.

Mr. BROW.N: If that duty is of littie
value, as tbey c]aim-and I arn inclined te
agree with them-why centend it is discrim-
inatery, that the interests of our farmers bave
been sacrificed? For my part, Mc. Speaker,
I arn quite willing that Canadian manufactur-
ing intcrests should find aIl possible markets
for their goeds, particularly if our interests
are net being sacriflccd in deing that fer
tbern. How can it ho contended that if these
duties on our produots were ne good, in giving
them up we are making any sacrifice?

Mc. EVANS: Dees the hon, gentleman
maintain that the duty on butter previeus te
the Australian treaty was any benefit te our
farmers?

Mc. BROWN: No, most certainiy I do net,
I nover have; but I arn net se ineconsistent as
-te take the position that the giving up of that
duty is a sacrifice foc the benefit of the
Can-adian manufacturer. 1 think I arn quite
rigbt when 1 say that the hon. member for
Rosetown -was somewhat laeking in bis ability
to grasip a clear, lugical argument. Hon.
mernbers inimediately opposite are quite con-
sistent in the miatter, but as the bon. memiber
for Vancouver Centre (Mr. Stevens) pointed
eut, the hon. member for Rosetown is abse-
lutely inconsistent.

I bave ne ýparticular interest in the financial
welfare of the leader of the opposition (Mr.
Bennett) for instance, but I do net sny that
I would have any particular objection te giving
away a lead dime if someone would give him
a silver dollar. I arn giving up somethîng
which is of ne use te me in order that ho may
reap the henefit, and Chat is exactly the
position in regard te the Australian treaty,
se fac as the question of agricultural products


