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every product of Canada as to those of any other
country. It will receive every pound-of Canadian
produce which we choose to send free, and it is
open to every other nation under Heaven just as
freely as it is to us. The English market gives us
no advantages, but places us in precisely the same
position as it does all the other nations in the
world. And while I rejoice in the fact that a large
trade in many articles is springing up in the
mother land, that trade is springing up there sim-
ply because it is the best market we could find
under existing circumstances for those articles. If
under this Government’s policy we close forever
the American market against our products. we can
send them to Great Dritain. but we shall not be
able to sell them there at as good advantage as we
could in the United States if we had free trade
with that country. What we want for our
agriculturists is to obtain for themn access
hoth to the United States and English markets.
These markets will not be closed against us until
they are closed against other nations. But let us
deal a little with this question of unrestricted
reciprocity, to which the hon. gentleman alluded in
the closing part of his speech. He asked the hon.
member for South Oxford to say whether he favour-
ed unrestricted reciprocity or commercial union.
At last the hon. gentleman has found that there is
a distinction apparently between the two. Hon.
gentlemen opposite have hitherto always contended
that these phrases mean the one and the same
thing. Now, my hon. friend admits that there is
difference ; but on rising to speak on the amend-
ment introduced by my hon. friend from South
Oxford it was not necessary for the hon. gentleman
to ask what his policy is, because the very proposition
he rose to criticize enunciates that policy. What
is that poliey ? Why, it is that in the negotiations
which this Government have declared they are
about to enter upon with the Washington authori-
ties in Qctober next they should be prepared to
conduct them in the spirit and on the terms of the
most extended reciprocal relations that can be
had. That is the proposition which my hon. friend
from South Oxford has fairly laid down. There
was no necessity for the hon. gentleman asking for
an explanation of it, as the amendment fully
explains itself. Hon. gentlemen opposite have
expressed themselves in favour of reciprocity
with the United States in natural products,
and they are going to Washington presam-
ably to attain that object. But is there any
possibility of their being able to secure from the
Washington authorities reciprocity in natural pro-
ducts on the basis of the treaty of 18547 Well, they
have been told by Mr. Blaine. the Secretary of State,
or they might have learned it from the letter he has
written, that he will never be prepared to grant
reciprocity on these terms, and that being the case,
the House cannot give the Government credit for
being sincere in their desire for any measure of re-
ciprocity at all. Why, Sir, what is the position
taken by the Finance Minister, who was one of the
delegates to Washington, and proposes to go there
again. He is going there, he says, to obtain reci-
procity in natural products. We know what he
thinks with regard to the value of the American
‘market for the products of our farms. As the
mouthpiece of the Government he spoke in Toronto,
when the House was dissolved, and laid down the
policy of the Government on that cccasion. What
Mr. Parersoy (Brant).

did he then say with reference to the United States
market as a’ desirable outlet for our farm pro-
ducts. He said : '

**They talk, 8ir, about the natural market. They say

the United States is our market. I say that in my opinion
the only thingthat constitutes a market is. demand and
supply, and the proper ‘market for ‘a.country, the best
market, is where there is the greatest demand alongside
of the lowest home ‘production Sto satisfy’ that demand,
Senator Carlisle, wh¢ is often quoted by the Oppesition.
neéver said a truer thing than in his speech on the MeKin-
ley Bill. when. ridiculing .the .idea. of natural markets
being necessary, he stated tiat the .best natural market
was where the goods that a'countrs produces are required
at the maximum. Take thatrule and apply.it to Great
Britain. We have a ‘surplus in agricultural produets.
Why should'we g0 to a'market inthe United States where
| they have a surplus of the same class:of products that we
t have to sell 2 Should we go to Great Britain, where mil-
| lions of mouths are erying for food and only a small per-
i centage of the neeessary, supplyis’produced at home.
where weare not met by hostile tariffs exr dy_vacillating
tariff legislation. a3'we have ‘had in; the United States,
when once we have set the current of trade in a certain
direction to run up against it'and throw all things away, s
-eountry that is willing.to pay and is able to pay.a country
that must continue to import for all time? The natural
market is not a:country that produces'a surplus, as does
the United'States. but Great Britain, whieh does not pro-
duce a surplus. and in ‘which there is a sustained de-
mand.”

Now, that is the view the Minister of Finance
entertains with reference to the value of the United
| States market to the farmers of this country. He
asks the question : Why should they go toa market
in the United States where they have a surplus of
: the same class of products that we have to sell ? Let
i me ask now: Why did he go to Washington an:d
beg and beseech for an interview if. peradventure,
they might in any way get this market of the
United States that is of no use tous* The hon.
gentleman was not the only one that spoke, for we
tind that the Minister of Agriculture was at that
same meeting announcing the Government policy.
and what did he say with reference to the American
market ? The Minister of Agriculture said :

*“ It has been stated that the United States is our natural
market. I contend thatitis not cur natural market. 1
contend that they are our competitors in everything we
produce. Everything they produce we preduce, 2nd they
are our natural opponents with the exceptivn of, perhaps,
bananas, oranges and pexnuts,”

Here the Minister of Agriculture, a member of the
Government, declares that the United States mar-
i ket, instead of being a benefit to the people of this
country and to be desired by them, is rather the
i reverse, except, perhaps, in respect to bananas,
oranges and peanuts, in which articles, he admits,
they would not be competitors. There you have
the Finance Minister and the Minister of Agricul-
ture stating that the markets of the United States,
even for our natural products; are valueless to us ;
you have them going to Washington and begging
for an interview. after all they said against the
Washington Government, going there after all the
insulting things they said with reference o the
American people, and begging and seeking an in-
terview, anl coming home rejoicing in arnouncing
to this House that they had succeeded in so far
that Mr. Blaine had fixeda day when they might
go back and renew negotiations for a treaty in
order to secure the inestimable boom for our far-
mers of a market for their natural products, a mar-
ket proclaimed by the Minister of Finance and the
Minister of Agriculture to be valueless. Why
should they go to the United States for a market ?
That is the position of hon. gentlemen opposite, of
these gentlemen who, three or four days after dis-




