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bere is a radical change in our policy, the
enactrnent of a principle contrary to the
very polîcy of the governrnent, as an-
nounced and propounded last session ; and
that change lias been made in this session
wflen parliarnent was sitting, when It
would have been the easiest tbing possible
for the ininister to consuit the representa-
tives of the people. 1 wish one of the
colleagues of the minister were here, 1
wish the Minister of Marine and Fisheries
were here, so thatt he could repeat those
words of denunciation whlch he tbundered
sO eloquently against the Conservative gov-
ernrnent because, forsooth, they bad dared
to purcliase one million of dollars' worth
of arrns in Great Britala whule parliarnent
was ln session. Is this atnother one of
those principles for which the Liberal party
attacked the Conservative governent, but
which thee now advocate?-with this dif-
ference, that in the case to which 1 re-
fer it Nvas simply a question 0f. the ex-
penditure of rnoney, whilst in this matter
It is a question of a change of policy, a
change of attitude * on the part of the gov-
ernrnent, contrary to the attitude which
they toak last year ; and wlthout consult-
lng parliament, whist the representatives
of the nation are assembled here, they meet
in a closed cliamber and frame a policy
which they announce to the country, and
say that we must support it.

Mr. SAM. HUGHEES. Do we u'nderstand
that the lion. gentleman goes bacic on bis
record concerning paymnent for arrns la 1895?

Mr. BOURASSA. No, I denounced It iii
1895, and 1 denounce it to-day, whether done
by a Coitservative goverument or by a Lib-
eral governmlent. Now one of the argu-
ments used by the hon. minister was this:
H1e said, we are devoting most of our ener-
gies and spending most of our money in the
Britishi islands because we have found that
it is tue best field for immigration, and lie-
cause the people of Great Britain, knowing
that Canada is a desirable place to live in,
want to corne here. Sir, if the people of
Great Britain want lx> corne to Canada,
what Is the use of giving $5 a head to book-
ing agents to send tliem here? But let us
accept the argument, let us suppose it is
necessary to have agencies lu Great Britain'
ta bring over a desirable clasýs oit immigrants
Is that a reason for passîng an order lu coun-
cil ta induce people to corne f rom Norway,
Sweden, Holland, Denrnark, Hungary, Rus-
sin, France, Belgiurn and Switzerland? If
the argument of the minister is gaod, If the
goverrnent have changed their policy be-
cau-se circumstances have changed and
circumnstances have changed in such a way
that the people of Canada are entitled to
see that their money is well employed by
spending it in Great Britain, then why has
the goveramnent adopted an order lu couneil
that allows tliem to spend money lu foreign
countries where it is sa difficuit to carry

on a propaganda? Now on this question of
propaganda, the bon. gentleman says that
the order lu counicil is far diff erent fro-m any
past order, because according to the preseat
order la e@tincil nathing will be paid to
agents wlio work agaimmst the laws of the
country lu which they are operating. Either
tîjis restriction la the order in council holds
good or it does not. -If it holds good, then
this order lu council is nothing but a co'py
of the contra1 t with the North Atlantic
Trading Company, because lu that contract
the government introduced the very saine
clause that tlue agents of the North Atlantic
Trading Company were not going to do any-
thing contrary to the law of the nations lu
,which tliey Nvere operating. If the North
Atlantic Trading Cornpany's contract was a
bad one, because it brought those agents inta
conllct with tlie laws of the land in which
tliey were operating, this ord-er la ýcouncil is
equally bad because It is based on the same
principle ; lt is the samne policy, except that
here you are dealing with individual agents
instead of with a company.

Now with regard to this aspect o! the
question, I arn open-rninded, I arn ready
to be convinced that it is hetter to deal
with agents than to deal wîth a corn-
pany. But I arn surprised that that argu-
ment should corne from the minister, lie-
cause last year when lie announced to the
House that the contract with the North
Atlantic Trading Comnpany 'was to be can-
celled, what did he say ? H1e referred ta
some writings or sorne letters frorn Sir
Charles Tupper, saying that it was better to
have arrangements of that kind made with
campanies than with individue~l agents, and
the hon, gentleman took credit for the gov-
ernent in the fact that t-hey were now pay-
ing lionuses to a com:paay and flot ta In-
dividual booking agents. H1e said :

Naw, ta whom dlid aur hon. frIends on the
other side pay the bonuses ? Th-ey paid them
ta indivldual booking agents-so their letters
show. To wharn did this gavernent psy lu the
years preceding the conbract with the North
Atlantic Trading Company ? They paid ta lu-
dividual boaklng agents.

To whomn do they pay now ? Not ta any In-
dividual baoking agents, but ta the Narth At-
lantic Trading Company, a collective interest of
boaking agents. And do they get value for
their payrnents? Judged by the standard laid
dawn lu the letter of Sir Charles Tupper, they
do. And any man of common sease, nat warp-
ed by politîcal blas, wlll agree that that le the
main question. . . . I knaw they are en-
gaged lu the business af baoking ernigrants ta
Canada, sud I knaw that they wark under bet-
'ter conditions ta-day as a carnpany, than th)ey
did wheu th-ey worked as individuals, anti are
sendlng mare ernlgrsnts ta Canada. That was
the purpase of the change tram payments ta
individual agents ta payments ta this compsny.

Here we have, ln the words of the min-
ister himiself last year, the statement that
we liad beter adopt the policy of paying a
coinpany than of paying individual baoking
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