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The Address--Mr. Anderson (Halton)

hon. gentlemen behind the governmnent whio
do not seem to bie taking intererdt li this de-
bate, rend it?

We deaire respectfully to expres regret that reaulting
f rom the policy of and recent trade agreements made
by the Preaent government the dairy praduets industry
of Canada is now bemng subi ected ta moat unfair and
unwarraotable competition f rom other countries, and
that thea Speech from the Throne gives no indication of
any remed'al legialation which. would remove the dis-
crimination under whieh this industry suffers.

This is a very important resolution wbich
aims ait remedying the defect li the treaty.
That treaty came before the Blouse last Jume
and it went into effeet on the lot October,
1925. When it was before the Blouse lust
June, it was thoroughly discussed by neanibers
on both sides. At that time 1 took occasion,
in connection with the treaity, to make some
remiarkae which I do nlot feel I have any need
ta M.tract, and I shall read themi to-day largely
because in the course of those remarks the
attitude of seime of aur Progresive friends
teoaur Ieft is brouglit out. As reported, on
page 4853 of tinrevised Hansard of last yeor,
I -made thia statement:

Mr. Anderson: Mr. Chairman, althougli T amn not
oppoead to the advantage given the pulp and paper
mndustry under this treaty, yet I do flot believe it is
proper that that advantage should lie gamned liy
satriiciog aur agricultural interesta. I think our agri-
culturiats need just as munch protection as any other
brancs af Canadianin dustry. Under this treaty they
wil lie up egaioat almost a frac trade proposition with
respect ta the farmn produets of Australia, the import
of which mnuet resuit ta their serions disadvantage. In
that regard 1 do flot feel that I can support thus
treaty, aithougs I agree that we sbauld do everything
possible to get a market for our manufactured pro-
ducte. But we aliould also conserve aur own market
liere ins Canada partîcularly for the agriculturists, and
especially those who are engaged in mixed farmiug. I
arn satisfied that aur friends from the west who sup-
port this treaty n0w will find it detrinsental ta them
when the.y go ino osixed farmmng a few years hence. 1
should tbink that they ouglit ta look a little bit into
tise futurs.

Mr. Campbell: May I Point out that tise three
Prairie Provinces ta-day, taking ino conaideration the
rural Population, produce more butter and dises per
head of Population tban all the other provinces?

Mr. Anderson: Then I will guarantee they will feel
tise compatition caming f rom Australie, mare than the
rest of Canada will, and that when the treety cornes
inta operation tbey wifl b. sonry thay voted for it.

An hon. member: We hava ot voted for it yet.
Mr. Anderson: Wül hon, gentlemen support it?
Some hon. members: Na.

What 1 said then is coming true to-day and
the dairy industry of Canada is beginning
to feel the effecte of the Australian itrety. It
is interesting to recali some of ithe etatements
madle in thie House at the tinxe by members
of the Progressive group. For instance the
hon. member for Ro~Euown (Mr'. Evans), who
was then a member, made this staitement:

Mr. Evans. Now, we slsould lie doing ail we cao
ta foater primary production in this country, and

particularly ins tise basic industry, whicis ls agriculture,
and if thLs country is ta prosper this must lie dooe.

Mr. Anderson: Are we doing it by means of this
treaty?

Mr. Evans: Na, that in wliat I amn sayiog.

This clearly indicatee that 'the haon. meniber
was in faveur of protection for agriculture;
lie opposed the treaty for the simple resoon
that hie feIt ithat rthe protection which waa
enjoyed by thse dairy àndustry in westerni
Canada was 'being taken away by thse treaty.
The hon. member for Brandon (Mr. Forke)
aie cantri'buted a few remarke which. will
be fauixd on page 4674 of Hansard:

Now, wlien I look out ta thse west I remember that
tise people tiser. are great consumnera of raisins--per-
isaps no otiser dried fruit is mare geoerally useS in thse
prairie provinces, and when I think of rny owa
constituency and the large. amount of duty they will
lie calleS upon ta psy under tisis treaty, I.jeel that I
will have ta vota againat t. It ia cotrary ta the pnin-
ciples wisicis we hava always professeS that tariff rates
ahould lie mocrasseS, consequeotly I feel as a osatter of
principla tisai I cannai eupport this treaty, although I
do oot entertain perhaps tise sarna bostility tawarda it
as the isoo. member for Bow River, but, balaocing the
whole thdung, 1 tising I will be compelled ta vote againat
tbe mneasure.

Thse only increase in duty brouglit about by
that treaty was a sliglit one on raisins in the
general tariff, and yet the hion. member for
Brandon opposed the agreement an that
ground. I thouglit I would iook into the
question to iee what the objection amounted
ta and I flnd that thse duty on raisins up ta
then had been two-thirds of a cent per pound.
That duty was increased ta 3 cents per pound
in the general tariff whie raisins were allowed
in free from Australia. 1 miglit make the
point here that the hon. member for Brandon
contended that free im1ports of raisins fromn
Australia would not reduce tise price of that
commodity inasmucli as they could nlot supply
the maA4 et, and lie argued that we should
stili lie using California raisins, paying 3 cents
per pound an them. But even with thse 3
celte per pound duty, I find that we imported
in 1924 38,000,000 pounds af raisins an which
duty amounting ta $1,140,000 was collected.
This meant 124 cents per capita of the popu-
lation or 65 cents per fanxily of five, while
if we deducted the two-thirds of a cent per
pound which was on before the increase the
duty would amaunt ta 10 cents per head or
50 cents per family. Surely that is not a
very great price for the constituents of the
hion. member for Brandon ta pay lin order ta
maintain protection ta tise dairy industry of
western Canada. As I have said, we imported
in 1924 38,000,000 pounde odd of raisins at
a cost of $3,222,000, when we paid two-thirds
of a cent per pound duty, and in 1925 we
iniported 44,000,000 pounds at a cont of


