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'but the future will show what kind cf botaniat
ýor amateur farmer lie is. How ithe old tree
wî'l1 react, it is liard te tell. Wili the rugged
ýold British oak just cramp and stifle the bud,
or wil the oid stock, poisoned by the bud's
-viciousnew, suifer, dry up and diisintegrate?

I say that we cf -the Liberal party have a
perfect riglit, nay, an obligation and a duty,
closeiy, very closely te serutinize these agree-
ments and te say ta the Prime Minister, as
did the Latins of aid:

Timeo danaos et dona ferentea;

,or, as the fameus Frenchi fabulist Lafontaine
said:

Ce bloc enfariné'ne me dit rien qui vaille.

I said a moment aga that these agreements
ccnstiituted a curtafiment cf our political
liberties. I arn positive that there is net a
single British subject in this fair land tcday
who wculd net strengly support any measure
conceived for the purpose cf keeping clcsely
knit as they are today the bonds cf empire.
I am sure ths.t the ten millions cf red-blocded
Canadians wculd go any limit te assure the
maintenance cf empire bonds cf the strongest
kind. But et the saine týime I arn sure that
few, if any, are thcse supporters and admirers
of empire bonds who would sacrifice wiliingly
any of their pelitical liberties te support a
scheme cf empire trade ccnceived on such
principles as of necessity must undermine the
very stability cf such bonds.

If we approve cf the present scheme we
,censtitute ourselves, ail cf the component
parts cf the empire, into a separaite unity in
the world crganizaticn. We build tarif! walls
around the empire se high that we cannet
look over them; se high that ne other nation
of the wcrld cen look over them; we censti-
tute ourselves; intc some glerified entity, some-
thing like a mother bear and lier cubs in bier
winter cache.

By accepting these agreernents we decide
fer three, five or ten years te divest ourselves
cf our political liberty te frame our fiscal
pclicies as times, conditions and circumstances
may warrant. If we accept these agreements,
then fer three, five or ten years we voluntarily
place. cur hands in the shackles and our feet
in the stocks and lese cur ecenemic liberties.
For such iength cf time we shahl le debarred
frorn making any bargain with any nation
in the world in respect of the saine subject,
ne matter how mucli more benellcial it may
be for us. And is it ta be in sucl abniormal
times, when conditions are so upset, when
minds are se unsettled, that we shail en'ter
inte long terni agreements about matters that
se vitally affect the politicai and econemic
structure of this country? There is ail the

difference in the world between the rnaking of
these agreemuents with the empire and the
making of separate agreemnents with separate
countries, as! was done under the Liberal
regimie. Here we give away the whole of our
economic life. We give the 360 degrees of
the ciroie to its centre. We tie up exclusively
with one party ail tha-t we have. There is
nothing lef t for us ta deal in; there is no
other party ta deal wiith. But vicious a
principle as that is, it goes fu.rther than that.
I cannot too often repeat it: It is the tying-up
of Canada, hand and foot, ta a systern of
protection, incompatible with the financial
and economic structure of England, incompat-
ible with the financial and economic structure
of Canada, and exposing Canada and the
empiTe ta retaliatory measures cf the worst
kind.

The daiiy bread of a nation is trade, trade
and more trade-expansion and more expan-
sion. Restrictions on these desires and wants
create resentments and hate, and war is on
the threshold. Tariffs are barriers; tariffs are
wars that stem the flow cf trade and interfere
with expansion. Resîstance te expansion in
the economic world is resented as much by
nations as resistance te territorial expansion.
These, it may be said, are censequences or
events the happening of which is doubtful.
But though improbable, they are unfortun-
ateiy only tea possible. History shows that
nations' cupidity in the way cf more terri-
tory, or that nations' thwarted desire for
greater trade have been the cause cf war.

The if e cf these agreements is said te be
three, five or ten years. But what is cur
state cf health te link us up in sucli a
manner? According te the report cf the
Department cf Trade and Commerce for the
fiscal year ended March 31, 1932, we flnd at
page 7 the state cf cur health. We read
that Canada's fereign trade during the
year ended March 31, 1932, ameunted te
$1,166,069,000 compared to $1,723,641,000 in
1931, and $2,393,212,000 in 1930, or a decrease
cf 32-4 per cent compared with 1931 and a
decrease of 51-3 per cent compared with
1930. But that is not aIl. I flnd at page
10 aise that Canada's domestie experts in
1932 decreased as cempared with 1931 by
27-9 per cent. A fine state cf health te be
iii! A fine state cf heaith fer Canada te
lie in te bargain with somebcdy te the
exclusion of ail other parties. Our total
decrease in trade in 1931-32 as compared with
1930-31 was $551,507,0S0, and aur total decrease
in trade with the United Kingdem for the
same period was $131,000,000. And are we te be
asked ta tie up exclusively for three, five


