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Mr. Carvell Applies

New Trade Agree-

ment to Products of the Farm

The Question in Relation

to Cattle, Hogs, Cheese,

Butter and Wheat--Mr. Sifton’s Misstatement of
Facts--The Opposition- “Mixed”--A Comparison

of Important Figures.

Following is the second instalment of Mr.
Carvell’s able speech in parliament last
week on the trade agreement:

(From Hansard). -

Mr. Daniel—Could the hon. gentleman
give the imports into Canada from the
United States of potatoes during those
Vears?

Mr. Carvell—I have not the figures at!
nmy hand. No doubt in some years pota- |
foes have been imported by us to some ex-|
tent, but nothing like the extent to which |
they were exported.

Mr. Daniel—Last year there were more |
imported.

Mr. Carvell—The debate so far has been !
confined to the discussion of a very few |
articles. “We have had the wheat question |
discussed in nearly- all its phases. We have |
(hscussed cheese to some extent, bacon to!
a great extent, wheat, flour and cattle and |
ulso fruit.

Mr. Lennox—And hay.

Mr. Garvell—I discussed that this after-
noon. I want to take up first the question
of cattle, My hon. friends opposite say |
that if this agreement should go into ef-|
fect. the cattle industry would be entirely !
driven from the British market through

if this goes into force. My hon. friend
says that the packer will be compelled to
pay the Canadian farmer what his. hogs
are worth.
the Canadian farmer? I fail to see it, and
if the Canadian packer wants to do busi-
ness let him pay what the hogs are worth.
Does any man tell me that the Canadian
packers, with all the combination they
have in force at present, and with a duty
of one and a quarter cents per pound
protection, cannot pay the Canadian far-
mer what his hogs are worth? If he can-
not I am afraid the Canadian packing in-
dustry is not of very much benefit to the
people of Canada. But, Sir, I do not be-
lieve that statement, T do not believe them
when they say they cannot pay this price.
I know they can, I know they will. Pos-
sibly their dividends will not be as great
as they have been in the past, but I think
the farmers of Canada can well afford tp
allow the packers to receive a little less
in dividends and give them what their
hogs are worth in the open market.
Coming to cheese and butter, we sent
last -year to Britain $22,000,000 and to the
United States $22,000, We had an entirely
prohibitive duty against these products
going into the United States. My friends

Is' that any disadvantage tof

’ men in:this house who’have used it, but
I have not. T wont feed my horses with
it, but-I want something better than that.
They use it for cattle to some extent, but

| they ‘have‘been buying it in the past, and
won’t our farmers buy it in the past, and
Do you mean-to. tell me that you ure not
going to raiserany more cattle in Canada
in the future; that this country is going

| entirely to the:dogs, and there will be no

j more sale for offal? That is as ridiculous

i a8 the hog' argument. The result will be

| that they will go on ‘manufacturing in

| Peterborough the same as we have done,
 8nd they will make just about the same
| profits, notwithstanding all the cry they
are making, after all the argument put|
forth by the honorable member for Bran-|
don (Mr. Sifton). -I tell you here tonight
that there will not be any closing down
of the factries in the oat industries, bnsi-'
ness will go on as the demand all over the|
world increases, and just so will our busi-
ness increase in Canada,

Lastly T come to wheat. Now wheat is

a big problem. 1 admit it is something,

which I do not profess to know much

about, in fact what I am going to give
the house about wheat will be largely in-
formation which I have gleaned from lis-
tening to speeches during this debate, and

Ifrom a study of the situation from the

trade and navigation returns. I told my

honorable friend from Portage (Mr. Meig-
hen) this afternoon, in reply to a ques-

' tion, that I knew wheat was worth from

{2 to 4 or 5 cents a bushel more in Min-

neapolis than it was in Winnipeg and

| Fort William, and such has been the case

}continually, Why it is, I cannot tell you.

i1 am told that it is in some case because

| the American miller wants the wheat,
and on account of-the transportation con-
| ditions, the Dakota farmer is able to get

2 or 3 cents more for his wheat than our

farmer gets,

Foolish Questions from Opposition.

Mr. Barker.—Has the honorable gentle-
man ever considered whether the increas-
ed price was not due to our wheat being
a sounder and stronger wheat?

Mr. Carvell—No, because the American
wheat has the greater price, the American
gets 3 cents a bushel more than our peo-
ple- do. I do not see my honorable
friend’s point.

Mr. Reid (Grenville).—Does the honor-
able gentleman mean to say that the Am-
erican wheat is better than Canadian

‘time; so will the ciberal.  We are all alike

wheat?

Mr. Carvell—Why, no, Mr. Chairman, |
I did not make any such foolish statement |
{as that. I do not think my honorable|

(apadian channels into the United States, (may say: Oh, you are selling to the same| friend does me much credit when he asks|

and T think that my hon. friend from
Brandon (Mr. Sifton) said that the cattle
industry would become centred in a few
Vears in Chicago instead of Winnipeg. Let
us follow that up. I find that last year

market as the United States producer is.

T want to give only one concrete illustra-| that.

tion of what this meant to the Canadian
farmer, that is the illustration referred to
here by the minister of agriculture. When

{me if I made such a foolish statement as |
! I think my honorable friend ought |
ito give me credit for knowing better than |
! that. I know that our wheat is the bet-
;cer, there is. no question about it. I know |

we exported to Great Britain cattle to the iy Payne-Aldrich tariff was brought into|that when wheat is made free the Ameri- |

cxtent of $9,979.000, but I find that the|
United States exported cattle last year to|
the extent of from $12,000,000 to $15,000,-|
000, practically all of which went to Great |
Britain. But, exclaim my hon. friends op- |
posite, if you put this proposed agreement
into effect, you will ruin the cattle, tradn.;l
I ask why? It cannot ruin the cattle trade
hecause if we send qur cattle to the United
States it will only. be because the Ameri-
can buyers will pay more. Will that hurt
the Canadian farmer? I fail to see how it
will. I do not believe that my hon. friends
our Canadian farmers to get the best prices |
possible. Well, should they be right in'
their contention, and should our cattle be |
driven to Chicago, that can only happen‘
because our cattle will there command bet- |
ter prices. This, however, is what I be-
lieve will happen. I believe that the best
quality of our cattle will still go to Great !
Britain, as in the past, but the poorer!
quality will go to the United States and
sell there .at better prices than we have|
got in the past. Let me explain why. The'
purchasers of cattle for the British mnrketl
will only take animals up to a certain!
standard because the freight is paid, not
by the pound, but by the animal. I am
referring now to water transportation, The |
space taken in a steamship by an animal;
weighing 1,400 will not be greater than that;
taken by an animal weighing 1,000 pounds; |
and ‘ewing to this difference .in freight |
rates, it 18 impossible for our farmers to |
sell ‘their lower grades at anything like|
what they can get for their higher grades.
But should this agreement come into ef-
fect, these lower grade animals will go in-
to the American market, and will there
command the same prices as we now get
for our higher grade. That is what this
proposed agreement means to the cattle
producers all over Canada. They will send
their better animals to Great Britain to
the same extent as heretofore,.but they-
will get a much better market than they
now enjoy in the United States for their
inferior cattle. Further, T believe it will
not be long before the United States will
cease exporting cattle. I find that three
or four years ago the United States were
exporting. $24,000,000 worth of cattle per
vear, whereas last year they only export-
ed some 312,000,000 or $13,000,000 worth,
and it is quite within the realm of possi-
bility that within the course of 'a few
vears the United States will cease export-
ing cattle altogether. The price in the|
American market will then go up, and
our farmers all over Canada will reap the
benefit. No one will seriously argue that
our farmers should sell to the British mar-
et at reduced prices when they can get |
better prices in the American market.
‘That is a species of loyalty 1 have never |
seen worked out yet practically.

My hon. |
friends opposite prate about loyalty but
not one of them would sell his cattle at|
five cents less per head in the British mar™
ket than he could get in the American
market. Give him the slightest advantage
in the world and he does not care two
cents where the article goes, he will sell
it where he can get the best price and if
he .can get a better price in the United
States than in Great Britdin that is where
it will go, That is how they will tell us
the cattle trade is going to be ruined,

Mr. Sifton’s Mistake,

[ come next to the gquestion of pork.
The hon. member for Brandon (Mr. Sifton)
said that if this arrangement went through
the packing industry in Canada would be |
absolutely ruined and every hon, ;:ent]u-’
man opposite. who has spoken has said |
the same thing. Their newspapers have|
said that for a month, it is the stock argu- |
ment of the Conservatives that the pack-|
ers of Canada will be ruined, particularly |
in the packing of pork. ILast year we ex-|
ported to Great Britain bacon to the value
of $6,422747 and of hams $413,645. T shall:
not take the trouble to quote many figures!
regarding the price of hogs because that |
was thoroughly givem by the minister of
agriculture. © The minister stated that|
every week in the last year, with possibly
one exception, hogs were higher in the
American markets than in the correspond-|
ing Canadian markets. While the hon.|
member for Brandon was speaking, I sent
to the reading room for thé Globe and|
World, and compared the prices of hogs in
the different places in Canada and the
United States for the preceding day, Feb-
ruary 27. I found that the prices were
as follows: Belleville, $6.50 to $6.60, 100
pounds; Peterborough, $6.75; St. Thomas,
$6.60 to %6.65; Buffalo, $7.00 to $7.30; and
Chicago, $6.85 to $7.15. In other words,
on February 27 hogs were worth at least
25 cents a hundred pounds more in the
United States markets than in the corre-
sponding markets in Canada, and the min-'
ister of agriculture gave figures showing
that .that condition had existed for the
P&t year, Let us see yhat will happen

|
|
|

effect two years ago, by a mistake the duty
on cream was placed at five cents a gallon
instead of five cents a quart. The result
was that whereas in 1908 we practically
sent no cream to the United States, last
year from Quebec alone we sent $1,500,000

‘ o
b 3 e plonias | e R ® - se | to Great Britain. True, they raise a sum
orth of cream. I wonder if the Cana-|els of wheat, and Great Britain import- | }OP€ this government will go on with these|to G .

; ’ R Sl el 4 : o | mer le called the Gravenstein, but at
j : . i 94 _ i Improvements and if they do it will not be | mer app
dian farmer in Quebec finds fault? Do you!ed from ]alxlviﬁm;ﬁ;;:stlllgt tilflefozma%d ti‘;;il,e;very long until we are able to carry not ‘ present they have no considerable market

suppose he sent that cream to the United

States because he got less for it than in|the United States were able to export to| only all our own wheat but a great ROLLIG |

et Sl v ime. | quantity.

. s t AR .| of the American wheat at the same time. quantity : Y

Canada? No, Mr. Chairman, the farmer;i’gezs \Ev;:dignan:ie cond;tiory:‘rfr;aiqueflim:}?e‘ We are reaching that point much faster | United States, which this agreement will
2 |

down in Quebec is just as human as the
farmer in New Brunswick and he does not

|care what the destination of his product!no Dreference given to our wheat, as an|

is, it is the money he is after, and if he

the extent of $1,500,000 he did so because
there is more money, in it than in selling
in the Canadian market. If this happened
in one year the result in four or five years
in the export of cheese and butter would
be simply astonishing when the market
is thrown open to these products.

The hon. member for Brandon stated
that the Quaker oat industry of Peter-
borough would be absolutely ruined if this
arrangement went into effect. I shall dis-
cuss this first from a local standpoint. The
local consumption of this product with

he‘ﬂ,OU0,000 people, must be considerable, and
‘we pay enough for this in the maritime|

provinces. The men who can take ordi-
nary oats and by treating them can sell
them at the price charged does not lose
much. TIf they want to sell in the local
market, they have today the modest pro-
tection of fifty cents a hundred pounds,
or half a cent a pound on the product of
oats. That duty is as prohibitive as a
duty of 200 cents a hundred pounds. That
will be the case if this agreement goes
through. Today they have a protection of

sixty cents per hundred pounds, and they !

say because that s reduced from sixty
to fifty this industry, which I am told has
cost $2,000,000, will absolutely close down
and go out of business. Does any reason-

able man believe that statement? Why,!

Sir, you only have to state the proposition
to show the utter nonsense of it from the
local standpoint. Let us take the export
standpoint. 1t was argued—not by the

hon. member for Brandon (Mr. Sifton) bo-‘,

cause he very wisely gave no reason for
his statement, and if I admired him for
anything in his speech it was for his acute-
ness and astuteness in making statements
and not backing them up hy facts and'ar-
guments—it was said that the Quaker oats

| establishment would go out of business.

The Quaker oats people say that the duty
does not affect them so far as the foreign
market is concerned. They say they send
the great majority of this to the British
market, which I believe is true. The oats
may cost them a little more, 1 believe they
will because owing to this arrangement the
price of oats will be higher, although I
must confess that in the great markets of
Canada and the United States perhaps
there is no product of Canada_which so
nearly equals the price of oafs. Today
there is not more than one cent in favor
of the American product. But, suppose
he has to pay three or four cents a bushel
more for his raw material, he starts out
on practically the same footing, and it
will not cost any more to produce
the article for shipment to England than
it does today. Oh, they say, there is
the offal, the bran products and- all that:
we cannot export that to the United
States because there is a small duty upon
it of 121-2 cents per hundred pounds. The
argument is that we cannot send offal ove:
there, and that is where ‘our profit comes
in, and the result will be that the mann
facturers will transfer their factories to
the United States, they will be able to
export the finished produet to the British
market the same as from Canada, and
sell the offal on the American market.
Now, I looked up this matter in the
‘Trade Returns,” and do you know that of
all the millions and millions of bushels of
grain that are grown in Canada, includ-
ing wheat, including oats, including every
sort of grain that you can imagine that
is exported, during the last fiscal year we
only exported the bran of all-kinds of
grain to the paltry sum of $1,000,000. T
do not suppose the export of offal from
that oat factory down in Peterborough
would be probably more than $5000 or
$6,000; but it must be almost infinitesmal
when you come to consider that of all the
manufacturing going on in Canada, of all
the grinding of grain going on in Canada.
only 81,000,000 worth of this offal has
been exported.

Mr. Sexsmith.—Does. the honorable gen-
tleman mean to sdy that the by products
of the Peterborough factory only amount,
to $5,000 or $6,000.

Mr. Carvill.—No, T said that is all that
was exported.
offal teday? Don’t our firmers buy. that
offal? The offal from an oat factory is
not very good; there is some nourishment
in it, and there must be honorable gentle-

Why don’t they use that]

cans will buy our wheat ‘because-it is bet- |
| ter, and I know that our producers will|
! get a better price than what we are get- |
'ting today. Now let us see what we are!
! doing. Last year we exported to Great|
! Britain somewhere about 27,500,000 bush-

{000,000,

same in the British market, and there was |

{

! ordinary -rule, if we had the same trans-

|sold that cream to the United States to Portation facilities as they have, if we had |

| the same commercial relations as they, |
the price should be the same. 1 want to
be quite faixr about that. But remember
it is only a few years ago when the Am-
erican people were almost monopolizing
the, wheat market in (ireat Britain, and if
| present tendencies continue as they have
in the last ten years, I believe that in ten |
or fifteen years the United States will
cease to be a wheat exporting country at |
all, When that time arrives will it not be
of some value to us to have free access
to that market? T know the answer will|
be: But they are bound to buy our wheat
any way. I tell my honorable friend that
they can buy Argentine wheat if they |
{want to, and let it in free. It may sur-|
| prise them to be told that last yvear Ar-|
gentine exported twenty per cent more |
| wheat to the British market than we did, |
! and Argentine is one of the greatest wheat |
producing countries in the world. If Ar‘—j
gentine wheat went into the [’nited;
States free' of duty, would it not be bet- |
ter for our farmers to have that market|
in addition to the British market? Be-!
cause in Great Britain everything is al-
ways open to it. I do not think there is
much danger of the British workingman
ever voting to put a duty upon the wheat
his family uses. Depend upon it, the Brit
| ish market will remain free for all time
as it is today, and we will have that mar- |
i ket open to us. Now in addition to that,
when the United States becomes a wheat
{Importer, we are on the ground floor, we
{are in a position to do the business, pro-,
vided we do not throw away the oppor-
tunity and fetter ourselves with customs
regulations which will prevent us from |
| taking advantage of it. |
Mr. Barker.—If our wheat is of a high- |
| er grade and of a great value, why should
we not establish our own market and
sell our own wheat at its proper price
rather than mix it with American wheat?
Mr. Carvell—Who has been talking |
about mixing? It is only my honorable
friend who is mixed. The honorable mem-
ber for Brandon was mixed on Tuesday
These are the only men I have heard that
are mixed on this question. They
about this wheat being mixed, I
was the honorable member for North To
ronto (Mr, Foster)—and we are pretty
safe in attributing to him any erroneous
statements of that kind—I think he said|
in this debate: You might as well dump |
the elevators of Fort William and Port !
Arthur ‘into the lake; when you get this
trade agreement in force everything will|
g0 by American routes, our railwavs will
go out of business and we are done for-!
ever. 'The honorable member for Bran-
don did not make quite the same state-
ment, but he arrived at the same results, |
because he said there would be no more |
grading of our wheat, that you could not
grade it, it would be mixed with United
States wheat and would lose its identity, |
it would be mixed with an inferior wheat,
causing -the price to go down, and the re-
sult would be that the Liverpool market |
which regulates the values of wheat woutd
place a lower price on it. But who
talking. about dumping elevators into the!
lake? Only the prophets of blue ruin o
posite. Take the experience of the United
States under present conditions. My hon-|
orable friends say that all this wheat is!
going by United States transportation |
channels. FLast year we exported of our
wheat through United = States channels
25,960.000 bushels. How do my honorable!
friends-account for that  There was no.
reciproeity then, there was no trade ar-|
rangement, there was no treachery or trea- |
son on the part of the Liberals. Iivery-|
thing was going along squarely when |
things were well enough—as my honcorable !
friends say. Yet 25,000,000, almost 26.000.-
000 bushels of our wheat went through |
United-Btates channels. \Worse than that; |
of that amount 19,478,000 bushels actual
[1ly went through the terminal elevators at|
{ ¥ort William and Port Arthur. How do
{ you account for that? A child ten years|
of age could account for that, and (hvf
l(*,\'p‘.nnatimn is that it is purely and simply
| a question of transportation. I come back |
to my proposition of a short time ngo.!
{Givn a staunch Tory one-tenth of a u‘m"
{ a bushel more on his wheat through A m- |
I':rican channels than through Capad an!
channels and he will jump at it every'

|
|

in that way. R R Uil

Mr. Barker—That is what you are
arguing for.

Mr. Carvell—Their loyalty is only lip
loyalty and it is confined to that holier-
than-thou community called Toronto.
What is the future of the wheat industry
from the transportation standpoint? We
will get the advantage of whatever the
American market gives to us, if there is
any advantage. If there is mo advantage
the wheat will continue to go to Europe
as it has in the past. It will go by United
States channels if these channels are
eheaper than ours, but if we can do any-|
thing to get our transportation rates down |
to the same level, or to a point one-tenth |
of a cent a bushel less than the United|
States rates, then the wheat will be shipﬂ

friends Want to.gef away from that point
because it is all in our favor. -

Mr. Crocket—The hon. member for Wel-
lington sgid he would accept the opinion
of the men in the trade because he did not
know himself.

Mr, Carvell-My hon. {riends are wel-
come to whatever comfort they can get
from that. X &

Mr, Barker—Thank you.

Mr, Carvell-The hon. member for Yale-
Cariboo (Mr. Burrell) told us it was going
to ruin the fruit industry of British Colum-
bia, and Mr. McBride says so, and the
whole Tory party of British Columbia says
80, and the whole Tory party of Canada of
course are bound to say so, but a news-
paper printed right in the capital town of
the constituency of my hon. friend (Mr.
Burrell) says the agreement is the best |

7 s % |
worth, ‘That is what it means to the peo- |

Ple of the maritime provinces. |

Would Increase British Preference. |

Now, I want very briefly to discuss this
Mmatter along the, general line which the
deiate has taken. Our honbrable friends
opposite would try to make the country
believe apnd try to convince themselves— |
for I think they are hollering to keep their
own courage up—that this is a great big
measure of free trade. Well, Sir, it is
not half so big as I personally would like
to see it. "We ‘are told that the Liberal
party when they came into power bor-
rowed protection from the ( onservatives:
but remember that we came into power
pledged to obtain recipricity = from the
United States if we could get 1t on fair

ped through Canadian channels. Does any | thing that ever happenad for the fruit|terms, just as the Conservative party w

man mean to tell me, that, with the his-%
tory of the past in view and remember-;
Ing how we have been going ahead in the‘l
last five or ten years, we will not be able

i to handle all the wheat that we raise in|

the next three or four years? I have here|

a comparison which shows the change that | fruit growers of California or elsewhere. | not get it,
is taking place in the transportation of | As to the Niagara peninsula fruit growers. | tained reciprocity if we had
wheat. In 1903 we sent through the port|the morning after the minister of finance | large enough list of manufact

of Montreal 8,000,000 bushels, whereas|
there were exported through the port of|
New York 14,000,000 bushels.
that that means both Canadian and Am- |
erican wheat. In 1908 the export through
Montreal had jumped to 30,000,000 bush-

growers. Now, I am ineclined to believe
that newspaper. 1 do not believe that tht‘}
fruit growers of British Columbia, who can |
raise the best fruit in the world, are not |
able to compete in the mining and manu- |

facturing centres of the west with the |

brought down these resolutions, T met al

gentleman who is intimately acquainted |

I presume| with the fruit industry there. and he told | duced the British preference. Our

me that the result of the arrangement
would be that the Niagara fruit growers
would have more of a consuming popula- |

pledged to obtain reciproc and wot
have been glad to have it wn to 1896
We sent a deputation to Wash mn - to
endeavor to get reciprocity, and

have been delighted to have got
rangement whicl- we have today

I presume we could

3 articies
on our side; but we would not do it. Ow
delegation returncd home, and intro-
honor-
able friends opposite may say that we in-
troduced it in order to cater to the feel
Ing prevailing at that time that we should

els and the New York trade had gone to|tion within one night's run of the Niagara | do something to help out the British peo

16,000,000 bushels.
dropped to 20,000,000 bushels and
York had fallen to the
amount of 86,000,000 bushels.
Can any man read these figures without |
coming to the coneclusion that Montreal
is going ahead in the transportation of
wheat faster than any other place? It is
only a short time when, if we pursue the
proper methods, the Canadian route will
entirely control the transportation of
wheat. We have only commenced to im-
prove our transportation routes. It may|
be, as our hon. friends say, that we have
spent $150,000,000 in building the National
Transcontinental railway that is going to
reduce the cost of transportation of the
stable products of the west to Great Brit-
ain. We are, I believe—I hope so—enter-
ing into the project immediately of deep-
ening the Welland canal. The government
cannot start that work one day too soon
to suit me, and I am told that next year
we are going to commence the project of
building the Georgian Bay canal. When
we get these transportation routes verfect-
ed, even leaving out the Georgian Bay
canal, and when the water in the \Vel]and%
canal is deepened to 2} or 22 feet, does any |
man mean to tell me that we cannot trans-
port. wheat through Canada cheaper than|
they can through the Erie canal with a|
six feet depth of water? You only have |
to state the proposition in order to see thej
utter nonsense of the argument on the|
other side. I believe, and the figures pmve{
that I am correct, that in the next ﬁve;
or ten years, the exportation of Ca.nadian‘
|

New

wheat will practically cease through Am-

| erican channels and we will be able to con-

trol ‘it all through Canadian channels. I|

perhaps than hon, gentlemen opposite rea- |
lize unless they have given some thought |
to the subject. We have improved our |
trade routes to such an extent within the |
last three or four years that we are able|
to compete with the American routes as|
is shown by the fact that last year Mont- |
real exported three times the quantity ni\
wheat than New York did. During the|
present winter, so I am informed by offi- |
cials who know, more than half of the]|

I wheat that is being ghipped through thelr

port of St. John is’ American wheat; lhé':
result of improving our transportation|

{ facilities as we have been doing. The gov-|

ernment is not doing it all; the railways
are doing wonders too. The Canadian Pa-|
cifie railway will spend in the next three
or four years $£20,000,000 or $25,000,000 in
perfecting their rail haul from the (eor-
gian Bay to Montreal. They have double |
tracked their line’ to Smith’s Falls or
Sharbot Lake. We had a bill before the!
railway committee not long ago by which
they are getting a charter for another
road. We had a friendly littl

le scrap over |
it; the Canadian Pacific railway wanted to !
build the road through a certain portion
of the country because they thought that
they could get a three-tenths of one per
cent. grade by going by that route, and the
committee, 1 think rightly, allowed them
to go that way. We have had the Grand
Trunk railway improving their trade routes
and will have the Canadian Northern men,
who are entitled to occupy almost the high-
est place among Canadian railway men,
extending their road from the Georgian
Bay to Montreal and Quebec in a short
time. When these improvements are
brought into existence 1 have no fear as
to the carrying of tvanadian wheat through
Canadian channels. 1 am taking up more
time than I had intended.

Mr. Barker—If my hon. friend is going
to continue and inerease the shipment of |
wheat by the Canadian route through |
Montreal how is he going to get the west-
ern farmer a higher price for wheat down
south?

Mr. Carvell—I thought I explained that.
[ thought J explained that wheat is high-
er at the present time in Minneapolis than
in Winnipeg, If it were the same pr
and we both continued to ship in t
same quantities and to the same marl ¢
we would still get the same price. I want |
Lo make myself perfectly plain. I want
to be perfectly fain.and to wake my argu-
ment logical. I said that I w going to
take up one other question which has been
considered in this house and the country
during the course of this debate, and that
18 the fruit question.

Well, we got a shock this afternoon. Ay
hon. friends pounded their desks when |
my hon. friend from Welland (Mr. Ger-
man) was talking. 1 think that) some of
them must be really in a worn éut condi- |
tion physically this evening, the hon. |
member for Peel (Mr. Blain) for instance. |
All of my hon. friends opposite certainly
did a lot of honor to my hon. friend from
Welland and when hon. friend from
Welland, who was supposed to be the st:
1ctor, next to my hon. friend from Pran-
don (Mr. Sifton)

Mr. Crocket—Who is to

|
be the next?

Benefits Fruit Growers.

!what 1 am telling you; it was free

S : |
Dominion of Canada, and that he was very |

very greatly enlarged and more profitable
market. I think I will take that gentle-
man’s statement in preference to the state- |
ment of those who know nothing about it.j

Mr. Barker—Who was it? {

Mr. Carvell—Perhaps it would mnot be |
fair for me to give his name.

Mr. Barker—Oh, yes it would.

Mr. Carvell—-I will give it to my hon.|
friend in confidence.

Mr. Barker—Oh, let us have it in pub- |
lic; he was not a Canadian.

Mr. Carvell-He was a Canadian. and a|
good one at that.

Mr. Barker—Name him then.

Mr. Carvell—But, Mr. Chairman, British
Columbia and the Niagara peninsula are |
not the only portions of Canada which
raise fruit. There is a portion of Canada
comprising about one-eighth of the popula- |
tion of this country—and we think more|
than one-eighth of the brains and ability |
of this dominion—called the maritime prov-
inces, and in proportion to population the |
maritime provinces produce fruit to as
great if not a greater extent than d
British Columbia and the Niagara penin-
sula.  Go to the Annapolis Valley and it
15 in the knowledge of every gentleman in
this house that, be they Grit or Tory, the
farmers of that wonderful fruit growing |
valley—and there is nothing to equal it in
the world today for raising apples—are en
thusiastically in favor of this arrange
ment. Today the apple growers of the An
napolis Valley are compelled to devote |
their energies exclusively almost to grow- |
ing a winter apple which they can export |

for them, and the production is limited in
But, with this market of the

give us, the possibility of raising summer
apples in the Annapolis Valley is almost
unlimited. Had these farmers had a mar- |
ket of the United States for the past ten |
or fifteen years they would export quad-|
ruple the quantity they export at ‘he |
present, .time. .In my own constituency, |
twenty years ago we were growing a sum-,
mer apple called the New Brunswicker,
which is yery much like the Duchess. 1t
was developed by a Mr. Sharpe, who d

voted his life to the industry and made ¢
success of it, and twenty years ago we
were shipping apples to Boston by the car-|
load and people were planting orchards all|
over the country. But the duty was put
on in the United States and the market |
was taken from us and our orchaids went

{to decay. (iive us the United States mar-|

ket and these orchards will be resuscitated,
and new orchards planted, and where to-|
day we do mnot sell a carload of that]
fruit in the United tSates, in a few year ‘
to come when the young trees which will
be planted are in bearing, we will send
hundreds of carloads.

Mr. Crocket—What was the American

| duty against Canadian fruit twenty years

ago?’

Mr. Carvell—It was nothing; that is just
When
fruit was free in the United States we
could send our apples there, but when the
MeKinley Bill came into operation against
us our orchards went into decay

Mr. Crocket—Is the honorable gentle-
man quite certain that under the United
States tariff of twenty years ago Canadian
fruit was free?

Mr. Carvell-I do not like to make a
statement that I cannot back up with
proof, and T have not the tariff of twenty
vears ago here, but I think I am rig

| and my honorable friends from Peel
| Blain) will bear me out in the

ment,

Mr. Blain—I will not. Nobody
suggest that in the United States twenty
years ago there was not a very heavy duty
against apples as there is toda

Mr. Carvell—Within my lifetime fruit
was iree going into the UFnited States, and
the apples were sent there in large quan-
tities and they cannot go there today be-
cause of the duty

Mr. Loggie—Before the McKinlev

Mr. Carvell—Yes. I believe it is twenty-
one years ago, and I mentioned twenty
years ago, but the correction is only a
quibble. That iz about the size of some|
people.

Mr. Blain—Since the honorable gentle-
man 18 personal, does he say there was
no duty against fruit in the United States
until the McKinley bill came into ef-|
fect?

Mr. Carvell—1 am not going to get into
an argument with my honorable friend.
I made the statement, and if T am w rong
he can correct me.

Mr. Crocket—We merely wish to under-
stand your statement, d

Mr. Carvell—We can raise in the An-
napolis valley strawberries, raspberries,

would

| currants, and small fruits to twenty

the extent we are raising them t«

| we had the United States marl ! 1
{the same is true of the S8f. John valley

{ About a fortnight ago a very
i Conservative lawyer in the city of St

prominent

| John, perhaps one of the most prominent

Mr. Carvell—There will ot be very
many more, I will tell my hon. friend, I
can tell my hon. friends opposite that with
the exception of those who have spoken
there is not a “next” on this side of the|
house. All the others accept the agree- |
ment loyally, believing that in helping to
make it law they are doing something that |
will redound to their own credit and to
the everlasting advantage of the dominion
My hon. friend from Welland (Mr. Ger |
man) dealt with the fruit question and he
lives in a fruit district and he gives it as!
bis opinion that his copstituents will bene
fit by this arrangement and he ought to
know. Hon. gentlemen opposite tell you |
that it is going to ruin the fruit ndustry, |
that 800 fruit growers petitioned the goy-
ernment some time ago not to carry ous
the agreement, but between my hon. friend |
from Welland on the one side and gentle-
men opposite on the other, for my part |
would take the evidence of the hon. gentle
man from Welland because he kuows

Mr, Barker—He said he did not know.

Mr. Carvell-He said he did know

Mr. Lennox—No, he said he preferrcd
to take the opinion of the fruit growers

Mr. Carvell-I do not wonder my hon,

e N UL OR e St sta i,

| 'to whom T refer,

{ Conservative lawyers in the province
| who is interested in the steamboat bu

ness on the River St. John, told me in
Ottawa that if this arrangement went into
effect, from the constituency of Queens
and Sunbury alone, in three years there
would be a special line of steamers run
ning on the St. John river direct to Bos-
ton in the summer time in order to carry

{ this fruit, and this man knows what he

Is speaking about. e has been for years
interested in steamboating on the St. John
nver, and during the last three or four

!years they have been sending these small

fruits to some extent by these steamers
which tranship them to the International
Steamship line at St. John for Boston,
and I give his statement for what it is
worth, and the honorable members for
York and St. John know the ntleman
What is true of Kings
and Sunbury is true of the county
York, the county of St. Jol n, and every
other county .on the western side of the

| province of New Brunswick, as well as
| of many constituencies in

Nova Scotia;
and where we produce today one dollz

worth of fruit, we shall produce in a few
years, ten, fifteen or twenty dollars’

"
el s
e — 4 ik A A e

| government first reduced by one-f

| 80 that now we only pay «

Iy

| as we are

i

In 1910 Montreal had | peninsula than they have now in the whole| Ple and to prove our lov alty. I do not

believe that was the object at all. I be

insignificant | Much mistaken if they would not have al|lieve the British preference was meant by

the government who introduced it, and 1
am sure it was accepted by the Liberal
party and by the country generally, as
intended to ameliorate to some extent the
sufferings of the consumers and producers
of Canada from the National Policy under

Swl:mh we had been suffering so lor I'he

h the
duties levied on articles from Great Bri-
tain, and a year or two afterwards thev
Increased the preference to 331-3 per cent
articles com-
ing from Great Britain only two-thirds
of the duty that we pay on articles coming

{ from: the United States or from any other

part of the world. Is that not a benefit
to the consumers of Canada? That was
the object, as I understand it, of introduc
ing the British preference, and that was
the reason my honorable members sitting
in this chamber tonight from the day it
was born down to the present time, and
who would oppese tonight as strongly as
beiore any proposal to increase it—why?
Not because it helps the farmers. — the
lombermen, the fishermen and the consum
ing masses of the Canadian people, but
beca they are afraid that it will inter-
fere with the dividends of their friends
the mar
government that there ig no way in which
they can more ingratiate themselves with

icturers. But I can assure the

| the people of Canada or do more good to

the people of Canada than to bring down
before this parliament adjourns a measure
inereasing the British preference to at
least 40 per cent. Why did not my hon-
orable friends opposite cheer the honorable
member for Welland this afternoon when

i he said that he wanted reciprocity within |

the empire? They were as dumb os|

| oysters when he said that, because t]

knew that if they accepted that proposi-|

! tion they would be flying in the fact of|

the manufacturers, and that is one thing
none of them will dare to do. from the
leader down to the honorable member for
York,

Mr. Crocket—Would vou suggest
the government should do now?

Mr. Carvell—I do most ssuredly, and
I believe 1 am voicing the sentiment of
a great number of the members on this
side of the house, and T know that T am

| voleing the sentiment of a majority of the
| electors. of thig country. We have heen'

told in this debate to let yell enough
alone. We have been told that this coun- |
try has progressed for thirteen vears past
as 1t has never donme before, We have
been telling honorable gentlemen opposite

that all along, but they would not admit

it, Now they say this country has never |

{ been so prosperous as it is today. The

honorable member for Welland, the honor-
able member for North Toronto, have all

{said that it is prosperous because we have

had a protective tariff, and they say that
the tariff that we have had since 1806

| 18 practically tl same as the tariff we|

had from 1879 'down to 1896, If the taviff
which we have had from 1896 down to
the present time has made this country
prosperous, I ask why it did not make the
country prosperous Before 1896 if it was
the same tariff? I tell you it is not the
same tar that made Canada prosperous.
It is the tariff that has kept Canada from
being as prosperous as it might otherwise
have been. I can tell you what has mads
Canada prosperous. When the Libe ril
party came into power in 1896, the
able member for Brandon introduce
immigration poliey which will stand to
credit even if he should pass over t
opposition side of the house, and
that policy we brought immigrants
the country, at first to the nun
50,000 yearly, and latte
numbers. The result is
the Northwest today a
is using the manufactured
tario, and it 1s their cons
articles that i& making
ous, We in the ma
not send out product
or to Ontario
against us. We
ing to Untar
last few year

Mr. Sproul
for the last

Mr. Ca i
I wish we much

ling to On-

juantity we are
sending to the United ites in the face
of an almost prohibitive dut;

Mr. Crocket—Is the

tario anything like the

1orable gentle-

jman aware that two factories in Frederio

ton are selling goods in British Columbia?

Mr I Yes, I am, and T am
aware that they sold boots British Col
umbia before the Policy was
ever thought of We have not in the

National

Ine provinces reaped the ben
increased population from a manufac
point of view, though we have
artisans as they have in Ontario,
> protective policy, as good brains

Ing necessary to

facturing country,

Untario has su

Ontario has a great

at 1ts doors, and

is what has madc

the last ten or fif

the tariff poliey which

governm continued from its
predecessors

I would like to take a few moments to

analyse ths agreement in its results. My

honorable friend from Wellington (M.

Guthrie) did that admirably uch bet

ter than I can hope to do it, I want

to analyse it to some extent, in a rather

rent way, for the benefit of my

friends from the maritime provinces., O

honorable friends opposite complained th

we have abandoned the British preference

that we have thrown over the

mother
country, that we are leading this countiy
Into annexation, that we are dislo al, 1
we are everything but good Canadians
British subjects And why? e
forsooth, we are asking for the
sell our natural products in the
cets ‘'we can find, and X
the same duties as
n the past on ever
facturing.

Analyse that agreement and see what
unounts to. I have taken a leaf from the
book of the hon, member for North To-

ronto (Mr. Foster) and

ber of items in the different

the free list there 7
those there are 40 w
from Great Britain at
30 there are a number
from Britain less than ]
of the whole 70 there
which we import mor
vear from Britain. ']
grapes. 1 find, also tha
from Great Britain of
free list last year only
190,000, If you deduect
sheets of rolled steel
ports amounted to $3,49
the beggarly sum
Great Britain ou

us of our 1 1

y Out  of

ly the beggarly

unt wnich we 1mupc

country f those
ieaving
are told that
1 g, but
ence,  Then I cour

n which the duty wil
he British preference t}
sed agreement, and T f
nly three, and th
three only amount
lars altogether. So t
reasing the Bri
f duty on

OWer 1n. eve \
whick the United
ths ar
any

ent
not

yuntry. That
find that altog
» 1mported last
ly $2,196,000,
mported
articlies on

of 32,359,000

er
g on

collected it is
ire a luxury
hibitive. Unde:
possible to bring
the other side of
it would be bette
and the manufact
reduced

Mr. Baker—W
Mr. Carvell—Beca
ter article, becan
er would not dare
thing he
tomobile

Mr. Barker

nake more, 1

My, Carve
about [
i but smy hon
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wants information I can o

Mr. Henderson—Are vor
er?
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what is true of automobiles

tically of other
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Canada, because 1
perhaps, the only

enue at present

I do submit that
both for the manufact
sumers if our customs
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and give the ma
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a‘'revenue tariff
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and I do

n manutact

that we lost

not  have the proper

woollen manufac
I me that

will find that they have
ery and improved methods
reduce the tariff
manufacturers . tc

Mr. Barke W
the woollen husi

Mr. Carvell—1
my own experien
tle experience in t
and I will tell you
a woollen 1 1 our
some- fifteen years ago
tive tariff. It had
poor management, and
until 1t owed the bank sor
000. Finally the bank t
a little new machinery
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