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WHOLESALE DRUGGISTS
MANUFACITURING
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MONTREATL.
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svans, Sons & Co.
RV Y London, Eug.

Liverpool, Eng.

WILLIAM DARLING & GG,

IMPORTERS OF
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Makers® Trimmings and Curled ¥Hatr,

Agents for Messrs. Chas, Ebbinghaus & Sons, Manu-

facturers of Window Cornices.

No, 80 St. Sulpice, & No, 379 St, Paul Streets,
MONTREAL,

SORTING UP STOCKS.

By WEEKLY SHIPMENTS rcceived we have kept
OUR STOCK COMPLETELY ASSORTED

in every departinent.,

Orders to onr representatives, or direct by letier, will
have prompt. attention,

T, JAMES CLAXTON & CO.

ST.JOSEPH STREET, MONTREAL
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TIIE TIMES ON CANADIAN POLICY.

The English press, and notably the
Times, have exhibited a most extraordi-
nary degrec of ignorance in discussing the
supposed policy of the new Canadian
Government. Led: astray by an absurd
report that was put in circulation several
weelks ago, that there was likely to be a
treaty of reciprocity between the United
States and Canada, with the view of ad-
mitting United States maunufactures into
Canada - on more favorable terms than
those of the United Kingdom, the ZiUmes
has thought fit to raise the question how
far the limits of self-government extend
in Canada, and how far treaties with other
nations allow us to authorize unequal
-duties in our colonies. The Z%mes admits
that “as faras our hands are {ree we shall
“#eoncede to Canada the utnmiost liberty
o fall into, error,” but ¢ we shall not
“ aequiesce in this result withont expos-
« gulation and remonstrance.” ltwould be
desirable that the English press shounld
wait until there is some reasonable ground
of complaint before it endeavors to create
irritation, There is a geuneral feeling per-

vading the people of Canada, including

Loth  political parties, that thoy have
much to complain of in the fiseal policy of
the United States. "1t is true that there
is considerable difference of opinion as to
the best mode of dealing with the various
questions at issue, but even the most ad-
vanced free-traders, such as the Ilon.
David Mills, would admit that the bounty
on refined sugar has operated disadvan-
tageously to our sugar refiners, and
that the 10 per cent. discriminating duty,
which places a-formidable obstacle in the
way of direet trade from China, Japan,
Java, Sumatra, Ceylon, ete,, is injurious to
Canadian interests. Then again the free-
traders connot approve of the heavy
duties in the United States on natural
products, which cause so much dissatisfac-
tion in Canada. In the class of duties to
which we have referred, the people of
the United Iingdom have cither no
interest whatever, or their interests arc
identical with those of Canada. We are
told by the Zimes, in drawing a compari-
son between therespective policies of the
two Canadian Governments, that ¢ one did
“its best to liberate trade belween the
“States and the Dominion by mutual
“aereement, and that the other is about
“to try a hostile tarift)’? and that the for-
mer policy is ¢ altogether right ** and the
other *“altogether wrong.” Now, we
apprehend that the present. government
would be as willing as its predecessor to
liberate trade by mutual agreement. The
misfortune is that all efforts to bring
about “ mutual agreement’ have failed,
indeed the negotiation of a commercial
treaty is hardly possible with such a gov-
ernment as - that of the United States.
We wonder whether the Zimes has ever
heard of the negotiations of Sir Alexander
Galt and his colleagues with a congres-
sional commiitee, or that of the Hon.
George Brown with the Government of
the United States. We can scarcely
imagine the possibility of any future
Canadian Government making fresh over-
tures with a view ¢ to liberate trade by
mutual agreement.” We of course are
unable to judge what the T%nes means by
“a hostile tarifly” but we venture to pre-
dict that the Canadian Government will
not propose a more hostile tarifl'than that
imposed by the United States. 1t may
be very well for the Z%émes and for Eng.
lish free-traders to denounce any policy
that is not based on ‘strictly free-trade
principles. They at least can take
such a course without inconsistency ;
Lut we confess that we regard the eri-
ticisms of the United States press with a
feeling approaching to indignation. What
right have our neighbors to complain of
our imposing such duties aswe: consider

best caleulated to piromote the interests
of our own people. It isnot alittle amus.
ing to find threals in the American papers
of  retalistion against us, based on the
supposition that we contemplate impos.
ing duties similar to their own. What-
over policy may be adopted by our pre-
sent Govornment, there is one point on
which we may be well assured beforchand,
which is, that the United States will have
no just ground of complaint. We are
equally well assured that our fellow-sub-
Jeets in the United Kingdom will not be
able to find any just ground for com-
plaint against that policy, either on the
score of its discriminating against the
United Kingdom or violating commercial
treaties with foreign countries. When
the diseriminating duty was imposed on
tea and coffee in 1872, there was some
intention at first to disallow the act, on
the ground of the discrimination against
the United States, but it was contended
on behalf of Canada that’ the commoercial
treaty between Great Britain and the
United States expressly limits to Ier
Majesty's possessions in Burope tho ex-
emption from higher duties than those
imposed on like articles from other foreign
countries and vice versd. It was further
contended that the Canadian Act had
been passed inconsequence of the United
States having discriminated against Cana-
dian merchants and the St. Lawrence
route, and {hat Canada would be ready at
any {ime io remove the diseriminating
duty if the United States would do so
likewise, and thal it was not undesirable
to make it the interest of the United
States merchants to procure, if possible,
the removal of all” discriminating AQuties.
Canada, it was urged, had a right to claim
from Great Britain either that she should
prevent her immediate neighbor from
diseriminating against her, or, if either
unable or unwilling to do so that she
should not object to u countervailing dutly.
It was impossible to resist such argu-
ments, and the Act was left to its opera-
tion, as we venture to predict any act
imposing discriminating. duties against
the United States will be. We may re-
mark that the best friends of reciprocity
in the United States have  on several
occasions pointed out that one great
obstacle in its way is that we have already
granted to them everything that we have
to give without any concession on their
part. This argument, we are well aware,
will have no weight with free-traders, but
they - should recollect that Mr. Cobden
himself was the negotiator of a veciprocity .
treaty with France under which consider-
able reductions in" duty on English im-
ports were obtained, which most assured--



