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H. SUGDEN EVANS& CO.
(Late EVANs, MEzatu & Co.)

WH'OLESALE DRUGGISTS
MANUFACTURING

Pharmaceutical Chemists,
41 TO 43 ST. JEAN BA PTISTE ST.,

MONTREAL.

EVANs, Sos-& Ceo. EVANs, LEsenERi& ivANS,
Liverpool, Eng. Lon0sdon, Eug.

WILLIAM DARLING& CO.,
IMPrORTERs OF

Metais, Hardware, Glass, Mirror Plates
Hairnir Sentinig, CarrInge

Itakers9 Trimmz,îing_ and Curled 1air.
Agents for Messrs. Chas. Ebbinglhaus & Sons, Manu-

facturers oi Window Cornices.

No. 30 St. Sulpice, & No. 379 St. Paul Streets,
MONTREAL.

SORTING UP STOCKS.
,Dy wEEKILY SHil'lENTS received we lave kepit

OUR STOCK COMPLETELY ASSORTED
in every deparment.

Orlers to our represenitaitives, or direct, by letter, wll
liave plrompult. attention.

T. JAIYIES CLANTON & CO.

ST. JOSEPH STREET, MONTREAL
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MONTREAL, NOVEMiBER 8, 1878.

'tI. T131ES ON CANADIAN POLICY.

The English press, and notably the
T'inies, have exhibited a most extraordi-
nary degrec of ignorance in discussing the
supposed policy of the new Canadian
Govermuneit. Led astray by an absurd
report that iras put in circulation several
wecks ago, that thora w'as likely ta be a
treaty of reciprocity betweens tie United
States and Canada, with the view of ad-
mitting United States manufactures into
Canada on more favorable ternis than
those of tie United Kingdoi, the Tinies
lias thought lit to raise the question how
fIr the iinits of slif-gavernimeit extend
in Canada, and ho'w far treaties with other
nations allow us to authorizo unequal
duties in our colonies. The Tbncs adnits
that '" as far as our ibands are froc we shall
"concede ta Canada the utnrost liberty
"ta fall into error," but " we shall not
" acquiesce in this result vithout expos-
" tulation and renonstrance." I t would be
desirable that the Englisli press should
w.ait until there is soie reasomable ground
of comiplaint before it endeavors ta croate
irritation. There is a genîeral feeling per-
vading the people of Canada, including
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bath political parties, that thley have
much ta comaplain of ii the fiscal policy of
the United States. IL is true tiat there
is considerable diflerence of opinion as ta
the best mode of deaIing witli the various
questions at issue, but aveu the most ad-
vancedi free-traders, such as the lon.
David Mills, would admit that tie bounty
on refinled sugar las operated disadvan-
tageously ta our sugar refiiers, and
tiat the 10 per cent. discriminating duty,
iwhicli places a-foirnidable obstacle in the
way of direct trade froni China, Japan,
.ava, Sumatra, Ceyloni, etc, is 'ijuraious ta
Canadian interests. Then again the free-
traders cannot approve of the heavy
duties in the United States on natural
products, w'hich cause so imuch dissatisfac-
tion ini Canada. In tie class of duties ta
wiich ve have referred, the people of
the United Kingdoi have either nio
interest wvhatever, ai hei interests are
identical wvith tiose of Canada. We are
told by the Tines, in draving a conpari-
son betveen the respective policies of the
twvo Canuadiai Governments, that '' one did
" its best ta liberate trade betw'een the
"States and the Dominion by mîutual
"1 agreemuent, and that Uie otier is about
e ta try a hostile tariff," and that the for-
mier policy is " altogetier righit " Iîand the
othier " altogether wrog." Noi, we
apprelend that tie present goverunient
wvould be as willing as its predecessor ta
liberate trade by mutual agreeniît. The
misfortune is that all efforts ta bring
about I mutual agreement "' lave failed,
indeed the siegotiation of a commercial
treaty is hardly possible withi suhi a gov-
ernmeit as that of the United States.
We wvoider wlethîer the Tnics lias ever'
hieard of the negotiations of Sir Alexander
Galt and his colleagues withi a congres-
sional commui-ittee, as' that of the Hon.
Georgel Broii with the Goverinment of
the United States. We cau scarcely
imagine the possibility of any future
Canadian Coveriiient îumikinîg fresi over-
turcs with a view; " ta liberate trade by
mutual agreeineit." We of course are
unable ta judge wlîat tihe Tinics means by
" a hostile taritf," but we venture ta pre-
dict that Uic Canadian Goveiiinieit Ivill
not proposc a miore hostile tariffthan that
inposed by the United States. It mnay
be very vell for the Timles and for Eng.
lisi fri'e-traders ta denoince any policy
that is not based on strictly freetrade
priiciples. They at least can take
sucli a course waithout ineonlsistency i
but iwe confess tIat we regard the cri-
ticisms of the United States press with a
feeling approaching ta inîdigriation. Whîat
riglt have our neigibors ta coniplain of
our imposing suai duties as iwe consider

best calculatecd ta proointe the interests
of' our oil people. It is noL a liLtIe amus-
ing ta find tireats in the American papers
of retaliation agaiist us, basecd on tise
supposition that we conteiplate iipos.
ing duties siinilar ta their own. What-
ever policy may bc adopted by oui, pro-
sont Govei'niiet, ther is ole point ou
whichi iwe imay bc well assured beforehand,
whîiclh is, tiat the United States will have
nîa just groiund of coiiîiainît. We are
equally rell assured tiaI our fellow-sub-
jects in the United Kingdom wil lot bc
able ta find any just gronid for con-
plaint against that policy, either an the
score ai' its discriinating against the
United Kingdon as' violating coniiiercial
treaties nits foreign cointries. Wheion
the discriimiinating dity was imlposed on
tea and coffle in 1S72, thera was saime
intention at first ta disallow the act, on1
tise gi'oinl of tihe disciination aginst
the United States, but it was contended
an behialf of Canadla that Uie commîîercial
treaty betveeni Great Britasin and the
United States expressly limsîits ta ilier
Majesty's possessions ii Europe tbo ex-
eiption fromu Iigici duties thain thiose
iiposed an like asrticles fromi otier foreign
coiuntries and rice rs'. Il wvas further
contended tiat the Canadian Act had
been passed in coisecuence of the United
States hîaving discrininated agaiist Caia-
diai imerchants and the St. Lavrence
route, and tiat Canada wouild be rely at
zany tiie ta remuove the discrinînting
duty if the United States woild do so
likeivise, and tiuat it iras not undesirable
ta inake it tie interest oi the United
States miiierchants ta procure, if possible,
tie remioval of aIll discriminating duîties.
Canada, it iwas urged, 1ud a riglit ta claim
fromi G reat Britain citier that se should
prevent lier immiiediate neighlboi froim
discriiinating against lier, ai', if cither
unable or uniwilling ta doa so that sha
should not abject ta a countervailing duty.
IL iwas impossible ta resist such i argu-
monts, and the Act wsas left to its opera-
tion, as wve venture ta predict anly act
imposing discriminating duties against
the United States wvill lie. We mîîay .re-
iuairk that the best friends of reciprocity
in the United States have a several
occasions pointed out thiat ona great
obstacle in its iway is tiat we have already
graitad ta tienm overything that ie have
ta give without any cancessi on their
part. This aigunielt, ire aie wîell aware,
will have no weighlt writh free-traders, but,
they should recollect that Mir. Cobden
himuself iwas the negotiator of a reciprocity
treaty ivth France under whichs consider-
able reductions in duty an Englisi imi-
ports ivere obtained, whicih most assured-


