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tinued—Take the article of Indian corn, for
instance, a large quantity of which goes into
the production of spirits. I contend there
should be a duty on it, and if this would in-
crease the price of spirits to a great extent,
we should reduce the excise duty on it. Our
grain went into the same mash tub with a
duty of 73 cents paid to vhe Government,
while the American corn goes in free. Is
that a fair way of treating the produce of
our soil? I contend it is unfair. 1 will go
further and say, that spirits can be made
just as reasonably out of the produce of our
own soil as that of any other. Barley will
make spirits—rye will make spirits. Now,
if a fair duty is placed on the American
corn that goes into the production of spirits,
the distilleries of the country would be
looking for our rye, buckwheat, barley,
oats, &c., and it would increase the price
of our own soil. We fill ourselves up with
American corn when freights are cheapest,
and are then able to say to farmers who are
““carrying " these products. ‘‘ We will pay
you whatever we like, we are full of American
corn,” and we make our own prives. But
when the duty of 10 cents was placed on
American corn we began to see what corn to
buy to make spirits the cheapest. The con-
sumption of grain by distilling is large, one
estahlishmentin thecityuses, Lhaveno doubt,
2,600 bushels per day. Yet how far we
should go in the direction of a protective
tariff I am not prepared to say. I am
pleased to see such a resolution as this enter-
tained by the Association. I am firmly con-
vinced that it should be the great aim of
the farmers of tais country to encourage the
establishment among themselves of manu-
facturing industries, because they consume
the articles that are now exported. I ask
would any reasonable man take up a farm in
a country where the farmers supply a popu-
ation of 40,000,000 of their own and
- 4,000,000 of ours, or would he buy a farm
where there is only the 4,000,000 to

lngfly.
r. Howland—The farmer has not even
the4,000,000 to supply.

Mr. Reed—Where would a man grow bar-
ley? Throwing a stone across the St.
Lawrence, could there be such a difference
between the soils of the two countries that
you can afford to pay 15 per cent. to come
into that country. In the State of New
York they grow more barley but it is not

uite 8o valuable. I met agentleman named

r. Ferris going to the States to buy land.
I asked him why he was going there and he
said, “If I grow barley here and send it
there, I have to pay 15 cents per bushel duty
to ship it to the States. If I raise cattle here
and send them over there I have to pay 20

per cent ; while, if I ship them to Canada I
have to pay only 10 per cent. Also, if I
ship wheat to the other side I have to pay 20
cents per bushel, while to ship from there to
Canada costs nothing.” I am quite prepared
to support the resolution and I hope
the meeting will favourably receive it.
(Applause.)

Mr. Wm. Lukes, Toronto, said—I have
great pleasure in having the opportunity of
seconding the resolution, especially in rela-
tion to the important subject of the milling
interests, which, I am pleased to see, have
been imcluded in the resoiution, and had
these not been taken up I should have left
the meeting. It had been said by some that
the manufacturers were opposed to agricul-
tural protection, but I believe they are pre-
pared to carry out the pledges they have
made to the agriculturalists of this country,
and I have to vindicate the Secretary,
Mr. Frazer, against a misconception
that has been going through the country,
viz.: that it was not the desire of this Asso-
ciation to have agricultural interests pro-
tected, but I contend that both the agricul-
tural and milling interests are entitled to re-
ceive some consideration at the hands of the

(Government, I have heen a Reformer all my
life, and attended a Reform picnic at New-
market this summer, and I put the question
to the Premier, ‘ Why the Agricultural and
Milling interests were not receiving the at-
tention they demanded?” The reply was,
‘“ He did not know they wanted protection ;
if they did they could not get it, and if they
had it, it would do them no good.” I asked
to be allowed five minutes to reply tu this,
but was refused, and of course had to keep
my mouth shut. I did not, however, believe
what the Premier had said, and had I been
allowed the opportunity, I was prepared teo
prove that a change from free trade to pro-
tection would be an advantage not only to the
farmer and miller, but also to the country as
a whole. In exporting our wheat we have
to pay one per cent. to one and a quarter for
freight per bushel ; if ground into flour, nine
cents, therefore showing as conclu-
sively as possible that there is 8 or 9
cents per bushel or 50 cents per barrel to be
expended among the labourers and artisans,
which reverts into the farmers’ hands, and if

you calculate how much benefit the country
woald receive, considering the enormous

amount of wheat shipped—were it ground

into flour—I say the benetits would be im-

mense. I ask why it is that wheat or cattle

are worth more on American soil than on
ours. 1t has been said that England fixed
the price of our wheat, &c., but this I donot
believe, as I think the States a better mar-

ket. I do mnot know anything liberal
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