|
l
:

' THE MAN FROM SOUTH ONTARIO

CANADIAN COURIER.

Reciprocity as Debated on a Railway Train
By WILLIAM HENRY

E were in the smoking compartment of a

train between Montreal and Toronto.

The day was particularly hot and the

trip so far had been uninreresting. After

lunch two well-groomed men strolled back to the

compartment and, lighting their cigars and com-

fortably seating themselves, continued a conversa-

tion which had evidently occupied their time during
the meal.

“It’s a bad business, John,” said the older of the
two, “no matter how you look at it.”

“Yes, Mr. Brown,” dolefully responded the man
addressed as John. “It is striking a deathblow at
the industries of this country.”

“The worst feature,” responded the other, “is the
attitude of the farmers. They are all prosperous,
never more so, and that prosperity is due to the
markets we manufacturers have made. Why the
farmers of this country are simply rolling in money
at the present prices of farm products. Wallace
Nesbitt the other day coined a good phrase when in
an interview abroad he said that °the country is
drunk with prosperity.” I think in this movement
for lower duties the farmers have been supremely
selfish. I suppose it is a dangerous thing to talk
politics in public places, but I see that none of you
are farmers.” Y

“I don’t know about that,” laughingly answered
a well dressed, clean cut young man sitting at the
end of the long seat by the window. ‘“For one, I
must answer to the soft impeachment, but pray
don’t mind me; I am interested i1n your point of
view.”

“I did not mean to give offence, I assure you,”
politely replied Mr. Brown, “when I referred to the
farmers as selfish.”

“Oh, that’s all right. I guess we are selfish enough,
but don’t you think that self-preservation has a lot
to do with nature in the factory as well as on the
farm?” :

“Perhaps it has,” answered Mr. Brown, good-
naturedly, “but you must realize that we manufac-
turers have so much at stake in this question of re-
ciprocity that we are naturally alarmed. You see,
we not only devote our time to the industries in
which we are interested, but our capital is also at
stake.”

“Well, T guess we are in the same boat again,”
responded the other, slowly. “I am not farming
in a big way, but my hundred and fifty acres in
South Ontario, with buildings and improvements
are easily worth $12,000 and you couldn’t have my
stock for another $8,000, so that you see I have
quite a bit of capital invested in the farm and I am
by no means a prominent farmer or breeder in my
county.”

“I suppose you can look at it that way, but you
are apparently prosperous with so much capital,
and,.if you will excuse me for saying so, a few
years ago it would be a rare thing to see a farmer
looking as prosperous as you.”

“I am doing all right,” replied the other. “I am
not complaining a bit, but, when the capitalists of

oronto recently signed a manifesto as to their un-
exampled prosperity it was looked upon by us as
rather unnecessary, We knew that they were pros-
perous before. hey didn’t need to put it in writ-
ing. You say we are selfish. If a desire to share
in the prosperity so evident in our towns is selfish-
ness, then we farmers must own up.”

“BUT you do share in the prosperity,” insisted the
younger of the two manufacturers. “Look at
the prices you get now as compared with a few years
ago. 'Take your own statement of your capital; it
shows your prosperity.”

“But I have only made a small part of it,” re-
plied the farmer, modestly. ‘“The rest of it was
left to me by my father and it took him a lifetime
to acquire it. I defy any man in the Province to
make more money than I do from mixed farming
out of 150 acres, and at that my average is scarcelv
more than a thousand dollars to $1,200 a year net,
and what is that? About five per cent. on my in-
vestment. You must understand that in this cal-
culation I make no charge for my own services, nor
do I allow wages for my family. I and my family
live well, that is true; but we ought to. It is ail
right for you gentlemen to talk of the prosperity of
the farmer, but come out with us and see how we
€arn our money. Up at five in the morning; some-

~times at three or four when we have to drive into

town ; and with chores and field work hard at it until

sundown, and shortly afterwards to bed to rise and
repeat the performance day after day. Would you
be content to run your factory on those hours and
with that profit?”

“My work is never finished,” said the other. “You
have little idea of the worry of a manufacturing
enterprise.”

“Maybe that’s true,” answered the farmer, “but
if you were as dependent upon weather conditions,
the effects of drouth, rain and frost on crops as we
are, you would say that our lives are not without
worry. But that has little to do with reciprocity,
I am really very sorry that it injures you gentlemen.
May I ask what business you are engaged in?”

“I am a shoe manufacturer,” replied Mr. Brown,
“and my friend is in the woollen goods business.”

“Is your protection much reduced?” sympatheti-
cally enquired the farmer.

“No,” answered the other.

“How much?” persisted the farmer.

“Well,” said Mr. Brown, hesitatingly, “you see
we are not hit at all as yet, but it is the thin edge
of the wedge we are afraid of. You must realize
that the country cannot stop at rectprocity in farm
products. The reciprocity pact must inevitably lead
to a general lowering of the duties.”

“And you mean to tell me,” questioned the other,
sharply, “that, having accused the farmer of selfish-
ness, although uninjured as a manufa¢ urer, you are
opposed to reciprocity because maybe¥perhaps, pos-
sibly, something may happen in thef'listant future
to lower your own protection as a ref It of this pact
going into force?” The young mau 1irned to both
the manufacturers, speaking quickl¥and showing
by his voice for the first time the [ifat of debate.
There was a silence for a short time and then the

older of the two men spoke.
113 A controversy about reciprocity involves too
many details of a train discussion, but as we
have started I will try to briefly state our position.
The National Policy of protection is the basis of the
prosperity of our country both industrial and agri-
cultural. You on the farm and we in the city are
dependent upon one another. Protection has built
up our towns, and our towns have made your mar-
kets profitable. It is much better for you to sell
to us than in the far-away markets; or, in other
words, in the home market the farmer gets the price
of his products without having to aad the cost of a
long haul abroad. If we kill protection the whole
industrial machine tumbles down, involving both
farmer and manufacturer alike in the ruin; and be-
lieve me, free trade for the farmer and protection
for the manufacturer cannot live side by side in the
same country. Do I make myself plain?”

“To a certain extent, yes,” replied the other, “but
I cannot agree with either your premises or your
conclusions. In the first place we will admit readily
the value of the near market and acknowledge that
a large part of the cost of a long haul comes out of
the farmer; but you must not forget, and as a
manufacturer I am sure you will readily acknow-
ledge, that in many cases the home market is not the
near market. In the Province of Alberta the soil is
well suited to the growing of oats and 100 to 130
bushels per acre and even more are common. Peter-
borough may be called the home market and Helena,
the centre of the mining industries of Montana, a
foreign market. But you would hardly argue that
with equal demand in both places the home market
in this case is the best market. Strange as it may
seem Quebec hay has been shipped as far West as
Alberta and, according to your own statement, a
farmer must pay at least a portion of the cost of
the long haul. You would hardly argue that in this
case the home market of Alberta is better than the
foreign market of the Maine lumber woods across
the border line. You would—"

“But,” interrupted the younger manufacturer, I
am afraid you are taking extreme cases. Be fair.
Confine yourself to typical examples.”

“It may seem that the two examples I have given
are extreme cases, but you must remember that
Canada is a country of extreme distances. It lies
for several thousands of miles beside the United
States, and I can readily give you; from the Mari-
time Provinces with water access to the great Coast
cities of the United States, along Quebec and
Ontario, Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and
British Columbia, out to the Pacific Coast, many
instances in which the natural course of trade lies
from North to South, and where the profitable and
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home market can be reached by the Canadian pro-
ducer only at great sacrifices. Can you blame us
for preferring the near market to the home market?
Now as to our being dependent upon each other—
you have stated that the manufacturer has made the
farmer’s market, but you have neglected to point out
that the farmer has made the best market for the
Canadian manufacturer. It seems to me that, inas-
much as your prosperity depends upon ours, you
would favour rather than oppose anything for the
benefit of your good customers—the farmers of this
country.”

“I am afraid you are talking more fairly by the
manufacturers than usual,” said the younger manu-
facturer. “From what I know of the farmers the
majority of them are out and out free traders. Take
for instance Drury, who opposed Tommy Russell in
debate at Beaverton. Don’t his free trade views
more nearly represent the farmers than the moderate
protection views you have expressed? Take Rod
Mackenzie, Secretary of the Grain Growers’ Asso-
ciation, and Dr. Clark, the Member for Red Deer.
How do you reconcile their position with your own?
Surely they are champions of the farmers’ cause and
we are entitled to take their statements as represent-
ing the views of their constituents.”

“There are a number of free trade farmers just
as there are free trade lawyers, doctors, university
professors and even manufacturers. I for one am
not a free trader. I believe in a tariff for revenue
and a tariff for sane protection of those industries
which need and deserve protection. I will admit that
there are industries which, having resorted to com-
binations in restraint of trade for the purpose of
artificially raising prices, have forteited in my opin-
ion all rights to any benefit from the tariff. But in
the main we farmers are proud of our manufac-
turers.”

“Except the implement manufacturers,” rather
sarcastically interrupted the younger manufacturer.

“No,” answered the other good naturedly and
overlooking the tone of sarcasm. “You are in the
wrong furrow if you think the Canadian farmer and
the Canadian implement manufacturer are natural
enemies. We buy heavily from them, it is true, and
naturally pay some of the duty which protects them.
In some cases, if I am not wrongly informed, you
manufacturers are allowed to bring in machinery
that you use for manufacturing purposes at low
duties or entirely free of duty. We might put in
the same claim for our implements. But how little
have you heard of free implements since the 'reci-
procity pact was brought down at Ottawa? The
Canadian implement manufacturer has kept abreast
of the times, in some cases ahead of them. We have
paid him good prices, but we have got good honest-
made implements.”

“I thought you complained that farm implements
made in Canada were sold cheaper abroad than
here,” suggested Mr. Brown.

“Yes, we did, but the manufacturer countered on
us with much the same argument I gave you a few
minutes ago about the home market. He showed us
that the home market was not in all cases the
cheapest market to reach, and from this you may
conclude that there is nothing in that mystic term,.
‘the home market,’ that over-rides distance with
either the manufacturer or the farmer. ' And of
course you must not overlook the fact that we get
a very substantial reduction in farm implements un-
der the proposed tariff arrangements.

“Gentlemen, I must apologize for speaking at
such length. When I get warmed up to this subject
it is hard to stop. As a penalty I am going to buy
the cigars. Will you join me?”

“I was on the point of making the same sugges-
tion,” said Mr. Brown. “I am sure that we will
accept your hospitality with pleasure, although for
one I must confess I cannot accept your reasoning
with the same enthusiasm.” :

The cigars were ordered.

Standardize Motor Horns

THE suggestion that motor-horns should be

standardized—to a pleasant sort of hoot—im
order that night noises in London should be less.
terrible sounds an excellent one, says the Bystander,.
and the only question is what shourd the hoot be?
Cuckoo? Or Madame Tetrazzinis top-note? Or-
the old cry, “Sweet Lavender?”

Any of these, insisted upon by the police, would’
give a new feeling towards motors. We should get-
up out of our beds at night to listen to them; we-
should stand in the middle of the road while the-
motor-'bus came along; we should enjoy insomnia.
and love to be run over.

Only something by which they can endear them-.
selves should be left to the airmen. They are com-.
ing along now. They wish to do no harm. They,
too, will want to hoot soon. ‘The motorists must noty

-be selfish and monopolize all sweet sounds.



