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Sole Agents in the Dominion for
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BISQUIT DUBOUCHE & CO., Brnyldlog.
' PIPER HEIDSIECK,” &
H . PIPER & CO.
CARTE BLANCHE * Sec.”

JOHN HAURIE NEPHEV, Xercz, Sherries,.
WELSH BROS., Funchal, Madelras,

} Champagnes.

© OSBORN & CO,, Oporto, Portu.

B. REIG; Por l. Vendres, Poris & Sherrles,
$CRIF VAN WINEKLE,” Schicdam, Gin,

T P, GRIFFIN & CO. London, Export Bottlers .

of “BASS'S” AND “ALLSOYYS ALES, AND
“ GUINNESS'S” STOUT.

AND X‘\ﬂ'Ol\TERB oy

. ]:‘me 012 London Dock JAMAICA RUMS and
the leading brands of GINS and- BRANDIES,
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RECIPROCILY

\«Ve musb give our contempomly the
Chlcano Iribune, the credit of having ab

“last propounded a scheme of reciprocity

‘that can be easily comprehended whether

Vit be lnnctxcable or not.; He has, however,
“‘only partially 1espondod to our challenge,
. thab he should show '’ how his frée  trade
":scheme -could be worked out.
“portant that we' should ‘eléarly. under-

CTtis - im-

stand what " the free trade party in. the
States are willing to consent.to on a sub-

»‘Ject of such deep interest to us; and.our
B Chlca«ro conteniporary is an mﬁuentnl

‘exponent of the views of ‘that séetion of

p ' the people of the nemhboun«r Repubhc.
< We are assured that “:my ‘scheme wlnch

“ proposes - to limit; reciprocity to any
“ number of ar ticles or of classes of arti-

There must
« be. geneml reciprocity or. there can be

u none.” | The Zribune- pxoceeds to inti- -

mnte tlnt “the mensuxe must admit to

o8 ‘the Umted St'lbes every mbxcle the

b gxowth, ploduct or mrmuhctule of, Can.

“ du, freo of all tax or (Iut;, and must also

“plov:de for; the' like 'adimission of. all
 things. gro“n, ploduccd or mdnuf‘nc-

u tmed in: the Umted States to C‘mada': couscqucntly toxqccbxt ’Lh.\hseems,soﬁu

“{rde of duty.” The ‘Tyibune admits that

with regard -to foreign trade “ the ques-
“tion is more difficult.  Cmnada hasa low
“ariff designed for revenue purposcs,
¥ the United States have a high tariff for
“ pxotectxon and not for revenue.” To
meet the difficulty there must, in the
opinion of the Iyibune, be a uniform tariff,
the duties to be divided according to pop-
ulation. Speculating, as we did in our

number of the 5th inst., onsuch a scheme:

being propounded, we enquired how it
would. be possible to adjust such a com-
mon tariff. - We'in' Canada could proba-
bly do so .without - much difficulty.
Either a member of our governmient or a
commissioner appointed by our govern-
ment conld meet n member of the govern-
ment of the United States, or a commis-
sioner, and arran ge withhim all-the detdils
of 2 commereial treaty with a reasonable
certainty that the Canadian Parlisment
would sanction what he deemed for the
interest of his country. But that very
plan has been tried and- has been found
abortive.  Much time and labor were

expended in vain’ only a short time ago

in trying to bring about o satisfactory
arrangement. True, it was not the precise
plan suggested by.the Tribune, but it was
nevertheless the result of lengthened
negotiations with " persons supposed  to
wplesent the news of the government . of
‘the United \St'\tes, ‘and’ to know ' what

“ywould meet the concmmnce of .Congress.

We deem. it unnceess'uy to_discuss the

“details  of the scheme agreed upon. . 1t

would not, we are persuaded; have given
greab smt)s{‘achon in’Canada but, never-

; theless, we have no doubt that 1f it- had

been brought fox ward by the government

it would have received the sanction of'

our Parliament, We entuely coneur in'a

- remark madé at the commencement of

his late “article by the j’rzbmlc, that ¢ to
“ rench any satisfactory reciprocal arrange-
“‘ments between  the' two countries, the

“idea of taking advnntnge of one another. |

“must be abundoncd " bup “o maintain

“that pmctw'ﬂly owing to. the different

systems of gov emment “hlch pxevall in

the two counbues, we are: left very much.

to the merey of our neighbors. e can-
‘not negotiate with Congress, and-if we
negotiate with the government of the
Unitecd Stabes, we . have not  the' least,
security  that my agreement .’ muved at
‘\uth that wovemmenb will be; sanctxoned

byConbless N:Ly the plobfszlxty is, that

the mere fact’ tlnt Canada had agreed to
any conditions on  which a - commercial
treaty might b‘ ranged would “be suffi-

_c1cnb to.induce Coh«rless to believe that

it was for'the advantage " of Cfm*\d'x, and

!

as we can: judge, -to have been the sole
reason for the rather discourteous re-
Jjection of our Inst proposals. It must be
borne in mind that the matter was 50
arranged as to assume the form of a pro-
posal from Canada which- the President
transmitted to Congress or.to the Benale, !
whereas, in fact, it was by no means what
Canada really wanted, Lut a proposal
modified  in many essential particulars to
meeb the ascertained wishes of the United
States. The Chicago Zvibune can hardly
suppose that Canada will repeat such a
mode of negotiation, and yet the diflicul-
ty meets us at once. Iow s it possible
to negotiate with acountry which has no
government that can give any assurance
that its agreements will be sanctioned by
the Legislature ? We do not think that
the Chieago Tribuune is at all aware of the
difficulties’ in the way of a  tarifl that
would place a foreign country on amore
advantageous footing ‘in & dependency of
the Ewmpire than the  subjects of the
Crown 'in ‘the United Kingdom and in
other’ colonies, to “say nothing of difticul-
ties that might arise from the most {avored
nation clause in commercial treaties with
various European States. We prefer dis-
cussing the question without reference to
difficulties of such a character, and we
shallassume that to whatever extent they
may be found to exist, they can be over-

‘come.  We do. not: find ‘in the Tribune's

article of the 16th inst. any veply to our
guestion, - -« Is Canada to have her fiscal

‘¢ poliey regulated by the United States

¢ Congress, or..would ‘it be ‘possible to
i devise any measure by which joint ac-
“tion could be secuxed? " This really is
the: practical' question. :So far as the
‘American protectionists  are concerned,
we' should:imagine that nothing would
please them more than the very schemo
suggested by the Tribune, provided always
they were satisfied with the common tar-
ift. - Let us, for argument sake, suppose
that.the present United States tarifl were
qdoptcd by. Canada en bloc, w ould not the
protectxom:ts be satisfied with .the aboli-
tion of the “{r onmcl custom houses,” with

“all the wonder fal results predicted in the

former article of the Zribune; which called
forth ours of the 5th. .- Why, the Z'ribune

“predicted ' a’ sale of ‘American -manufac-

tures to the extent of $50,000,000 at tho

_start, to be increased: in five )ems to
' $200,000,000. We own that yvé do not

believe that the Congress of . Lhe United
States would agree’ toany such’ commer-
cial arrangementas that suggested by the

Tribune, and: which differs’ “widely | fxom

any yet ptoposed by the Bo'u ds of ’lladc,
and it is there(‘oxe h‘udly worth ' while
dealing: \ulh thc qucstlon of d\ﬁ\culhes



