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look forward to the fulure with hope, urging on their successors to
take advantage of every favorable opportunity that may offer of
forwarding measures calculated to place this rising Colony in the
positior she onght to occupy. .
All'which is humbly submitted,
Jonx Youxc.
President. 7. B. T.
W, ATKINSON.
Seeretary, IL. B T\
Ilamilton, April 28, 1847.
The following gentlemen were chosen officers for the ensuing
ear:—
¥ J. T. Brondgeest, Esq., President ; Archibald Kerr, Eeq., Vice Presi-
dent; William Atkinson, Feq., Secretary and Treasurer.
Conyitres.—R. Juson, Daniel Msenab, Win. Atkinson, James I
McKny, Hugh C. Baker, W. P. Maclaren, J. T\ Gilkisor, John Young,
James Osborne, James B, Ewart, Wm. Green, James Stocks, John DI
Larkin, Esquires.

FALLACIES FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF MEMBERS
OF PARLIAMENT,

It may perhaps serve a good purpose at the present juncture, on
the eve of the assembling of Parliament, to review a few of the
principal fallacies which are likely to be brought out in the debates
that will probably ensue in the House when the question of the
commercial policy of the country comes up for discussion.

Tt will doubtless be conceded by friend and fce that the House of
Assembly is lamentably deficient of that description of talent and
experience which the present crisis imperatively calls for, We
now want men to legislate for us who are not only thoroughly con-
versant with the fundamental doctrines of Political Economy, but
who have also clesely studied the peculitiities of the commerce,
and investigated the resources of this Province :—are there such
men in the Legislature at thé present moment in cither Iouse?
To this question we conceive there can be but one reply. It is not
with the men, however, that we are going to deal. Our purpose
is to expose, not the men, but the fallacies which those men are
tikely to employ in their debates,

First, there is the agricultural failacy,—that the farmer will be
ruined unless he is protected.

Members connected with agricuitural constifuencies will tell us
that our farmers cannot compete with the Ametican farmer unless
they are protected by all those restrictions which operate so per-
niciously against our commerce, viz.: the frontier duty of 3s.a
quarter on wheat, the duties of 2s. 64. a brl. on flour, 11s. or thete-
ahout on pork and beef, and the host besides of immoderately
heavy duties on cattle, poultry, and every other species of agricul-
tural produce that can be imported. They will deny the truth of
the setiled and generally recognized principle that where a country
is in a position to export, the value of the surplus exported regulates
the value of the wholc; and hence, with perverse stupidity that
may be fatal to onr commerce, they will strive to maintain the du-
ties on wheat and ilour, although it is indisputable that such duties
cannot cnhance prices to the farmer. Again, and on the other
band. they will contend for the duties on pork, poultsy, caitle, and
such like, in defiance of justice and the obvious right of every con-
sumer in the Province {o buy where he can buy cheapest.  What
claim, we a-k, has the Agriculturist upon the other classes of the
connminity that they should be laid under contribution for his
beneGt? What special and exclusive taxes is the farmer called
upon to pay lo entitle hin to lay the rest of his fellow-subjects
under a fine for his especial benefit?  Qut upon such injustice I We
claim for all the right of goiag to the cheapest market, whether ticy
be farmers, mechanics, tradesmen, or what not: let all, we say, be
ﬁiec to purchase the necessaries of life where they can be purchased
cheapest,

The next fallacy we shall expect to hear is that the differential
duties do us no injury—that their cost {o the Provinee is a mere
bagatelle. The argument of the Mon’real Gazelle will perhaps
be resuscitated and served up as something new. The Custom-
house returns will be alluded to, and the same gross ersor inta
which our conlomporary was betrayed will probably ve committed
again,—that of assuming tie differential duty collecled en certain
kinds of forcign manufactures as_the only sactifice which such du-
ties entail upon the province.  That mistake we say will, in all
likelihood, be committed again, although to every one capable of
understanding the question, it must be apparent that the duty col-
lected is not the injury done to the inhabitants of this Pravince,
but, on the contrary, that the injury arises from the exlra price
which such differential dutics make it the inferest of the Canadian
importer to pay 10 the Enzglish manufacturer, in preference to pur-
chasing cheaper goods in a forcign market,
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Wo illustrated the workinz of this principle in 2 late number of
this journal, and we think it is well to quote the example again, as
it is ali-important that the bearings or “incidence ? of a differen-
tial duty should be thoroughly understood. Ve said, in the article
alluded to,—¢ For instance, a Canadian purchaser finds that he
can buy a cetlnin quantity of foreign goads, whether of French,
Gennan, or United States manufaclure, for £905, while for the
same quaniity of zoods of Eaglish manufacture he is asked £1000.
Under a system of Free Trade, in other words, were there no differ-
ential duties, he would of course not hesitale for an instant as to
which assortment of goods he should purchase : but under existing
circumstances he sits down and makes the following caleulation;

English Goods, wotth - - - - < £1000
Duty, Spercent,. - ~ - - - 50
" £1050

Foreign Goods of the same quantity, guality, and

description, worth - - - - £905
Duly on £450 worth, at 12 per cent, - - 51
Duty on £4535 worth, at 20 “ - - 91

T£1050

We must add, that, for the sake of illustration, we have sup-
posed in the above example that the foreign goods were subject
1o different rates of duty : one half, as silk, hardware, &e., being
subject to 15 per ceut differential duty 5 and the other half, as
hardware and manufactures of linen, cotton, &e., being subject to
7 per cent ad valorem differential duty. Now we conceive that it
maust be evident to every reader, from the example given, that,
while the differential duties are mamtained, it is quite the same
to the Candian hmporter, and consequently to the Canadian con-
sumer, whether he import a given quantity of fureign goods ata
cust, exclusive of daty, of £805, or an equal quantity of British
goods at a costy exclusive of duty, of £1000. Nothing can bo
plainer; and hence we contend that while these differential du-
ties are maintained, the Canadhan consumer is compelled to sa-
erifice about 10 per cont per annum v the bulk of hisimportations,
for the benefit of the Biitish manufacturer.  Nor is this a wifliag
sacrifice. It istrue, it cannot be caleulated with any certainty
or precision ; but on the other hand, an estimute wmay be formed
of it.  For in-tance, we kaow from Custom-house returns that the
value of the manufactured 2o ds anuuaily imported for consump-
tion exceeds £3,000,000 currency. And assuming, for the sake
of arcument, that one half of the gaods so imported consist of
hardware, glassware, and manulactures of silk, haen, leather, and
cotton, which can be oblained cheaper m France, Germany, and
the United States, than in England, it is clear that to that extent
we sacrifice 10 per cent per annum to the British manufactaror,
that is, in vound figures, £150,000 per annum. In reality, how-
ever, we believe the sacrifice to be much greater.  There s, for
instance, a great sactifice on sngars to be added to the above,
being na less than 5s. stg., or Gs. ¢y, per cwt., on about two aml
a hall miliion pouuds of bastard sugar! Yet we doubt not there
will be persons in the Ifouse, who, like our contemporary of the
Ii[ontrcu} Gazelle, will have the elfeuntecy to assert that these du-
ties ontail next to no injury upon the people of this province.

The neat fallacy we shall hear of is the so-called boon which
the differential duties on our timber is alleged to be to this Pro-~
vince; and there are persons in the House nterested in timber
who will doubtiess emleavour to make it appear that this prefer-
ence to Canadian timber in the markets of- Great Britain is moro
than an equivalent for afl the sacnifices entailed upnn us by the
differential duties of which we are complaining, and the Naviga-
tion Laws to bo-t. Now, on the other hand,—althongh we have
no desire to tepudiate or endanger this remaining protection,—
we belhieve it 1sadimitted by all unbissed persous that it is our red

inc only which nceds to fear increased competition with the
{)}nllic,tho trade in white pire and the other staple articles of ex-
port in wood having increased in price as well as extent sinco tho
differential duties were reduced.  And with reference torved pine.
Jet us admit for the sake of argument that increased competition
with the Baltic wonld reduce both the quantity exported-and the
price of i1, wonld the result be 50 serious a loss to the country as
10 make us hesitate about nsking it fur the greater benefits to. be
derived from fice trade imwards?  The whole export of red pine
is only about five million feet per annum, and supposing in-
creased competition with the Balue redaced its average price a
penny a foot, which we presame would Le the extent of it under
any circumstances, that reduction would only involve a less of
romething under £21,000 per annum to the country—na mere
trifle, which could easily be saved by a little more skill and

. economy on the part of the producers. ” In fact, if the produzer

were only allowed to get his pork free of duty—that is to say, al-
lowed to’buy it in the cheapest market, the whole sum might
be saved by that change alone.

We recorsmend this theme o the careful study of our Legis-
lators,
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