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Tariff and Rural Depopulation
By E. C. DRURY, B.S.A., Secretary Canadian Council of Agriculture

In The Farmers' Magazine

I'erhaps no country in II* «* worl<J 
offer* at the pre'.amt Lj/g«- m/dt oppur 
t. unit Hr* for wide un«l va ri«-d agricul 
t urn) de velopm«nt a •- doe* C'an.uia. "Hitu 
ati <1 in the* «-oM«-r portion of th«- north 
1 emperato zone, for climate is adapted 
in tin- highest degree to the production 
of the finest Quality of the more iin 
portant agrie ultural product-,. As a 
producer of .the cereal grains no country 
i 1 superior, and few equal; Manitoba 
wheat and Ontario Earley m-i the taijd 
ard of excvUetiu.e, at least lor America. 
Few climates are better suited to the 
production of high class livestock ; and 
( unadians have already made a name 
for themselves in this line. In fruit, 
toil, while tïîe rîgôri vt Oïê winter • for 
hid the production of the more southern 
kinds, the most stable and useful fruit 
in the world -reaches its highest and 
finest development, and the apples of 
( \mada are know n almost, t hr world 
over Our bright northern sunshine and 
long summer daysmaire quality in all 
lines <»f farm produce, while a lairly 
salhcie.nt and well distributed rainfall 
gives to the farmer a generous' harvest 
for his labor In addition to the best 
of «r limit tes, Canada is blest. • with an 
almost limit less area of fert ile soil, and 
penetrating almost into the heart of 
these areas, bringing to the farmer tin- 
great boon of cheap transportation of 
his products to the markets of the 
world, are the great natural waterways 
of the St hawrenee with its great. lain**, 
and Hudson hav with its - till unutilized 
possibilities. fly nature, Canada has 
be.-n destined to be a great agricultural 
nation. Hut beyond these great natural 
advantages we still have the wonderful 
blessing of free land The landlord 
system which crushes the agriculture 

• of Kngland, is unknown. In the settled 
portions of the country the farmer a I 
most in variably owns ! lie land lie tills, 
while there are still many millions of 
acres of the most fertile soil to be had 
for the asking in the newer sections of 
Canada Canada presents advantage* 
of soil, climate and free land which are 
found nowhere else. I rider these cir 
ctiiiihhincist we should naturally expect 
a great expansion of agriculture, and a 
great increase of rural population. In 
stead of this we Hnd agriculture languish 
ing, and farm population dwindling in 
all the older provinces, while in the 
great West the growth of towns and 
cities is proportionately greater than 
that of the rural districts. These facts 
call for some explanation In themselves 
they are a striking indication that some 
thing is wrong

There are several wavs by which it. 
is customary to explain these cuiuU 
tious One, ni|d a very widely accepted 
one, is that the movement away from 
the soil and to the cities which is so 
apparent in Canada,. is a part of a 
World wide modern movement, due in 
part to the modern liking for city life, 
and in part to the introduction of labor- 
saving machinery on the farms. This, 
to my mind, is a very superficial and in 
adequate explanation and fails entirely 
to account for the fuels.

City Versus Country
In the first place, I cannot bring my 

self to believe that, to the normal human 
being, city life is more attractive than
that of ............ ... ry It is true that
some eolivjMiieiices and pleasures are 
found in the city that are not, and can 
not to* found in the country. Hut conn 
trv life lias also some advantages. The 
married farm laborer, with his separate 
house, Ins garden, his cow, and his 
fowls ; with wholesome freedom for his 
children, and a recognized place m the 
rural neighborhood, is surely better olT, 
other things being equal, t liait t he fur 
tory hand,-whose home must necessarily 
be in the poorer sect i him of the city, 
whose children must find their play 
ground on the streets, and who lias no 
neighbors, and no recognized place in 
the great community of which lie forms 
a part The unmarried farm laborer, 
living kith his employer, treated in

most <•;, -«• ■ ;j • one of the family, is |Jf| 
doubted lv better ituated than his 
counterpart in the city, do/n{filed in the 
e eup boarding house. A round all our 
large i-ities are -uburbs composed of the 
humble home- of workingmen, stretch 
ing as far into the country as the daily, 
necessity of the laborer to get. to his 
work will allow. It -eems to me that 
this * ‘ aback town ’ * movement utterly1 
di -.prove--; tho as-erl ion that., the working 
man will noi live in -t-he mojutry.

More futile still, iu sueh a country as 
ours, is the attempt to explain the rural 
exodu’. I - -, the introduction of labor 
saving machinery on t.h<~ farm. A year 
or two ago the writer, at a gathering 
of agriculturists, had occasion to draw 
attention to this rural exodus as it. is 
manifested .in the. Province of Ontario. 
The next day a city daily, commenting 
on the discussion said, “ It i-> useless to 
complain of the decrease ol farm popu 
iation. The men who used to cradle and 
bind the grain are in the factories malt 
mg self binders. ’ ’ This remark by a 
leading daily serves to illustrate the
rtrurt rghted vi»*w wbic.h many people
take of these questions. The man who 
wioto that, comment simply did not 
know what he was talking about. The. 
introduction of labor saving machinery 
may and doubtless does, explain much 
of the rural exodus in Europe, where 
agriculture is already fully developed, 
and where the man displaced by the 
machine is no longer wanted. Hut this 
is not the case in older Canada. Hero, 
the new age of labor saving machinery 
finds our farms in a transition stage, 
from the old days of grain growing and 
grain selling Io the new agriculture of 
dairying and meat growing, of ever 
increasing areas of orchard and hoed 
crop, calling, not for less men, but for 
more. The change from the old waste 
fill practices to the new is slow, much 
slower than it should be, and the diffi
culty of procuring mu flic i cut help is the 
chief reason. To claim, under the cir 
ciimstanccs, that the introduction of 
labor saving machinery -can account in 
any way for the rural exodus, is an 
absurdity. The constant demand, at 
higher and higher wages, for farm help 
is a thorough refutation of this theory.

Ih the Farmer Asleep?
Another theory by which the rural 

exodus is accounted for assumes that the 
farmers of this country are too stupid 
and ignorant to adopt and practice im
proved systems of agricult lire. Accord
ing to this theory all we have to do is 
to get the farmer to double his output, 
to grow two blades of grass where one 
grew before, when presto! the whole 
question is solved. < 'heaper food for the 
cities; higher wages for farm help to 
solve t lie farm labor problem; mure 
attractive count r\ homes to keep the 
boy and girl on t he farm; all these 
tilings are possible if only the fanner 
will wajie up. And he is constantly be 
mg told to wake up bv millionaire 
pork packers, bank presidents and 
inanufacturers. These well meaning 
advisors sometimes grow quite petulant 
because lie docs not wake up and do 
the tiling which appears so simple and 
easy, which would solve all these ques
tions, and incidentally take the farm
er’s mind away from the study of écon
omie problems, where, all agree, he is 
quite out of his sphere.

Hut, seriously, are not the farmers of 
this country awake, and are they not 
advancing as fast as they can along 
lines of improvement ? Have they not 
taken gladly, and profited by. the ex 
cel lent educational work of our depart
ments of agriculture and our agricul 
t «irai colleges f Hook back at the old 
days of grain growing and suqnnor 
fallowing and hay selling, thirty wars 
ago, when t be, havon hog and the dairv 
coxv were almost unknown, when corn fur 
*ilagi- and alfalfa were quite unknown, 
when agricultural education was scarce 
I y thought of, because tin farmer, and 
everyone else for that matter, thought 
there was nothing to learn about farm

ing. Compare those days with t he pres 
«•nt, and sjty, jf you can, that tne farm
er i-. not a wai; e, and willing to ad va nee. 
Jet us give all due er«-«lit t o oar .depart
ment..-. and colleges, but h-t us «hi the 
farmers of this country -impie justice, 
by a <• know I edging that they arc willing 
lo learn. Agricultural advancement is 
of in-ressity -low. H takes a year to 
gain a single experience. I'erhaps the 
fanners <,f |_hi.-> country may be forgiven 
i f they prefer^h-lovv a ini safe advance 
ment rather than to rush in on borrow
ed money, and with high-priced hired 
lu-lp, and try some system of intensive 
farming to which they are urged by 
men who never farmed. For it is not
able that this sort of criticism and this 
advice is never given by our most pro
gressive farmers, but by those who for 
1 lie most part, never had any acquaint- 
an«'e with th»- problem of making a liv
ing on the farm. I think it is true that 
in this ‘-ountry most farmers know how 
to farm Far better than they oFtf farm- 
mg, but cannot put their .knowledge 
into practice through lack of sufficient 
labor and capital. We cannot in any 
satisfactory way explain the rural exo 
dus by assuming that it is the outcome 
of the ignorance and carelessness of the 
farmers themselves.

Only One Explanation
There is to my mind but one explana

tion for rural conditions as they are, 
and that is lack of comparative prosper
ity among the farmers as compared with 
other classes in Tne community. We say 
the young people leave the farm because 
of a lack of conveniences and comforts 
in the farm homes, because these homes 
are not attractive, or because there is 
little leisure for pleasure in country life. 
This may be true, but these tilings are 
not impossible in the country, and the 
farmer is not constitutionally averse to 
them, lie does not have them simply 
because he cannot afford them. We say 
that the farmer must employ his hired 
help the year round if he is to keep a 
sufficient supply. Most farmers would 
like t</, but it is necessary to economize.

* We say the farmer should farm more 
intensively, and so increase the output 
of his soil. Hut it requires a good deal 
of extra capital and labor to do this, 
and these are not at his disposal. Hut 
the farmers of Canada, farming under 
best of conditions as regards soil, cli
mate, cheap land and comparative easy 
access to the world’s markets, should, 
we would naturally expect, be prosper
ous enough to enjoy every convenience 
and comfort in their surroundings, and 
to solve the problems of the farm labor 
supply and the improvement of their 
methods of farming. That they are not,

• and. from no lack of intelligence and in 
«lust ry on their own ^art, -indicates tho 
working of some cause or cMistis oxter 
nul to the farm itself. f £n« of these 
causes, and to my mind, the most pew- 
erf ul, is found in the protective tari If.

There is no doubt as to the cost of *»ii 
tlie farmer buys being increased to lii.n 
by tin* protective tariff, and in njost 
cases by the full amount of the tariff. 
There can In* no doubt about this fact. 
A few months ago the writer had occa
sion to investigate for himself the prices 
of several lines of goods of both domes
tic and "foreign manufacture, and almost 
uniformly the prices of the domestic 
goods were just equal to the price of 
the foreign goods with freight and duty 
added. In some cases the prices of t’.i.i 
a*lian goods were greater than the for 
eigii goods with freight and duty ad«led. 
This i* explained by the following ex 
tract from a letter from a leading (’ana 
dian wholesaler and importer: ‘‘Con
tiguity on the part <*f Canadian manu
facturers to the C;inu<liun wholesaler, 
the fa« t that the men know each other, 
all these thing-, put the Cann«lian n:anu 
fii«'ttirer in a position t«« actually .-har •«• 
a higher price for his goods tti.ni the 
Hritish goods cost even with duty add
ed." This referred t«» textile goods, 
but the same is true in other lines, iu 
implements there i* little reason to

doubt, not that implements may be 
bought in free trade countries cheaper 
than in Canada, that is certain, but ’hat 
Canadian manufacturers sell th «--«.• •_ uuds 
to compelTfors of the Canadian fanner, 
in outside countries at less cost than 
they are sold in Canada. Quoting from 
.1. .1. IIarf'-ll's recent excellent book on 
the question, we find -.the. following 
statements: “The cash price of a
Canadian made harvester in Alberta is 
$155, in <Ontario it is - $1412. Hut the 
same binder can be bought in- Croat Bri
tain for $121, cash . . . It would
pay the farmer in Alberta to buy his 
Canadian made machinery in Liverpool» 
a ml ship it back into Canada, if it could 
be imported free of duty. “ If this state
ment is not true, it admits of easy dis 
proof by the Canadian implement mak
ers, but the fact that no such disproof 
has been attempted, though the book 
containing the statement has been pub
lished for several months, is a very 
strong reason in itself for believing 
that the statement made by Mr. Mar fell 
is absolutely true. The same fact is 
true of cement, hardware, groceries, 
leather goods, even Hour, in fact, of 
everything the Canadian farmer con 
sûmes except those things which he pro 
duces on his farm. Assuming that the 
average price of dutiable goods is raised 
to the extent of 25 per cent, and the 
average enhancement is jwtiier more 
than that and that the average farmer 
buys $000 of these goods per year, we 
see that the direct cost of purchase is 
raised to the extent of $ 150 per year 
Some may doubt that the farmer spends 
as much as $000, but from figures col
lected by the writer from several aver 
age Ontario farms, from his own experi
ence, and from the opinions of many 
representative farmers, it would ap
pear that this is rather below than above 
the average. In the West, the average 
oxjJ^idituro is much greater, «lue to 
greater cost of transportation. Thus we 
see that the cost of running an average 
farm is increased directly as the result 
of the protective tariff by about $150 
per year.

Indirect Effect of Tariff
Hut this is not the whole cost. There 

is also an indirect cost, due to the fact 
that the purchasing power of money is 
reduced in proportion to the enhance 
ment of prices. Tÿus the services of 

" everyone the farmer employs, directly 
or indirectly, must be more highly paid. 
The lawyer, the doctor, the teacher, the 
preacher, the employees of the transpor
tation companies which carry the 
farmer’s goods, the farm laborer all 
these, ami many others, must receive 
more for their services, because their 
cost of living is increased by the tariff. 
The whole cost must, in the end, be 
borne by4 those industries which take 
our natural products of forest, mine, 
fishery and farm and sell them in the 
world’s markets. Of this cost, the farm 
bears the brunt. Just w-hat this indirect 
cost is, is difficult to determine, but to 
put it at $50 per year for the average 
farm is at lejjst within the mark. If 
this is true, the direct and imlir.wt cost 
of the tariff to the average farm is at 
least $200 per year the interest of a 
$1,000 mortgage at 5 per cent. Could 
this amount be spent, as it would be, 
if available, in improving farms and 
farm houses, in better stock, more im = 
pie meats and more labor, there is little 
doubt but. the condition of the average 
farm would be greatly improved, and 
its production very greatly increased.

Hut, it will lie urged, the" tariff is of 
value in raising the price of what the 
farmer must sell, in protecting his home . 
market. This, however, is not the case, 
exc ept in one or two instances, in the 
cast* of some of the more southern vari
eties of fruits, as pea «dies and grapes, of 
tobacco and of early vegetables, the 
tariff «Iocs operate to raise priées to the 
producer. These products, however, are 
ex«-eptional. The areas in which they 
may be produced are very limited, not 
capable of producing enough to supply


