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Whole—for the Farmer in Particutar?

A Diwuidon of the QuMtion by
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Let iw have a friemlly talk alwut it
There are three M\^eetH of thin o-ieHtinn it.,

eonjjtitutional. the ec'onomic. ttES ^'^

The conHtitutional aeptrt refers to the riirht

miS^ » reciprocity agreement made by twj

frem?h?p:ip}e^
*''"''" '^*»»«"» -"^X mandate

We won't talk about thin, although we allwould hkely admit that sucK a couSi 7. nogjviing the people a square deal.
The eeonomic aspect of the question willinterest us more, fhi, includes th? finanda

3otre"lCnr ' '"' *'^*^- -*«-^ "^

wal^UaL^K^
SSy^'^'-"''

'

Yet, to me, the national aspect of the auestinn
js more ^ous than the other two, for^eveH
It could be shown that reciprocity might helous a httle just now, but at the'^risk of la fr Lver?ing our connection with the British Empi%most of us would not want it

empire,

the^^itLri'as'.iTt."™'*'^''^'^
*" '"'y """^^ »»-"*

We will firet consider the economic side, and

Lwif?"'' """^'^eration we conclude ' thatreciprocity, as now proposed, will not hein n.

Stet^l/"? *^^'«"''" »
'^ StsMSnd!point, we will not need to consider whether itwill hurt OS nationally, because we will not want

ShouW not Judge the Future by the Past.

nn^"!'"
^«*;'^'n« .'Whether we want reciprocitynow, we mu.t not judge the future by the pastSome people do this,

^

ofTJfi4n7is^«^*''!i
^""'^ *.'* **»« f'>'-'"«'' days

thiifIr r ^ *1J '^y reciprocity was a good

l^ImLr^r^ *^^"' ^^^'^^ore ft must be agood thing for Canada now.
But not so At least, not nocessarily so.

fnr P T**u** reciprocity was a good thing

fL**T^ '^u? ^"' ^*'^«d» '»«'' « to assume

wwe th^
<"»°d't'on8 now are the same as they


