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ABROGATION 0F RECIPROCITY.

T HE abrogation of the Reciprocity Treaty being no
longer an impossible contingency, two important

questions naturally present themselves1-: How would
it effeet the interests of Canada; and how can our peo-
pie best adapt themselves to the altered circumstances?

Nothing can be more certain than that reciprocal
trade has largely benefitted both the United States and
Canada. It ls seif-evident, therefore, that its abolition
would inflict a certain amount of injury upon both coun-
tries. But the people of Canada have no reason to
regard this resuit with such gloomy apprehensions as
many inxdulge in. The change wonld no douht dis-

arrange trade at first, and serve afterwards, to some
extent, to discourage commercial transactions with

oui' neighbours. But we needunot fear that our agricul-
tural productions will remain without purchasers, or
that we are so depeudent on the United States, that an
illiberal change iu their commercial poliey will serions-
ly retard o ur prosperity.-

If our present commercial relations with the United
States are to cease, the change couid hardly take place
at a more favourable fime for Canada than the present.
Not to speak of the progress made by this Province
since 1854, the late rebelon bas largely altered the
position of the two countries. We are, comparatively
speaking, lightly taxed; they are more heavily taxed,
The burden of taxation presses on the American far-
mer as upon ail other classes. They cannot raise their
cropa so cheaply as before the war, and consequently
the prices of produce must-rule high in their markets.
Under these circumatances, it is not unreasonable to
suppose that otir millcrs and farmers may obtain
nearly, if not quite, as higli a figure for their flour. and
grain without Reciprocity as they wonid have doue
with thse Treaty, but without any increase of American
taxation. Doubtless it would be better if Our foeur,
grain, lumber, live stock, &c., continued to pass acrosa
tht lines without Illet or hindrance.'1 But even
should we be required to pay 20 per cent. duty, we will
still occupy quite as favourable a position ,ts our neigh-
bours themaeolves.

Under the most adverse circumstances, the losa of
Reciprocity to Canada would not likely be more than
$3,000,000 per annum-thaf is 20 per cent. on 815,00,.
«10, tise average auinual amount of our free exporta.
But would we continue to seli as large]y f0 the United
States as before? We think not. -At present, a large
proportion of .Americau purchases of Canadian wheat
and flour are for export to Europe. A saving of 20
per cent. would now throw fthe whole of this trade
ioto tht hands of Canadian deaers, and thus our
sharp-sighted neiglihours would loat both the trade
and the duty. t is easy to foresee that in this way
oui' loss would be largeiy reduced below $3,o,000O;
and if our forwarders sent their cargots bi the St.
Lawrence route, and tlius built up our shipping inter-
l?.ts, we would have a colaterai advantage of no

smail Importance.
Lu the foregoing paragraph we have taken it for

grauted that the entire three millions-or 20 per cent.
duty-would be paid hy the Canadian exporter. But
wold such really becftsc case? Most certainly ilot.
Ail political economists hold that, as a general raie,
the duties levied by a nation are paid by the consgumer,
aud not by the producer. We May safly assrt that,
on whatever articles the Unitedi States requis-e te pur-
cusse from Canada-i.e., cannot supply themseîves
vitis-the duties muet ltimately come Out of their
own pockets. For instance, tbe United States muet
have oui' lumber. They boughf it before Reciprocity,
and must continue to do so if that measure is repealed.
Whaiever is put on as dutyj, iil just be added to thse

paice. Iu 1863 our exporte of lumber amounted to
$4,165,290-siearly 25 per cent. of Our whole exports.

The same may be said of our long wooi, tht sales of
which have run-iup f0 8974,153 in a single year, and te
some exteuf f0 our superior white wheat, te bar-
ley, and other articles. From these considerationa,
it le quite reasonable to conclude that, if the Ameni-
cana place a duty of 20 per cent, on Our raw produets,
sf leait one-balf of if will faîl upon thematîeves. This
facf, of itself, would reduce Canada's lbas f0 81,500,000
per aniium.

We do not despair that a new Reciprocity Treaty
may eventnally be enacted; but we tbink it Dur duty
as a commercial journal t0 Preas "pou our people f0
consider the bet conrse f0 adopt, should negotiationa
fai. '«Forewarned la t0 be forearmned."1 We do net
doubt that, even without Reclprocity, Canadian pro.
ducta wll command a fair price lu Ameican markets.
But our milera and produce dealers aBould render

themselves indepeudent of New York and Boston, by
making arrangementa f0 ship direct f0 Europe wben-
ever necessary. And why should net a large trade in
breadatuifs be doue wif h the Maritime Provinces? Iu
1863 they bought of the United States 3,615,232 buahela
of grain, whiist we sold the latter 8,850,000. Why
should Canada not supply these Provinces direct? If
Reciprocity la abolisbed, Moutreal should become the
great depot for Western produce, and the St. Law-
rence our principal route of transportation.

What course our agriculturiats should pursue as
regards crops, ifta somewhat difficuit to advise at pre-
sent. One principle, however, may be affirmed, aud
thatla is ot Io depend t00 much on articles for misicis
thse United ,States is our only market. Our white wheaf
will generally conumand a good price; but tht coarse
grains uîay not be go fortunate. Lu tisat event, if
would be well for our farmers f0 give more of their at-
tention to the growth of fiax, to fruit growing, f0 pork
ruising, and f0 dairy farming. We have now a good
demand in Canada for fiax, aud we annuaily purchase
large quantities of fruit from our neighbours. Pork,
cheese, aud butter, are always in demand for expert f0

Europe. In 18W, we purchased no legs than $1,288,923
worth of meats from the United States, and in the liat
of importa we notice $975,614 for Indian corn. Should
tise abrogation of the Reciprocity Treaty depreciate
the price of our coarse graina, our farmers may lind a
substifute lu suppiying these asid other wanta of Cana-
da, and lu raiaing more of those articles always lu re-
quest for tise Enropean markets.

Afier carefuliy conidering the subject, we do not
think the begs of the Treafy-beneficial though if bas
been-would produce that "mrun aud decay" which
some have been led to fear. t would at firat consider-
ably disturb business, and cause our agriculturista to
vary somewhat the articles they produce, but the day
bas gone by when it could seriously embarrass eltiser
country.

AN EXPLODED IDEA.

F OR some time past a eontroveray has ben carried
on betwesu the New York Tribune and some

otiser jounals of tisat city, reapecting the relative
merits of Free Trade and Protection. That journal
aides strongly with the protectionista, and advocates
their moat ultra theories even f0 prohibition. Luas-
much as thse argumenta whicls he employs are those
nsed very contantly in this country, we propose f0
investigate tiseir trufh. The Tribune, iu ita first ar-
ticle on tht subjeef, speaking of the farmers of the
western prairies, aays :-' Their grain, of course, bringa

tbem ita price lu London or Liverpool minus the
cost of tranaporting if thither, g0 that Indian corn

"nets the grower feu f0 thirty cents per bushel, ac-
"cording f0 the localify and the season." And as a

menus of increasiug that price, if is proposed t0 l]et
us have a tariff that will make if tht intereat of the
producers of our metals, wares, and fabrica f0 tranafer
fiseir works f0 thia country, and seffle amongat ns,
even though it ahoulfi for a time he ueceaaary f0 make
our importa 100 per cent."

And the resnît îas upposed to be that "thetprice la
higher than under fret trade, but tht ceaItla far legs,
because thse price of aIl tise buyers have f0 seil il en-
hanced far more than that of their fabnica. Lntead
ofsBelling corn for ton f0 80 cents per buahel, if would
command 50 t0 75 cents."

We would ask tise Tribune why if dots nof propose
te take some of these men who are pnoducing corn at
10 f0 80 cents per bushel (if that la a more uuprofitable
business than working lu factories would bc under hia
improved dispensation, as we must assume from tht
tout of that article if would be), and set them f0 manu-
facture? If ouly that price cau be realised for grain,
and that a nou-paying price, if would cert.ainly be
more logical f0 propose a withdrawal of a part of that
population from tht raliug of grain, and applyiug
their labour tes more lucrative pursuita, instead of advo-
cating thse importation of others f0 do that wuich
many of the settlers could do and have dont lu other

iparta 0f thé world. But we beieve tht facta t0 be the
reverse of %s.îat we are thug led f0 assume, and that
the ralug of corn at from 10 f0 30 centa per bashel la
a more profitable business lu the West than tht manu-
facture of "lour metals, wares, and fabrica" would
ha. Tht fist fiat protection ta required proves thaf

tsncb la tht case; and the fief thaf tht Tribune pro-
poses to import tht manufacturera instead of takîng
what muet ofberwise be surplus labour lu tht West,
proves that the writer bad an inward ceusdousew
of it.
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Lf if was tht case tisat grain was alwaya a dnug lu
tht Western marketa at a price whlch did nef suffi-
clenfly remunerafe tht grower, labour would soon alo
be a drug; sud that woubd be tht hast stimulus f0
manufacture. No person would continue to raise that
ouf of which fbey could not maire a'living equal f0
that which they could get from workiug for wages.
But sncb ia not tht case; a high rate of wages bas
always been obtained at tht West, whlch proves that
tht raising of grain af sncb prices la at Itiat equal
thereto, or if would soon cause a drain of labour from
tht onetof tht other. Lu facf, in places where land
can beisad for an almost nominal price, tht rate of
wages and profita of farming will always amount to
about tht same average, because tise ont regniates tise
other. And neither protection nor fret trade eau ever
disturis that balance, and if wlll ha oniy as baud ha-
comnes of poorer quality or harder to acquire, thaf
wages will decrease lu tht West sufflcienfby f0 make
manufacturing a profitable business.

Again: when tht Tribune asserta that New Englaufi
lias no advantage from protection, which ta net offed
f0 every section, and in facf derivea lesa, ha asys
that which proves the fallacy of protection; because
if New Englaud derives lesa advantage from protec-
tion than tht remainden of tise country, and yet bas
become te a great extent a manufacturing country,
we must look f0 other causes tisai protection as a
stimulus te manufactures. Thet frue cause la wbat we
have aiready mtntioued, that labour being more abun-
dant than can be profitably.amployed ou farmiug lu
tise New Englaud States, la obiiged f0 seek employ-
ment elaewhere or lu msuufacturing at home, and
land beiug more abundaut and cheaper lu tht West-
arn States than lu New England, la continually draw-
ing labour from tise latter te cultivate tise former.

Tht reanîf wbich tise Tribune expecta from protto-
tion is tht samne wisich protectioniatsailahtie world
over have continually made their cry-increased value
of the raw produce of the country. Notbing could be
more ilusory. Ln tisaease if la snpposed to occasion
a rise of from 250 f0 500 per cent. Tise proesa by
which tisis l to be accomplisised ta not particularly
set forth by tise writer. But if is easy f0 show how it
is impossible any snch resuif can take place. Tise
price of grain is regulated lu tise West by what can 'et
realisefi for if lu 'New 'York, this city, or tht New
Englanti States; which again lu yeara of plenty la re-
gulated hy tht pice which cauhba obtaiued lu Britain.
Wbile tisese is a surplus lu tht exportiug cities of this
continent which must be shipped, tise price of tht
whole la controlcti hy what that surplus will realtat
lu Britain, or any other good market f0 wisichi if au
be sent; and tht same rate applies te, tht West. Ujn-
leas they estublisis sufficient manuflactonies f0 consume
tht whole of their grain (which would certainly be au
impossibilify>, thse price of tht wbsole wibb be juat fiat
whieh can be realised from tise surplus, whicis would
have f0 be exporfcd f0 tise samne markets f0 whicb if
la uoîv sent.

But tht wisoie argument la sunîned up lu a fow
words. IlAnd why? Because protection ta but an-
other name for an enormous saving of labour." We
admit if. But ou tht same pninciple that destruction
may accomplish tht same end, a farmer might say:

t would be a great aaving of labour ftom bn is stand-
ing cropa instead of rcapiug sud thraslsing tisem. And
if no doubt wonld bc. But if would bc a terrible
wasfe of capital, and 50 if is wifh protection. t itaa
saving of labour f0 give a man four dollars f0 do tisat
lu tise West, which would require tise same or longer
time f0 manufacture lu Germauy, besides labour cru-
ployed lu freîgisting if, though aIl of which migbt bc
doue for ont dollar. But if would be a ead waste of
capital. We fully understand tIhe argument that ca-
pital la tise reanif of labour, and that therefore a waste
of labour la a waste of capital. But equal quantifies
of labour lu differeut places do nef represent tht
same amount of capital. .And thaf la ne doubt wisat
bas led se many astray on thia auject. But la if net
much botter that tht farmer lu tht West, who tan
make a living eut of bis farm equal f0 wages of 8&y
threci dollars per day, ahould buy bis goods manntko.
tured lu Germany, where tht wages and freighf would
net average more than onet tiird of thaf amount, than
thaftbey shoubd hring the Germau manufacturer f0
tise West, wbere tisey would bave f0 psy hlm a rate of
wages equal f0 what ho couid make by tht cultivatlon
offhe lind?

Mr. Thomas SWiuyard, Mauaging Director of, the
Great Western Railway, bas gone f0 Eugîand, luttud-
Ing te ha absent f ve or six weeks.


