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. Abstract.

This thesis examines the impact of the expansion of

" wheat production in western Canada before 1930 on the growth

of manufacturing capacity in Canada. The approach is to calcu-
late the purchasing power of prairie farmers between 1910
{before which date statistics are unavailable) and 1930, and
then to estimate the demand for manufactured goods. Other
gsources of demand related to the wheat boom, such as railway
investment, are also considered. These estimates are.then com-
pared with data on production; exports and imports of manufac-
turedigood”'to 'determine  the 1mportance of prairie demand. It

‘

*is found that the prairie market was not large, and in fact

was smaller than the &xport market for manufactures. The con-

clusion is that the important contribution of the wheat econ-

omy to the éxpansibn of manufacturing was limited to the peri-
od of "rapidly expanding settlement, which ended by 1914.
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Abstract . )

Cettg thése examine 1'impact de 1'augmentation -de la
production de blé dans 1'euest du $amada avant 1930 sur le dé-
veloppement des capacités manufacturiéres-du Canada. Nous avons
choisi comme approche de calculer le: pouvoir d' achat des fer-
miers de la prairie entre 1910 (on ne dispose d'aucune statis-
tique avant cette date) et 1930, et d évaluer ensulte la demande
de biens manufécturés. D'autres sources de la demahde liédes au

"wheat boom" tels que les investissements dans le chemin de fer

sont également prises en considératiqn. Une comparaison est en-
sulte établie entre ces estimations et les données sur la pro-
duction, les exportations et les importations de bieng manufac-
turés afin de détgrminér l'imgortance de la demande de 1la -

prairie. On découvre que la prairie ne représentait pas un trés-

gros marché pour les manufactures, qu'il était méme en fait
moins important que le_marché a 1'exportation. Dn en conclut
que 1'économie du blé n'a céntribué de fagon:importante &

" I'expansion des manufactures que pendant une période limitée,

la périéde de peuplement rapide qui a pris fin en 1914,

3
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Statement of Original Content

- The most important original content of this thesis is
the calculation of the purchasing power |of prairie farmers and
of the market for manufactureg attributable to the expansion of
the wheat economy. To the extent'that tﬁese calculations consti-
tute the substance of Chapters IT to IV: these chapters may be
considered original contributions to knoﬁledge.
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Qi \ Introduetion‘ ’ '
The period between the turn of the 20th century and
b ‘ the onset of the Great Depk¥ession was a discrete era 1n the his-
tory of the Canadian Pralries. Preceeding periods had been dom=
inated by buffalo hunters, the fur trade, tentative pioneer
] agricultural settlement and railway building; the ehsuing,per~
iod was dominated by dust and poverty. But the intervening three
decades saw a protracted though uneven expansion of dramatic
'proportions. The population of the prairie prdvinces increased
sixfold, from 400,000 in 1901 to 2.4 million in 1931. By com-
parison, the total population of Canada did not guite double.
In the same period, the area of improved land in the'West in-
K creased more than tenfold, and production of wheat climbed un-
til, in the record crop year of 1928 Canada accounted for ap-
A proximately 50 per cent of world wheat exports. In 30 years,
232,900 farms were established and survived.
Given this 1list of impressive statistics (and it could
be lengthened considerably) it is easy to. understand why many
* historians have felt quite comfortable wgth the assertion, to |
quote the textbook, that "Canada's wholé economic development
hinged on this wave of prairie settlement . . . Not only is
the evidence strong--concurrent expansion of western agriculture
and central Canadian manufacturing--but the link can be expldin—
‘ ed: settlement provided an outlet for investment and a market
! for manufac%ures, while wheat exports provided the’ foreign, ex-
3 - change earnings to finance capital goods imports. Moreover,
’ Canada had acquired Rupert's Land and the Northwest Territories

- ' provide economic opportunities for the founding provinces. For
these reasons, the interpretation of the-wheat economy as the
driving force of the Canadian economy/é;;ing all or partpof the
period 1896 to 1930 has found favoury with a magorlty of

historians.

NG -
+ Easterbrook and Aitken, Canadian Economi¢ History
(Toronto: Macmillan, 1956), pp. 484-5,
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in- 1870 precisely because it was expected that the region would .

L4




®

R Lt

T T SR TR e

TELT T TR R AWRROINR IO L

n -

This interpretation has not, however, gone unchal-
lenged. Some have argued that the wheat economy made only a
small contribution to economic development. As well, there is a
school of thought which is less concerned with-the extent of
growth induced by the wheat sector than with the effects’ of sta-
ple production on the structure of the Canadian economy. In
Chapter I of this thesis, the literature on the wheat economy is
reviewed and these three %oéitions are-delineated. In Chapters
ITI and II], quantitative analysis is brought to bear on the topic
in a %est of the hypothesis that the expansion of the wheat

“ economy prier—to 1930 contributed.significantly to the growth
AN

of manufacturing output in Canada. This is ot the same thing
as’ examining tﬂe impact of the wheat economy on overall economic
growth, but examination of the links with manufacturing provides
us with evidence of the effect of the wheat staple on both
growth ana}economic structure. The conclusionp are presented in
Chapter IV, : ) (L ’
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Chapter I , ; - . '
Interpretations of the]Wheat_Economx .

The debate abbut the significance of the wheat econ-
omy 1s part of a largerldebate concerning thé_staple theory of
‘Canada's economic development. On the one. sid€, works such as
Buckley's Capital Formation in Canada portray an, expanding -
ple sector as thevpre§ominant source of growth in the Cdnadian

°economy as =z whole. A?o?h@r group of authors, who are not neces-

sarily opposed to the;slaple theory--in fact, &ome of its member%

are the strongest partisans of the staple approach--emphasize
not the growth which the staple sector.may or may not have

conomic—geperderce to which reliance

. wo views have been

on taple'exports can,
termed the "steady—prégress"‘gnd "dependency" versionsuof the
stéple theory, respec ivly,2 A third group has bpen concerned
with criticizing the staple approach, and ‘includes the later
Buckley, who argued‘that focusing too narrowly on staples leads
us to ignore other soﬁrces of growth, and Ch?mbers and Gordon,
who maintain that the.wheat economy did not engender growth to
other than a small extent. i f

The dependency version of the staaﬁe approach requifes
some elaboration. There is nothing difficu%ﬁ about the steady-
progress version; it is simply the view tha#, given reasonably
favourable circumstances, a country can experience diversified
economic development with é staple export s ctdr as the engine
of growth. It is more difficult to describe| the dependency ver-
sion. A dependency model of underdeﬁflopmelt has been worked
out by students of Latin America such as André Gunder Frank;:3
and it is the effort to apply some of the insights of this model
to the study of Canada that has given rise to the staple-depen-
dence interpretation of Canadian economic histo i But while an
increasing number of scholars hav employed/%ﬁgivapproach;

\

2 This distinction has been made by Danny Drache in
an unpublished paper cited in Mel Watkins, "The Staple Theor
Revisited," The Journal of Canadian Studies 12 (Winter, 1977),
ppy 83-95. ~ '

3 See, as one of many examples, A.G. Frank, Capital-
ism and Underdevelopment in Latin America (New York: Monthly

' |

/
\

Review Press, 1969). 1
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especially sogiologists?’ ‘chére is as yet no formal statement of
‘ar staple theory of dependence. In l:.eu of a formal ‘theory, we
-may ou‘trllne some of the postulates of the staple- dependence ap-
proach which seem to be commonly accephéeds ’ )

1)° Rella.nce on a sta.p]TE export sector tends to be - ¢
Self-perpetuat:mg as resources are drawn into “the productlon of
the staple product tﬁat might- otherwise ha¥e been rnvested in
other sectors. In other words, a staple economy tends not to
" diversify..(If true, this is at least a partial nexplanation of
why Canada remains a’large net ekporter of 'natural resources and
a large net 1mporter of manufactured goods. ) o

#_m___w_,, 2) "New" countries, as no one denles, depend on more
" advanced countries for markets, ‘capital, technology, and manu-
factured goods. But as staple production expands withoutrfen-
- gendering diversified development, this dependence fails to at-
tenuate, and may become more serious. ‘

3) Any given staple good is produced in a i)articular
region, which tends to specialize narrowly in the preduction of
that staple. Such r'egionst become dépendent on oldez] and rela-
tively more diversified regions to supply capital and manufac-
tured goods. This facilitates the political and economic control
of the older region over the staple-producing region, and may
give rise to ir'aequaliti,es\. In particular, the staple-producing
region is likely to experience more extreme variations in econ-
omic actlvrty and lowery; per capita income. )

) In this chap-éer we exdmine the three basic positions
‘ -the;t have been mentiored by discussing in turn the major authors
/ who have written on the wheat economy. The thesis that the agri-
/ cultural expansion on the Prairies was the prime impetus to Can-

, adian economic development during all or part of the period 1896

-3

o 4 See the recent "Special Issue on Dependency, Under-
development and Regionalism" of the Canadian Rev1ew of Sociology

and Anthropology 17 (August, 1980).
5 TFor more extensive discussions see Wa‘éklns "The

Staple Theory’ Revisited" and Melissa Clark, The Canadian State
and Staples: An Ear to Washington (forthcoming, University of
Toronto Press), Chapter II. )
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! . to 1930 was elaborated primarily by three writers: W.A. Mackin-

tosh, V.C. Fowke and Kenneth Buckley, their writings on the
topic'having appeared between 1923 and 1957. Thqﬁg}tack on the
thesis was initiated in 1958 when Buckley announced that his
quantitative work did not necessarily show what he had earlier
c3hought and sdid,it did. This was followed in 1966 by Chambers
and Gordon's article against the wheat-staple thesis., More re-

' cently, Tom Naylor has argued that expansion of the wheat econ-

p omy distorted Canada's economic development, and he can be taken

" as representing the dependenty school. We shall also mention in
this chapter the work of Harold Innis, Edward Vickery and Robert
Baldwin. \ , o

W.A. Macklntosh

In a 1923 artlcle, "Economic Factors in:Canadian His-

. tory," Mackintosh set out what was probably the firsk Canadian

statement of the stapie thesis, as it eventually ,came to be
known. 6 He argued that "the prime requisite of colonial prosper—.
lty is the colonial stpple,"7 and he devoted the bulk of this
article to a survey of the successes and failures of British
North America in its attempts - to develop staple export 1ndust—
ries. As the arjlcle is a survey, Mgcklntosh devotes only a
page to the settlement of/xhe Prairies, but he argues that the
_period of prosperity experienced in Qanada from 1900 to 1913
was based on wheaﬁs "The world Ptaple rimed the pump of Cana-
dian 1ndustry.“8 : .

In the years that followed, ﬁ&;kimtosh carried out

JBut his major @labor-

several major studlés on western Canada.
ation of the wheat staple thesis 1s found in what is also his
most famous work, The Economic Background of Domlnlon Provincial

VQ? 6 Reprinted ;n Approaches to Canadian Economic His-
tory, ed. - Easterbrook and Watkins (Toronto:, McClellahd and Stew-
art, 1967), pp. 1-19. Mackintosh cites an Amerlcan, Guy S Cal-
.lendar, as the source of his 1nsp1rat16n.

7 Ibid., p.4. ) .
8 1Ibid., p. 1k. . a

e : 9 See Blbllography for a list of these works.
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Relations, a study prgpared for the Rowell-Sirois Commission
and published in 1939. The book begins with a restatement of
his thesis that in a new country, progress can only be made if

10

adequate quantities of raw materials can be exported to finance
the purchase abroad of important items that cannot yet econom-
ically be produced in the domestic econom&.11 the-
point is made by way of explaining the fluctuations in income

However,

to which new countries are subjeqgt by reason of their'deﬁéndence
on the market, for a few commodltles. In th%/remalnder of the
book, Macklntosh stresses a different aspect of staple produc—
tions the 1nvestment and inter- reglonal trade opportunities to
"which 1t gives rise.

These opportunities, he argues, were the reason why
the Hudson's Bay, Company territories were acquired in 187§b.12
Canadians hopedlto emulate the rapid growth achieved by the

eastern U.S. as that.country's western hinterland was penetrated

and developed. It was realized that the Canadian economy was t00

small to permit of much specialization and integration, and-
that an expansion of the market was necessary. This could have
been achieved in two ways. the renewal of Reciprocity with the
U.S., or the opening of Canada's own western frontier. In the
former case, American co-operation was required. but not forth-
coming. The remaining choice was between doing nothing and em-
barking on the risky plan of praifie settlement. Evidently, the
expected returns were percelved to be sufflclent to Justify the

13 \

risk,

,

To ensure that all possible benefits would be realized,’

the western territories were brought into the confederation on

a much different basis than the original provinces. Whereas the

10 -~ (Toronto; McClelland and Stewart, 1964).

11 The Economic Background, p. 13.

12 Ibid., pp. 19-23. -

13 The returns were not Jjust those expected from
prairie settlement. They included defense considerations and the
link with B.C. See Fowke, "National Policy and Western Develop-
ment in North America,” Journal of Economic Hlstorv 16 (Decem-

ber; 1956), 461 481.<,

!
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(:‘ latter had comtrol over the plublic lands within their boundar-
o les, publ{E lands in the' West were appropriated by the' federal
_éaﬁernment, to be administered "for. the purposes of the Domin-
ion." On this point, Mackintosh' considered it sufficient to cite
i;mhe interpretation of Chester Martin, a strong critic of the
Dominion lands policy, who argued that the 1870 transfer had
made Canada "a veritable empire in its own right . . . o1k
Control over the western lands géve ﬁhe'Dominion government the
means to finance a large part of railway construction (primarily
by means of land grants to the CPR) and control over settlement
policy. In addition to these aspects of the Dominion's strategy,
a protective tariff was established as a means, Mackintosh
noted, ig reserving the western market for the other regions of
Unfortunately, the ﬁation’s hopes were not immediately
to be realized. The 1870's and 1880's were a period of protrac-

Canada.

ted depression. But around the mid-1890's the léng-awaited ex-
'pansion finally got underway as a result of a confluence of
favourable circumstances (especially low interest rates and
rising export prices). Taking population growth as a rough in-
dicator of changing economic conditions (on the grounds that
X improved conditions induced immigration), there was an increase
of only 24 per cent between 1881 and 1901, but a 64 per cent in-
crease between 1901 and 1921.
’ ) During the years 1895 to 1920, "the most fundamental
single characteristic" promoting economic growth was, according
. to Mackintoéhx

a high rate of investment induced by improved expec-
tations of profit from the exploitation of natural
resources, which had been newly discovered, newly
tapped by the extending railways, subjected to new
productive techniques, or converted into profit pos-
. sibilities by favourable shifts in costs and prices.
Overwhelmingly most important were the wheat lands of
the Prairie Provinces. Prospective profitableness in

(i}' 14 See Bibliography for Martin's works. In The Nat-
: ural Resources Question he refers it the "definite 'colonial’
subordination of the Prairie Provinces." (p. 52)

- 15 The Economic Background, p.33.

- N .
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(:} the exploiting industries created markets. for other
industries and for a time investment fed on itself. 16
Further on, Mackintosh also discusées the role of foreign ex-
change earnings. The Prairies were the export reglon of Canada 1
while at the same time they had a-large trade deficit with the
other regions of the country. That is, the prairie population

S G S R e T s TR L L S L

had large export earnings and spent much of it on purchases of
goods and services froﬁ B.C. and the East. All regions spent a
certain proportion 6f their income on imports from the U.S. and
abroad, but Mackintosh does no more than mention this fact. 17
3 The observation to be made, then, about Mackintosh's fanalysis

"is that he attributes the West's econemic influence to ifs role &
% ‘ as an outlet for investment and as a market for the goods and

: services of other regions. He makes no major claims for other

) ) possibie contributions of the wheat economy, such as the use of
export elrnings to purchase capital equipment and other items
necessary for a specialized economy to make progress; this in
spite of the fact that the first paragraph of the book states,
as one of "certain generalizations concerning the development

i

- of new countries,” that raw material exports are necessary for

PR

these reasons. While we cannot put words in Mackintosh's book,
we may at least offer a rationale on his behalf.This is that,
while imports of producer goods, etc. may be necessary, they
will not be undértaken unless the*importingwfirms have somewhere
. to sell the’ﬁésulting increase in their .output. That is, the
role of the wheat.economy in facilitatiﬁg the supply of goods

3 and services through its impact on the balance of payments may

i have been ancillary to its role in increasing aggregate demandf&

An additional important point concerns the duration of

the stimulus to growth provided by the wheat economy. Mackintosh
claimed an important role’ for the wheat economy only up to "1920.
Over the next five years there was an international contraction
with the ‘Prairies being particularly hard hit as the price of
farm products overall fell by 50 per cent” during 1920-23 and the

16 Ibid., p. 41. -
17 Ibid., p. 52. ,

-
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price of wheat féll almost 60 per cent during 1920-22. An index
of farmers' purcha51ng power cited by Mackintosh showed a de-
cline of 59 per cent between 1920 and 1924, 18 The West:would
not likely have engendered much growth in other regions. in these
éears. But between 1924 and 1926 the index of fgrmers' purchas-
ing power increased 63 per cent, partly due to improved prices
but also due to substantlial ingreases in yields and total out-
put. The high yields continued until in 1928 a record output
was achieved that was not surpassed until 1952. Prices, however,
did not regain their 1920 level. Mackintosh's conclusion is that
"the prairie market declined in its relative importance for the
rest of Canada in this period. w19

In summary, Macklntosh sees in the wheat economy a
market and a field for 1nves%ment of major importance between
1895 and 1920, and a market of lesser relative importance from
1925 to 1929. The question arises whether Mackintosh is best
classified with the steady-progress or the dependency version
of the staple theory. He has been identified as the leading ex-

ample of the former,zo

but close examination puts the validity
of this in doubt. The essence of the’ steady-progress view is its
emphasis on contlnulng economic development based on staple-ex- °
port secBors. But the “emphasis in Macklntosh s work is on the
problems which face a staple economy. In the first place, he

notes that a new country will experience hardship until it finds

a staple product acceptable to the market of a developed country.

And he catalogues all the problems which beset British North
America as. it sought such a staple. His outline of Canada's his-
fory up to the 1850's can hardly be considered a description of
21 Second, he poinfs out that the new country
has to borrow heavily and and acquires a large debt burden,

steady progress.

while the income from the export of raw materials is subject to
large yariations, so_that the country can find itself in serious

18 Ibid., p. 73.
19 Ibid., p. 80.
20¢ Watkins, "The Staple Theory Revisited," pp. 84-5.
21 "Economic Factors in Canadian-History," pp. 6-12.
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difficulty quite frequently.<? Third, and perhaps most impor-
tantly, Mackintosh recognizes_the regional differences.which
arisé when one part of the country tries ‘to benefit from the
staple products of another part. As noted above, he quotes Ches-
ter Martin's description of western Canada as a colony of the
original provinces, and he states further that:

it was inhegent in the facts of development, that as
metropolltan centres grew up there 'should emerge ser-
ious conflicts between regional centres and those
which extended their influence over the whole Domin-
ion. 23

All three of 'these points are characteristic of the dependency
approach, °and belie the Drache-Watkins classification of Mackin-

- tosh. In fact, there are few authors who fail to recognize the

serious short-comings of dependence on staple production. The
notion of a steady-<progress version of the staple theory is use-
ful primarily as an analytical ideal type, and only secondarily
as a description of the work that has actually been done by Can-
adian economic historians.

Harold Innis

Innis never devoted more than a few paragraphs at a
time +to analysis of the wheat stéple. but his few comments are
worth mentlonlng here, both because writers of the dependency
school claim him as the founder of their school, and because a
close look at his work shows that Innis can no more be made—to
flf neatly into the dependency category than Macklntosh can into
thé steady-progress category.

+  The notion that Innis' work is consistent with the
dependency 'approach is.based on scattered comments such as the
following observation concerning economies based on staple pro-
duction: "Agriculture, industry, transportation, trade, finance
and governmental activities tend to become subordinate to the

production of the staple for a more highly specialized manufac-

turing community,"zu This certainly foreshadows Naylor's thesis

\

22 Economic Background, p. 13.
.23 Ibid., p. 21.
. 24 The Fur Trade in Canada (Toronto: UnlverSLty of
Toronto Press, 1970), p. 385.

”
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' that expansion of the wheat sector inhibited industrial develop-
ment by draining éway capital that might otherwise havé been in-
vested in manufacturing. Furthérmore,rlnnis was particularly ¢
+ aware of the regional inequality that tends to accompany staple |
dependence. To take one example, he says of the relationship
between eastern and western Canada: .

» The prairie provinces as producers were controlled )
from Montreal and Ottawa as they were controlled in o
the earlier period as producers of fur under the
Northwest Company. 25

\ Such comments can be found here and there in Innis'
work, but more pervasive 1s his analysis of Canada's economic
development as the result of the exploitation‘of a series of ﬁ
staple products. A geod example of this is his brief outline of

+ Canada's economic history, "Significant Factors in Canadian fﬁ

" Economic Development."26 Reading such work, one is hard presged
to understand the Justlflcatlon for placirng Mackintosh and Innis ‘
ln opposing categorles, the steady-progress and dependency ) ’4
strains are present in both. -

In particulary Ianis’ discussion of the wheat econdmy
hardly differs from that of Mackintosh. He seems to take as
self-evident the view (which he repeats in several places with-
out offering any supporting evidence or argument): "the expéﬁ—
sion of industry in eastern Canada ... . was largely a result
‘of the opening of the West, especially after 1900. n27 Innls was 1
also aware of some of the problems attending the wheat staple.
but certainly not more so than Mackintosh. Thus, while the dis-
tinction made between steady-progress and dependency is a use-
ful one, we must be careful not to try to make our predecessors
fit into categories: which they themselves did not recognize,
for the sake of historiographical neatnegs.

e

25 1Ibid., pp. 400-1.

26 Reprinted in Essays in Canadian Economic History
(Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1956), pp. 156-75.

27 Problems of Staple Production in Canada (Toronto'
Ryerson, 1933), p. 100. See also ibid., pp. 20-1, and Essazs in
Canadian Economlc History, PP - 151-2.
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V.C. Fowke \\¥§ - .
e V.C. Fowke has discussed his version of the wheat-
staple thesis in several books and articles, but the most thor-

ough presentation is in his The National Policy and the Wheatv
Economy.28 There,are few essential differerices petween the in-
terpretations of Fowke and Mackintosh. Fowke®argues that prairie
settlement was an integral part of the National Policy, which

developed because of the failure of two preferred alternatives:

imperial economifc integration and continental economic integra-
tion.29 The inferior alternative was to form British North Amer-
ica into an integrafed economic and political unit. The economic
integration was accomplished by more than just the tariff struc-
ture to which the term National Policy normaily applies, and so
Fowke prefers to speak of the national policies>-uncapitalized
and plural--which worked jointly to achieve this end. And be-
cause, in Fowke's view, integration and its inseparable concom-~,
itant, development, depended on "the exploitation of some vast
new area of resources, the establishment of a new frontier of
investment,"” the national policies were designed to capture the
benefits of opening the Northwest to economic penetration.30
These policies included, then, acquisition of western lands and
promotion of their settlement, construction of a Pacific%raiir
road, and a system.of protective.scariffs‘31 The intended bene-
ficiaries were "the commercial and financial interests of the
St. Lawrence area."32 ; !

The significdnce éf the first element of the national
policies--settlement--lies fqr Fowke in the nature of the pio- -
neer settler. In both The Naﬁional Policy and the Wheat Economy
and Canadian Agricultural Poliéy he argues that the settler

L

28 (Toronto: University. of Toronto Press, 1957). See
the Bibliography below for his other works on the topic.

29 The National Policy and the Wheat Economy, p. 5.

30 7Ibid., p. 8. i

31 "The National Policy--01d and New," Approaches to
Canadian Economic History, ed. Easterbrook and Watkinsa p. 242.

32 1Ibid., p. 243.
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has always been far'from self-sufficient, depending on the mat-
ket system to sell his products for cash and to supply a .wide
array of items, so that he has been-important to other sectors
of the economy in all perlods of Canadian h:.story.33 o °

But desplt ithe 31mllar1ty of 1nterpretatlon. "Fowke
did make ah importaﬁ‘\contrlbutlon. Macklntosh did not provide,
in his Dominion-Prowvincial Relations, much evidence or argumen-
tation to support hﬂ:passerﬁionssabout the iﬁportant role of
the Prairies in the kadian economy before 1920. This was prob—
ably because the point seemed too clear to requlre much elabor-
ation (see‘page one, bove) and because he was writing for a
Royal Commission which requested only "a review" of Canada's
economic history. Fowke's contribution)was, first, to general-
ize the thesis by arguing that agriqulture had been a stimulus
to growth throughout Cariada's history, and, second, to flesh
out the argument ’'in support of the wheat staple thesis.

Fowke's presentation of the argument can be divided
into three parts:

a) He discusses in detail the development--from the
1850 s——of the idea that the Northwest could be acqulred and l
populated with settlers to the advantage of Ontario, Quebec and
the Maritime provinces. He clearly establishes the intent to

34

exploit the economic possibilities of the West.

b) He gives a largely reasoned, as opposed tC)emplrlcal..

33 Canadian Agricultural Polloy (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1946), pp. 3, 117; The National Policy and
the Wheat Economy, Chapter ITI.

34 1In this respect Fowke provides an 1nterest1ng
quotation from a speech by Sir Wilfrid Laurier to the Canadian
Manufacturers' Association in Quebec City, 1905: The settlers
in western Canada "will require clothes, they will require fur-
niture, they will require implements, they will require shoes--
and I hope you can-furnish them to them.in Quebec--they will
require everythlng that man has to.be supplied with. It is your.
ambition, it is my ambition also, that this scientific tariff
of ours will make it possible that every shoe that has to be
worh in those pralrles shall be a Canadian shoe; that every
yard of cloth that can be marketed there shall be a yard of
cloth produced in Canada; and so on and so on . . . ." Ibid.,

p.66. .
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argument in support of the thesis. This, as has been mentioned, -
is that the establishment of the wheat economy required a mas-
sive capital expenditure on rail lines, elevators, grainaries, .
barns, houses, farm.machinery, tools, etc. ‘This 1ncluded expen-
diture on the stores and houses of those who prov1ded serv1ces
to the agricultural population. In addition, there was demand
for consumer goods such as clothing and furnlture.35 The tariff
policy was intended to assure that the other reglons of Canada
were allowed to meet most of the demand for capital and consumer
goads, ) ) . '
c¢) The foregoing argument is supported with a number
of statistics, némelyz the increases in each of population, the
number of farms, improved actreage, wheat production, and the ]
number of tractors, harvester’ combines and trucks.3 These data
do support the argument, but they are not sufficient to prove
that the wheat economy "prompted the investhent of billions of
dollars nost only in the prairie prov1nces but throughout the
entire nation.' . ‘

It must be admitted that while both Mackintosh and
Fowke have done excellent work on the economic history of the
Prairies, neither has really proved the wheat-staple thesis. The
thesis 1s plausible, but in the absehif of more detailed data
on the actual extent of.cigital and consumer spending in the
Prairies, one cannot be certain that the stimulus to central Can-
adian manufacturing from other souq;es‘was not equally or more
important. In 1901, 71.3 per cent of Canada's populdtion was
resident in Ontario and 'Quebec! This declined to 60.8 per cent
in- 1931 which remained, nevertheless, a significant population
concentration. The prairie provinces held only 22.7 pér cent of
the populatlon at this late date which was, as is often noted,

a significant increase over the 1901 flgure of 7.8 per cent, but
was still equal to only a third of the populetion of Ontario
and Quebec. If, as it seems, Mackintosh and ‘Fowke aresuggesting

35 'The National Policy and the Wheat Economy, pp. 71 2.
36 Ibid., Chapter V.
37 Ibid., p. 71.
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that the prairie,markﬁt was important gut of proportion to .its
demographic size, then an %rgument which takes account of these
population differences is required.

Finmally, brief mention should befmaae of Fowke's peri-
odization. He suggests that the investment boom wasg exhausted
by 1913 and that the prosperity of the late 'twenties was based
not on wheat alone but on a range of staple industries that
were rising to importance, including hydroelectric power gener-
ation, pulp and paper, and mining.? ‘

Kenneth Buckley as Praoponent

Kenneth Buckley's Capital Formation in Canada, 1896-
t;gzg was accepted as a doctoral thesis in 1950 and published in
1955. He describes it in the preface ag "a foothote to V.C.
Fowke's thesis,” which ig rather too modest; 'statistical appen-

dix' would have been a more apprepriate description, for the
book provides the oﬁly substantial statistical analysis in sup-
port of the thesis. He restates the thesis with less rgserve
than Mackintosh and Fowke, claiming that the "production of
‘wheat on the Canadian prairie provideduthe basic economic oppor-
tunity in the economic development of Canada from 1896 to

1930, n39 This was so not only because of investment directly in
prairie agriculture and in the secondary and tertiary industries

., which supplied and serviced the farmer, but also because the ex-

pansion of these secondary and tertiary industries enlarged the "
urban population, increasing further the market for their pro-
ducts-as well as increasing the demand for residential and com-
mercial buildings, the services of utilities, etc. In other -
words, Buckley attributes to the impetus of the agricultural
frontier economic opportunities several times removed fromithe
'eéonomic activity ®n the frontier. This "leverage effect,” not
explicitly emphasized in Mackintosh or Fowke, is of primary im-
portance in Buckley's ama.lysis.Llbo

. 38 Ivbid., pp. 77, 82. o
39 Capital Formation in Canada. p. 2. Later in the
book he sofitens this claim, stating: "western expansion was
clearly the basic development before 1915 and contlnued to be
a major factor until 1930 . . . ." (p. 54)
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Like Mackintosh, Buckley also mentions in passing the
sﬁpply—side contribution of grain and other primary commodity
exports, noting that they enabled Canada to purchase manufac-
tured ‘producers' and consumers' goods., and provided the profits
required to attract and service inflows of foreign capital.l,'1
But Buckley does.not bother with an analysis of this aspect of
wheat production, giving it, in fact, only half as much space
in his book as Mackintosh did (two sentences to Mackintosh's
four).

We may consider here a sample of Buckley's data. Of
particular interest is a table comparing investment directly
attributable to the wheat economy with total investment in Can-
ada. The following figufes show the percgntage’of grogs domes-
tic capital formation accoynted for bzzprairie farm investment
and investment in railways, combined:

1901-05 30.1%
1611-15 34.9
1916-20 19.7
1921-25 17.3
1926-30 17.8

'Prairie farm investment alone accounted for 14.6 per cent of

gross domestic capital formation during 1901-15, and 7.9 per
cent during 1916-30. There can be no question that ths values
of 30 to 35 per cent for farm and rail investment together in
the first three quinquennium are significant, -and that they re-
presented a major stimulus to the economy. But there is a ques-
tion whether the values of 17 to 20 per cent in the last three
periods are adequate to justify the claim to. pre-eminent status
made for the wheat economy. Certainly the values for préirie
farm investment alone--14.6 and 7.9 per cent--suggest that Buc-
kley is correct in resting his thesis on the leverage effect of
prairie agricultural expansion rather than on the direct effect

.of farm investment.

0f farm investment Buckley notes that there was an

Q

L"O Ibid-' pp'~ 21 u.
41 Ibid., p. 5.
’42 Ibidl ’ pl 9-
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extensive and an intensive aspect to its growth. The forme rm
refers to the increase in number of farms and in improve
acreage, which implies an inereased demand for farm machin
and equipment. The latter term refers to the increasing @tal
intensity of farming consequent upon the development -0of the, gas-
oline engine. From 1901 to 1931 the constant-dollar value of
machlnery and equlpment per worker increased from $342 to $842. { =
However, the 1ncrea31ng capltal intensity of prairie farming'was
not suff1c1ent to balance e decline in the rate of extensive
expan81on and the lncrea31zz importance of other fields of in-
vestment, as is evident froﬁ the figures given on page 16.

Estimating. the investment induced indirectly by’ the
agrlcultural frontier is a problematic tagk requiring a very
careful interpretation of the data. Buckley's prl ipal efforts
in this respect are analyses of urban bulldlng and public in-
vestment. The former w1ll be considered here as an example.

Buckley's treatment of urban bulld1ng44 makes it
plaln that the relatlonshlp between urban building on the oneé™ '
hand, and population increments, population movements, economic
opportunities and income, on the other, is too complicated to
permit of easy quantification of the links between them. The
dlfflculty is illustrated by considering the period when the
causation by the latter of changes in the former seems most ob-
vious. Between 1901 and 1911 Canada experienced a record popu=
lation increase of 1.84 million. Of this, 1.127million occurred’
in the western territories. Half of the western inerease--0.58
million--was in urban centres in the West. In the rest of Can-
ada there was no net increase in the rural population, and a
0.68 millia&\increése in the urban population. Thus, 68 per cent
of the decade population increase occurred in cities and towns. {
There can be no doubt that the urban increase in the Wes} was

tailers, doctors, school teachers, and so on. But was -the pop-
ulation increase in th® East due to expansion in the West? .If

43  Ivid., 36.
4 Ibid., Chapter b,
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it was then the léverage effect was significant. The amalysis of-

building and real estate activity in Toronto shoWs that ach of
four 1nd1cators. including -the number of building permlts per '
capita, 1ncreased sharply and quite steadlly from 1896 to 1911,
This would show that the investment induced indirectly by the
wheat expansion was of no small consequence, but only if- the
causation could be proven. It was Buckley himself who 1ater
pointed out that this last step was missing. n -

Kenneth Buckley as Critic-

Three years ‘after Capital Formation in Canada was pub-'
lished, Buckley criticized his own wdrk and the staple approach:

It is one thing to assert that a great deal of domes-.

"tic capital formation was induced by the emergence of

the wheat economy and to list some of the regions and
industries in which it must have occurred. But when

all the measurable capital formation is there before’

you, the inescapable questlon is how much of it was
induced and where? 45 .

The problem is 'clear in “the examplé of the Toronto housing boom
above. While we can be fairly certain about the direct impact of
the wheat boom--on the farm implement industry, for example--we
cannot estimate at -all accurately the indirect impact.\\ ‘

®  But does this Jjustify Buckley's assertion that "1t is
impossible to determine the contribution of the staple indust-
zries to the growth of the national economy in ‘any one period,
let alone indicate changeé in importance thrbﬁgh time" because
the relationshi@ between staple industries and industries\Wholly
or partially depehdent on them is complex?ué It is, true théiéthe
absolute amount of growth in GNP induced by any one sector i '
an, elusive figure,™but we can obtain a fair degree of accufzﬁy
in determining the relative 1mportance of different sectors. By
analyzing the wages and salaries, the profits) the amount of
capital, the value added, and other figures readily available
by industry, and by analyzing other data such as export% and

imports, we can learn a great deal about the relative importance
/

L5 "The Role of Staple Industries in Canada's Econ-
omlc Development," Journal of Economic Hlstorv 17 (1958), 439150
46 Ibid., p. L4L,

?
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- of each sector's contribution to overall growth; we can esti-
mate gach-industry's contribution to aggregate demand, deter-

“mihe whether it reduced costs for other industries, ‘examine the

- amount of savingd generated by each industry and where they
were invested, etc. It is this approach that is used in Chap-
ters II and III of this thesis to estimate the importance of
the wheat economy.)""7 ) )

It is actually curious that Buckley should have been

pessimistic about being able’to determine the importance of sta~
ples sectors when-the alterpative approach he suggesis is not

4

significaﬁtly different from that employed in Capital Formation

in Canada. He calls on economic-historians to "concentrate upon
what has happéned to the measurable dimensions of productive
capacity . . . ." This, he notes, is not inconsistent with the
staples approach, but he wants to ”replace the notion of an
opportunity structure determined by geography and natural re-
sources with a general concept of economic opportunity without
specifying determinants . . . i"48 There, igs a curious inconsis-
tency here. If we are to concentrate on measuring productive
capacity, and to do S0 is not incompatible with the staples, ap-

proach, then what is wrong with Capital Formation in Canada,

which is nothirg if nof an exercise in measuring productive cap-
acéty? It may not have given us a final set of answefsrabout

- tﬁe‘importance of the wheat economy, but it certainly made a
major. contribution to the process of obtaining those answers.

,
¥

The other part of the prescription is problematic as
well. When Buckley asks us not to specify determinants, he is
gsklng us to eschew interpretation. Whatever one, thinks of the
staples approach, bne cannot deny that geography and natural
resources have had a not inconsiderable effect on Canada's

47 As an example of the kind of work that can be
done in this llne. I am presently studying the history of base-
me ta reflnlng in Canada, and one of. the questlons I am trying
to &% wer is whether the estahilshment of refineries has pro-

-~ moted the development of metal ‘fabricating and manufacturlng
industries. .
L8 "The Role of Staple Industries,"“p. 445.

ey
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development. We would not be economic historians, but simply
statisticians (not to demean that profession) if we merely -
measured productive capacity and declined to try to discover ’
how it was influenced by geography, resources, politics, trade,
international relations, etc., for all of these things were de-
terminants of Canada's "opportunity structure."” "

/
s
3

Edward J. Chambers and Donald F. Gordon

In 1966 Chambers and Gordon published a cr1tic1sm of
the wheat-staple thesis which was quite the opposite, in one
sense, of Buckley's. In "Primary Products and Economic Growth:
An Empirical Measurement,"49 C-G, far from sharing Buckley's
skepticism about the possibility\of measuring the impact of the
wheat boom, calculated that the bdom contributed only 5.20 -per
cent of the increase in Canada's per capita income over the dec-
ade 1901 to 1911. A more generous interpretation of their data
raises this figure to 8.405ger cent, but they consider the

first to be more accurate. )
Their method was to construct a model of the Canadian

economy whose principal feature is that it permits an unambigu-
ous measure of the increase in per capita income. This was at- -

" tained at the cost of several major assumptions. First, they

assyume a perfectly elastic supply curve of capital, that is,

had there been no wheat boom, capital would have found equally
or almost equally profitable employment elsewhere. Second, they
assume perfectly elastic demand for labour in manufacturing
("gadgets") such that when demand for labour increases in agri-
culture, the supply curve of labour in manufacturing shifts to
the left by an equal amount, labour transfers from manufacturing
to égriculture. and wages remain {pe same. A third assumpticn
is that wages in the economy only increase as a result of exog-
enous productivity increases in manufacturing. Qhus, any pos-
sible effect of profits and wages on per capita income has been

49 Journal of Political Economy 74 (August, 1966),

315-332. ,,
50 Ibid., p. 314e The authors do state (p. 317) that . 3
these are only "rough estimates." O
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modeled away. There remains only one way folt per capita income
to increase: increased rents in agriculture. They estimate this
increase #o arrive at their conclusion, that the wheat boom con-
tributed 5.20 per cent to the increase in per capita income.

These assumptions are not innocuousf In the first
place, the assumption that wages in both sectors are determined
by productivity in one, and that productivity increases are ex-~
ogenous, leads in turn to the assumption that the rate .of wage
increase of two per ‘cent a year in Canada during 1901 to 1911
would have occurred with or without the wheat boom, and cannot
be attributed to it. On the contrary, as Richard Caves has
pointed out, there may well have been an increase in manufactur-
ing productivity via economies of scale as a direct result of
the increaséd demand in the/prairie market. As evidence, Caves
notes that during 1901-11 the average size of manufacturing
firms employing five or more persons increased 16 per cent. in
Canada as a whole, while the increase was much higher in those
provinceé most affected by the wheat expansion:<20% in Ontario,
75% in B.C., 100% in Saskatchewan and Alberta, and 145% ih Man-
itoba.;1 Thus, 1t is possible that all or- part of the 1901-11
wage level increase in Canada‘®was related to the expansion of
the wheat economy.

A second and related problem is the assumption that.
Gper capita income increases solely as a result of technical
change. Paul Davenport has présented a critique of neo-classical
growth accounting with special reference to'C-G,52 but we will
simply note here that historical facts may not be in line with
the assumption that technological changes such as.the chilled
steel plow and Red Fife wheat were solely responsible for, in-
creasing the marginal physical product per unit of labour in

51 Caves, "Export-Led Growth and the New Economicd

et al. (Amsterdam: North-Holland, 1971), pp. 408, 411-12,

52 "The Sources of Economic Growth in Twentieth Cen-
tury Canada," Paper presented to the Seventh Conference on Quan-
titative Methods in Canadian Economic History, Guelph, February,

1975.
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-/ agriculture, which otherwise declined with the extension of cul-
tivation as in Ricardo's schema. Many farmers imcreased the size
of their farms as soon as they could afford to do so, often by
.acquiring the adjoining quarter section.53 It seems reasonable
to expect (and this is an interesting topic for future investi-
gation) that two quarter sections would provide twice the out-
put and income of one without requiring a twofold increase in
capital. Certainly, only one barn would be necessary, and most
other capital goods such as draught animals and plows would sim-
ply have.begn used more intensiyvely. In other words, individual
farmers may have realized economies of scale, and to the extent
that the expansion of cultivation was due to;existing farms ex-
panding rather thaﬁ’new farms being eWtablished, there would .
have been an increase in the marginal physical product of capi-
%al and consequently an increase in the income of those farmers.
Moreover, since farming is skilled work, we would expect the
productivityxbf farmers to increase as they gained eerrienbe
5 It is
not unlikely +that these two effects increased the per capita in-
come of the farming population significantly.

in cultivating what was, initially, unfamiliar land.

A third problematic assumption is that capital was in
perfectly elasticasupply. In reality, the farm family supplied
capital and labour jointly, and their decision to establish
themselves on the Prairies or expand an existing operation was
based on expected total returns, which corisisted of rents, a
return on capital, and a return on labour. They did not consider
the various alternative uses of their capital as a' separate item.
One cannot assume that capital would have been almost as profit-
ably employed elsewhere. In many cases, it might have. been
spent on consumption. : )

Many other criticisms have been made of the C-G article.
Gordon Bertram criticized their method Jf estimating rent and

v

‘ 53 See Fowke, The National Policy and. the Wheat Econ-

omy, p. 60.
’ 54 I owe this point to George Grantham. 4

[
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derived a new estimate that put the wheat boom's contribution
to growth of real per capita GNP at 19.5 per cent for 1901 to
1911. 55 He also extended the period and found that the wheat
boom contributed 23.5 per cen; of the growth during 1901 +to /
1921. Moreover, he pointed out that C-G incorrectly used Fire-
stone's’pioneering'national income estimates instead of Buckley's
'later, more accurate figures. Employing the lattér. C-G's esti-
mate increases from 8.4 to 14.9 ﬁer cent, and Bertram's estimate
for 1901 to 1911 becomes 34 5 per cent.

Other criticisms have been made by Dales, McManus and
Watkin356 and Richard Caves.57 Both papers point out that C-G's
insistence on measuring {ptensive growth (per capita GNP) rather
than extensive growth is incorrect to the extent that they imply
that extensive growth is of no importance. Their analysis does,
in fact, say nothing about the wheat economy's effect on exten-
sive growth. As they do not deny that these effects were impor-
tant, Caves' list of the connections be tween aggregate and per
capita growth shggests the need for modifying their model. These
connections include: a) "a negative relation between the rate
of expansion of exports and the level of unembloyment." b) "a
positive relation between the rate of expansion of staple pro-
duction and the rate of domestic gross saving," and, as men-
tioned already, c) "a positive relation between the rate of ex-
pansion of staple production and the rate of productivity growth
in certain domestic sectors, especially manufacturing and dis- )
tribution.” Referring specifically to the expansion of the wheat
economy, Caves cites effects not included by C-G: the higher
labour force participation rate of immigrants, the economies of
scale achieved in manufacturing, capital brought in by immi-
grants, and induced.domestic savipg.58 Eaeh of these aspects of

©

55 "The Relevance of the Wheat Boom in Canadian Econ-
omic Growth " Canadian Journal of Economlcs 6 (November, 1973)

545-66
56 "Primary Products and Economlc Growth: a Comment,"
Journal of Political Economy 75 (December, 1967) 876- 80.
57 "Export-Led Growth and the New Economic History."
58 Ibid.,  pp. 408 -19.




24

s Y
extensive growth has some impact on per capita income.

Ih general, the problem with C-G is that they have
relied on simplifying assumptions to reduce the amount of empir-
ical work they had to do. Their critics have shown that some of
those assumﬁtions are false, and that others need more support !
if we are to accept them. , . ,
Tom Naylor ,
Mel Watkins shas claimed Tom Naylor for the dependency<ﬁt
stholé9 and although Naylor does not explicitly mention the
dependency approach, the classification seems fair. His prin-
cipal argument concerning the wheat boom is that it had an im-
portant deleterious effect on the s%rgpture of the Canadian econ-~
omy. In contrast with the claim that the wheat economy promoted
the expansion of manufacturing by enlarging the market, Naylor
argues that capital was drawn intp the over~expansion of the
staple extracting sector. thereby draw1ng away funds that might
otherwise have been invested in manufacturing. He notes, to
give one example of his evidenc¢e, that in 1913 the Bank of Com-
merce had a loan/deposit ratio of 182 per cent in the three
prairie provinces, and that the ratio of farm loans to farm de-
posits in Saskatchewan in the same year was 278 per cent. At the
the banks gére restricting their lending to manufac-
turers in the East, a state of affairs of which the latter fre-
quently complained. The industrialist Francis H. Clergue, for
instance, complained that the "Canadian banks seem to consider
those loans to be best which can be méde to wheat speculators
or the stock speculafors of

game time,

in Chicago, Mlnneapolls or Duluth,
New York."61 ’

However, Naylor also seeks to disprove the @heory
that there was a positive relation on the demand-side between
prairie farming and central Canadian manufacturing. He a?gues
that the expansion of wheat exports initially lagged behind the
expansion of the economy as a whole, making it difficult +to

59 "The Staple Theory Re 151ted "
60 The Hlstqu of Canadia Bu31ness, 1867 - 1914 (Toron—

tos+ James Lorimer 1975), I, pp. 1h4- 9\\\

61 1Ibid., pp. 104-10.
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regard the former as the tause of the latter. He considérs 1896
' to be the beginning of the broader boom, and points out that
wheat production and exports did\not begin to expand significan-
tly until 1902, while a sharp acceleration did not occur until
1906. ". . . Obviously," he.writes, "business fixed capital for-
mation was no% undertaken in anticipation of a boom in wheat

exports nearly\a decade later."62 He does consider that the ex-

pansion was export-led, but suggests that minerals played the
role often attribyted to wheat, exports of the former having in-
creased 500 pef cent during i§96 to 1901.

This analysis may be\criticized on two counts.-First,
it is not at all obvious that the argument should rest on the
relative importance of different export commodities, for exﬁorts.
Klondike gold, do not in themselves
necessarily “directly induce \widespread economic growth. As dis-

whether of prairie wheat
cussed above, foreign exchange earnings can finance capital im-
ports, thereby facilitating supbly, but there must be some de-
-fland-side reason for increasing swupply. An increase in exports
by no means necesSarily implies an increase in domestic aggre-
gate demand. In particular, to the extent that increased mineral
eiports were due to the Klondike gold rush, there would have
been little increase in the demand for céntral Canadian manufac-
turers, not only becausg prospectors purchased llttle more than
they could carry on their backs, but also because most of this
market was supplied from the west coast of the United States.
Naylor has argued, however, that the Klondike was important for
the boom psychology it engendered, which in turn attracted the
attentlon of foreign lenders. 63 This, no doubt, is true, but it .
remains that in the absence of an 1ncqeasé in aggregate demand,
there would have been no inducement to borrow.

The second problem with Naylor's argument is that it _
depends on the unsupported assertion that businesskfixed capital
formation increased significantly some years before the upturns,

v

62 Ibid., p. 11.
63 Private- communication.
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in wheat production in 1902 and 1906. Unfortunately, he care-
‘ fully documents the timirig of the whéeat expansion while failing

to examine the timing of the expansion in other sectors, ofj

which the manufacturing sector is the most interesting and im-
portant. Part of the problem is that data on manufacturing are

only avaiable for every tenth year, so that we cannot.pinpoint

the beginning of an upswing. However, there is evidence that

the increase in manufacturing output may not have preceeded the ~°-
wheat boom. Gordon Bertram has calculated the compound rdte of
growth per'year of the gross value of manufdcturing output in
constant dollars for the yeérs 1890 to 1900 and 1900 to 1910

as follows:éu n

Total Primary Secondary

1890-1900 2.0 3.2 2.0
1900-1910 6.0 5.5 6.2
1870-1957 b.2 3.9 4.3 A

The last row gives the long-term growth rate. The values for
1890 to 1900 are well below the long-~term average while those-
for 1900 to 1910 are above it. If the last half of the former
decade saw a significant increase in manufacturing output, there

must have been little or even negative growth in the first half.
4 The following shows what the compound growth rate per year of
total manufacturing output would have been during 1890 to 1895
if the rate during 1896 to 1900 had equalled a) the rate for
1900 to 1910, that is, 6.0 per cent, or b) the long-term rate,
4.2 per cent: ]

1896-1900 18%0-1895
a) 6.0 -1.0
b) 4,2 0.7

ing 1890 to 1895 manufacturing output declined by'one per cent
annually, then it is equally unlikely that the growth of output

64 "Economic Growth in Canadian Industry, 1870-1915:

The Staple Model,"- Easterbrook and Watkins, p. 82. The table
from which these figures were taken contains a failr-number of
mistakes, presumably because it was calculated before the advent
of electronic calculators. The original data were included in
the article, and the figures reproduced here have been corrected
where necessary. ’ ~, '
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during 1896 to 1900 was as high as it was in the decade after

<1900. If, as it is somewhat more reasonable to assume, output
grew at the low rate of less than one per cent per year in the \ + |

f£irst half of 1890 to 1900, then growth in the second half would

,only have been about equal to the long-term average.

of course. Naylor's case would be strengthened 1f he

‘wanted to date the manufacturing upswing somewhat later, say

1898 or 1899, which would be reasonable. But it remains that
the evidence available to us at the moment does not seem to lend
as much support to his posi%ion as it does to the wheat-staple
thesis since the decade that, except for its first two years,
witnessed a boom in agricultural settlement and production also
enjoyed an expansion of manufacturing output at a rate ‘well
above the long-term average. Note also the fact that the largest
difference between the figures for 1890 to 1900 and 1900 to 1910
is'in secondary manufacturing, which is consistent with the
thesis that the significance of the wheat boom lies in the mar--
ket it creatéd for ,the manufacturers who produced for the set- s
tlers. )

In a subsequent essay Naylor has admitted that the
prairie market was important for other reglons prior to 1914, He
argues, however, that "the prosperity der1v1ng from the openlng

based on construction rather than production . . . ."65 The: term
"artificial" would be best replaced by "temporary", but as we
shall see in the Conclusion, below, this statement strikes very
close to the truth of the matter.

The final question is whether it is not contradictory
to accept Naylor's argument that the wheat boom drained away
capitél from manufacturing, while rejecting his claim that the
expansion of the prairie market, at least before World War I,
did not promote manufacturing develbpment? The answer is that
the wheat expansion was a boon to those manufacturers who had

65 "The Canadian State, The Accumulation of Capital,
and the Great War," unpublished manuscript, McGill Unlver31ty,
May| 1978’ pn 2.
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the capital to be able to take advantage of the opportunity, and
these were mostly large American firms with internal resources
to finance branch plant development in Canada.

Edward Vickery S ) ¢

We have referred several times to two possible influ-
ences of the wheat economy on the Canadian eéonomy as a whole:
increased foreign exchange earnings, and expansion of the domes-
tic market. Edward Vitkery has measured the first of these as
well as the direct contribution of wheat exports to the growth
of GNP.66 While most of his data are for the last . half of the
nineteenth century, the analysis does extend to 1912, and his
results can be briefly considered here.

Vickery tests for the Importance of export earnings
by analyzing changes over time in foreign currency receipts,
commodity imports, and the composition of imports as between ..
producers' and consumers' goods. .The hypothesis is that féreign
currency receipts permit the country to import commodities, and
the impdrt of producers' goods facilitates the expansion of ‘dom-
estic output. Vickery's data show a sharp rise in the rate of
growth of both net foreign currency receipts and total commod-
ity imports between 1893-97 and 1898-1902. There is a further
incrgase in the rate between 1898-1902 and 1903-07, and then a
very slight decrease between 1903-07 and 1908~12. During the
same periods the proportion of total producers' goods in imports
increased from .562 to .585, .633 and .663 respectively. Accord-
ing to Vickery, "it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that
big increases in Canada's foreign currency earnings stimulated

big Encrgases in imports of capital go’ods."67 However, consis-
tent with our earlier remarks on this topic, it is pointed out
that Vickery has not proved that increased capital imports were
"stimulated", only that they were facilitated.

t

66 "Exports and North American Economic Growthi —
'Structuralist' and 'Staple' Models in Historical Perspective,” ;
Canadian Journal of Economicg 7 (February, 1974), 32-58.

67 Ibid-! pp- Zﬂ‘"‘5- -
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As for the direct contribution of wheat exports to

growth. “Vickery mu#tlplles the quinquennial rates of growth of
wheat exports by the proportion of wheat exports to GNP and ‘then
dAVldes by the rate of growth of GNP to find the percentage of
«GNP growth attributable to wheat exports.68 There is some ques-
tion about the correctness of the figure «glven.69 but Vickery .
finds that during 1903-07 to 1908-12 wh%it exports contributed

“only 4.5 per ceht of the growth of GNP (or 8.6 per cent, depen-

ding on whether you read the table or the text). Of course, as
V%pkef& points out, this does not give any indication of the
full significance of the wheat boom since it omits considera-
tion of linkage effects. . .

+

R.E. Baldwin y

In a theoretical article which has been fairly influ-~
ential.7o Robert Baldwin has argued.that wheat-type economies
provide a good base for diversified economic development. Bald-
win compares two types of newly settled regions: those in which
climate favours the production of agricultural commodities usu-
ally produced on plantations.'and those whose climate favours
non-plantation crops such as wheat. The economic difference
between the two crop types lies in the nature of their respec-
tive production functions. For plantation érops the mosteteffi-
cient methods of production are labour intensive compared with
"those for the non-plantation crops. There are alsoSsubstantial
increasing returns to scale in production of the plantation
crops so that the most efficient scale requires large amounts
.of capital and labour. On the other hand, crops sich as wheat
are efficiently produced on ‘the scale of a family farm, and
although production is less labour intensive, the capital

-

e

!

68 Ibld., p. 51.

# The quinguennial rate of growth of wheat exports’
is given as one per cent for 1898-1902 to 1903-07, while for the
preceedlng period it was 75 per cent and fO{ the subseguent per-
iod it was 78 per cent. It does not seem likely that there was
such a distontinuity in the early stages of the wheat boom.

70 "Patterns of Development in Newly Settled Regions,"
The Manchester School 24 (May, 1956), 161- 79

&




P L

s T 4 e AT TR VTR T S U oyt WYL, sy A 20 nat R T L i g A e ST

. . ' 30
required is not out of reach of the farmer{

Baldwin elaborates further on the differences between
such regiohs, but his principal point is that plantétion produc-
tion requires and obtains large numbers of unskilled labourers
who, lacking the skills and the access to capital that would
permit them to establish on their own, must accept low wageé’
and who therefore produce much of their own food and durables.
However, family farm production atiracts skilled individuals
with some capital who are able to save and increase their out-
put. In the first case, a small number of §lantation owners have
a very high income while the masgs of Labourers earn very little.
The level of demand for domestic manufactured products is there-
fore very low. But in the second case, income is more or less
ébenly distributed the entire agricultural population.
fhis generates a mdz:eilgher level of demand. Thus, the non-
plantation type economy provides a strong base on which manufac-
turing and other 1ndué%r1es can establish, and therefore pro-
motes a more rapid and balanced growth than can be achieved by
plantation economies. . ‘ )

Parts of Baldwin's analysis are questionable. For ex-
ample, there is evidence that 'production functions' are not so
deterministic as Baldwin suggests. Wheat was produced by the
Romans in Libya on large slave plantations, and Arabs prodﬁced
sugar on individual peasant plots.71 But Baldwin is mentioned
here beéause, if his theory is correct, then the wheat economy
in western Canada should have prov1ded a stable basis for con-
tinuing expansion of Canadian manufacturing. Thus, the analy31s
in Chapters II to IV of this thesis will be a test of Baldwin's
theory, or at least of its relevange for Canada. _

Conclusion

Throughout this chapter we have referred to two pos-
sible contributions the wheat economy might have made to the
development of other industries: a) increased aggregate demand,

L3

71 I owe this -information to Tom Naylor.
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" manufacturing growth on the fact that the wheat economy extended
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'and b) financing of capital imports. The latter has recefived lit-
tle attention from the authors surveyed here, save Vickery, who
found that the effect was significant. Most authors have rested
their argument that the wheat boom contributed importantly to

the domestic market. We haife seen that criticisms of this anal-
ysSis are not convincing. BUt most authors draw the line markiné
the end of the wheat economy's principal contribution at 1914. .

ving force of e Canadian economy until 1930, and Baldwin pro-
vided a theoretical analysis which suggests that the wheat econ-

Buckley, howe*ier, has argued that the wheat economy was the dri-

omy should have remained a strong source of growth past 1914

In the remainder of this thesis we will attempt to
measur/e the extent of the market for manufactures dlrectly at-
tributable to the wheat economy. Data are not available for the °
years prior to 1910, but we are nevertheless able to test the
hypothéses of Buckley and Baldwin. We shall see in the Conclu- .

gion that our results have an interesting implication for the
staple theory.
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Chapter II ; , ;
The Purchasing Power of Prairie Farmers [’ ' ‘

The major elements of the national policies~-railways,
prairie settlement, and tariffs--were désigne 4o rehabilitate
central (and eastern?) Canada's economy by establishing a mar-
ket in the West for the goods and services supplied by the Ea.s*l;.:L
We wish to measure the size of that market prior to 1930 in
crder to test the thesis that the wheat economy did in fact,
as well as in expectation, greatly expand the po\ssn.bllltles for
at least central Canadian manufacturers.®

The variable which interests us is pur_chasing power,
rather than income as it is often measured., The latter, in many
studies, includes the imputed rental value of dwellings and the
value of farm produc;t;s consumed on the farm.2~ Neither of these
amounts, however, represents anything that a farmer could 'use
to purchase shoes or binder twine; although they do belong in -
calculations. of standards of living. ,

We cannot measure the f};ll increase in demand attrib-
utable to the wheat boom since we! cannot calculate the multi- N
plier effect of +the expenditures ;of farmers. (See the discus-
sion of Kenneth Buckley in Chapter I.) But the direct impact of
the wheat economy can be compared with the direct impact of
other sectors in order to determine its relatiwve importance. In
Chapter III . the prairie farmers' f demand for manufactures will be
compared with the export market for manufactures. .

Another problem is that the available data only permit
calculation of purchasing power as far back as 1910, although .
che period of most rapid expansion of the wh€at economy was dur-
ing 1902 to 1914, Nevertheless, we shall see in Chapter IV that
data for 1910 to 1930 afford us an lmportant insight into the
nature of the wheat economy and its fpact on +the manufacturing
industries. ) '

-

1 See Fowke's eVJ.dence on this point in National Pol-
icy and the Wheat Economy, Chapter Four.
g 2 For examples of income estimates for U.S. farmers,
see the works by Easterlin and Munyon in the Bibliography.

! / (‘3

/

N 4




43

~
Cp e e e ———

-

.
LB REBEAM B0 0 i or s B 2 TR T Y

AR

L

T A T St

1

RoND2

¥

-

POy et e

+

——

s

.start a farm, then, had two\ch01ces: they had to work--at rail-

.and Obligations of the Chartered Banks," reprinted from the

-~ Vo ' » ’ - 33 5
"In this chapter, the three principal sources of the
purchasing power of pfhirie farmers are examined: capital
brought by immigrants to the West, revenue from the sale of
farm, products, and debt. ' ’

Immlgratmon of Capltal

Agrlcultural settlers in western Canada d1d not start
their farms from scratch. At the beginning they needed cash to
purchase the land, the seeds, the dwellings and the° equlpment"
+¢h they could not plant a crop. They could not bor-
row the mong rom the banks, since the latter lent only to faﬁ;

hoihad fairly~substantial resources of their own already .

4

mers
Even when fthey did lend, it wés primarily for very short terms
toMinance the harvesting of the crops.  Immigrants desiring to

way cofistruction for example--until they saved up the required
capital, or they had to bring it with them. Either way, every

new farm represented an immediate increment in the size of the
market for goods produced in thé East. ‘

No accurate calculation can be made of the capital”
brought to the West by immigrants. But estimates have been made
which suggest that the total capital imported in this way was
a very large amount. Caves has estimated that during 1901 to
1911 the weighted &average amount of'capltal brought into Canada
by immigrants was $153 per person.5 The number of immigrants B ;
who first took up occupatlon of farms in that decade can be
estimated, using data from. C-G, at about}245,000, which suggesbs
a total contribution to the capital stock in prairie agriculture
of $37.5 million, or $380 per farm owned by immigran‘ts.6 (It isn

t

[

3 JVere Brown, "Rural -Banking Credits: The Functlons i

Grain Growers Guide, n.d..(1916?), pp. 344, 11-12.
4 Naylor, History of Canadian Business I, p. 106. - ﬁ

5 "Export-Led Growth and the New EcoanlC History,"

p. Lb15.
6 The total populatlon of farms settled during the £
decade was estimated by multiplying the nuymber of new farms, *
147,881, by the approximate numb%s'of pefsons per farm, One-third
. ; K -
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not theoretically neéessary to exclude Canadian migrants from
these calculations, but we do 'not know.how much capital they
took with them to the Prairies.)

1 Contemporary estimates, which may have been rather
sanguine; suggest that '$37.5 million for the decade is on the
conservative side. The Monetary Times thought ‘that, for 1908, .it
was falr to assume that 58,312 immigrants from the U.S. brought
an average of $500 cash, or a total of $29 million for one year
from A@eribans alone. Immigration figures collected at North
Portal, Saskatchewan show that in March, 1910, immigrants from -
the U.S. brought in an average off $1,024 cash per person. A year
later the average figure was $1,426. Using The Monetary Times
estimate that during the period 1900 to 1911, each American im-
migrant brought $500 cash, each British immigrant brought $100
and each individual from the Continent brought $;0--a weighted
average of $216--it is calculated that the total cash brought in
by immigrants in that decade was $382,878,000, although not all
of these immigrants went into farming. The amount which went into
prairie farming can be estimated, (as with Caves' figure, page
33) by multiplying the weighted average amount of cash per im-
migrant--$216--by the number of immigrants who took up farms--
245,000, This suggests a total cash influx to farming for the
decade of $52.9 million.’

The discrepancy between this figure and Caves' 1s even
larger than i1t seems, since Caves' figure represents capitql.

Ed

- of this product was subtracted to account for migrants from

within Canada, which gives us 245,000 immigrant occupiers of
new farms. Multiplying this by the average capital brought in
per person and then dividing by the number of farms established
by immigrants gives the value of imported capital per farm occu-
pied by immigrants, $380. This figure is also obtained .by multi-
plying $153 per person by 2.5 persons per farm. See C-G, "Pri-
mary Products . . "™ Pp. 323, for the sources of the data.

7 The Monetary Times, August 14, 1909, p. 710 and
August 19, 1911, p. 811. Reprinted in K.H. Burley, The Dévelop-
ment of Canada's Staples, 1869-19391 A Documéntary -Collection
(Torqpto: McClelland and Stewart, n.d.), pp. 65-9. Readers of
thisvolume should note that the table on page' 69 contains five

errors.
/
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which includes both cash and effects, while the latter figure
represents cash qnly. Inclyding The Monetary Times estimates of
the value of settlers'effects--a weighted average of $143 per -
person--suggests a total capital contribution to prairie farming
of $87.9 million. Neither this result nor Caves' has been cor-
rected upwards as they should be to allow for the larger amounts
of capital that were brought in by immigrants who 1ntended to
purchase farms, as opposed to those who came seeklng wage em-
ployment. (The value of settlers' effects represents a reduced
demand for the products of Canadian manufacturers, eicept in
the case of the cattle or other livestock which many American
immigrants brought with them. Many of these would have prévided
income to their owners sta;ting shortly after their arrival.)

Another source confirms that settlers in western Can-
ada started out with substantial resources. A survey of 2,000
prairie farmers conducted in 1930-31 found that for different N
periods of initial settlement the average starting capital of
the farmers surveyed was as follows:

prel900 $ 357
1900-05 1,249
1906-10 1,812
1911-15 1,993
1916-20 4,943 ‘ M
pOSTWWI 5,000

The figures for 1900-10 compare with Caves' figure of $380 and
The Monetary Times figure of $898 initial capital per farm.’ J
The difference between the farmer survey figures and the figures
on immigrants is probably attributable to: a) the failure to
distingulish between immigrants who could afford to purchase
farms or arrival and those who couldn't, and b) the possibly
higher average initial capital of migrants from within Canada.
With respect to these points, note that the survey figures agree
with the immigration figures collected at North Por%alL

8 R.W. Murchie, Agricultural Progress on the Prairie

Frontier (Toronto: Macmillan, 1936), pp. 72-3.
R 9 The figure $898 was derived by adding the weighted
average cash and settlers' effects per immigrant--$216 and $143
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Saskatchewan, which showed an average cash‘holding of ‘$1,024 in

- 1910 and $1,426 in 1911 (page 34, above). Considering where they
- entered the country, most of these immigrants no doubt intended

to establish farms. Moreover, one would expect migrants from
within Canada to have resources comparable to those of Ameri-
cans. ~ ' .

The figures on initial capital from the farmer survey
may be used to form a rough estimgte of the total cash brought'
to the West by settlers during the period 1910 to 1930. These
figures must be adjusted downwards to correct for three factors.
First, the figures were collected from settlers whose farms had
survived. It is likely that the many farmers who gave up every
year had, on average, a smaller initial capital than their more
successful neighbours. Second, part of the initial capital for
most -farmers included non-cash items such as tools, household
goods and in some cases livestock. Third, part of the initial
capital was used to buy land, and cannot be included in any cal-
culation of the farmers' demand for manufactures.lo,We do not
know what the necessary corrections should be (although with a
lot more work decent estimates could be made) so we will arbi-
trarily take one-quarter and three-quarters of the values of
initial capital to be the lower and upper bounds of the likely
"true' amount of initial cash.\and multiply the resulting fig-
ures by the number of homestead entries in each year. The cail-
culations are presented in Table 2-1. -

Income from the Sale of Farm Products )
Table 2-2 shows estimates of total farm revenue from

the sale of agricultural products in the prairie provinces. The

detailed calculation of these estimates is presented in the

10 There is no simple answer to the question how much
settlers paid for their land, because the regulations governing
sales of public land changed from time to time, and because the
government, the railways, the HBC and farmers all sold land at
different prices. To give an example, though, the average price
in 1910 of 'a 160 acre farm purchased from a railway or the HBC
was $2,138, but I do not know how much of this would have been
financed by a mortgage. Data are available to study this.ques-
tion, but it has not been attempted here. o
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Table 2-1

Estimates of the Initial Cash Holdings
of Prairie Settlers, 1910 to 1930

Homestead Lower Upper
Entries . Bound Bound
- ($7000) ($7000)
1910 ™1, 568 18,830 56,1491
- 1911 Ly, 479 22,151 66,496
1912 39,151 19,497 58,531
1913 33,699 16,782 50, 380
191 31,829 15,851 47,584
1915 24,088 11,996. 36,012
1916 17,030 21,049 63,130 -
1917 11,199 13,842 41,515
1918 8,319 10, 282 30,839
1919 4,227 5,225 15,669
1920 6,732 8,321 24,956
1921 5,389 6,736 20,209
1922 74349 9,186 274559
1923 5,343 6,679 20,036
1924 3,843 4,804 14,411
1925 3,653 L, 566 13,699
1927 . 5,760 7,200 . 21,600
1928 - 7,233 9,041 27,124
1929 16,157 20,196 60, 589
1930 17,504 21,880 65,640

Sources+ Canada Year Book, 1931, p. 1020; R.W. Murchie, Agricul-
tural Progress on the Prairie Frontier, pp. 72-3. See text for
method of calcdulation.
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Grain and Livestock Total
($) ($) ($)

1908 66,139,822 NA

1909 110,290,846 "

1910 81,685,013 "

1911 133,949,122 " )

1912 126,502,702 "

1913 134,321,389 35,442,000 169,763,389
1914 127,336,209 56,170,000 183,506,209
1915 285,739,366 61,778,000 347,517,366
1916 292,413,366 107,458,000 399,871, 366
1917 355,267,610 134,840,000 Lgo,107,610
1918 286,863,190 157,590,000 L4L, 453,190
1919 375,105,640 151,150,000 526,255,640
1920 349,698,086 97,834,000 Lu7,532,086
1921 232,626,810 75,064,000 307,690,810
1922 271,301, 389 66,110,000 337,411,389
1923 283,617,858 67,040,000 350,657,858
1924 277,422,036 75,566,000 352,988,036
1925 27,469,598 84,096,000 511,565,598
1926 374,500,229 77,888,000 . 452,388,229
1927 Li4,481,930 89,966,000 oL, 447,930
1928 399,536,181 93,642,000 * 493,178,181
1929 269,971,275 99,424,000 | 369,395,275
1930 137,059,251 78,842,000 215,901,251

Sources Appendix, Tables A-2, A-9, A-11, and A-13.
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Appendix. For the years 1908 to 1912, no data are available on
revenue from animal products and livestock, and so only the rev-
enue from grain sales 1s given. Extrapolating from the yeafs
1913 to 1930 (during which there was considerable variation in
the relative proportions of grain and animal income in total
revenue, but no evident trend), animal products and livestock
would have added between 20 and 55 per cent of the valué of
grain to total income. .

Prior to 1908, no data on farm income is availablég
except for the Census figures on the value of production.

Debt
The expenditures of prairie farmers were ‘financed not
only by the capital they brought with them to the West, and by
their revenue from the sale of farm products, but also by bor-
rowing and credit. There was always a high level of debt amongst
prairie farmers, and it augmented'significantly their purchas-
ing power.
Table 2-3 shows the amounts by which expenditure ex-
ceeded inche for a large sample of farm families in the yeafs
1929 to 1931. (The survey was conducted over three years, but
each family surveyed “gave data for only one year.) B

The deficits are clearly substantial, and widespread
among farmers. In each district some families reported a sur-
plus, but these were offset by the much larger number with def-
icits. The large variation of deficits between districts--from
a low of $155 to a high of $975--was due to two factors: crop
conditions and year of survey..The figures for Peace River were
collected in a good crop year for that district at the incep-
tion of the Depression. Those for Davidson were collected during
a year of severe drought, and during the second year of the ag-
ricultural depression. Nevertheless, the period 1929-31 came at
the end of four pfosperous years during which farmers would have
paid off much of their debt. (The Peace River-Davidson compari-
son shows that there is a negative correlation between prosperity
and debt.) Thus, the figures in Table 2-3 are not seriously

|
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‘Table 2-

fotal Expenditure in Relation to Total Income for 1,236 Farm
Families in thé Prairie Provinces, 1929 %o 1931
(average ‘amounts per family)

No. of Total " Deficit

Famil- Expen- Total - Def- as % of

Districts ies diture Income  icit Income
€)) ($). ($) (%)

_ Stable Settlements ’ .
Davidson, Sask. 134 2,707 1,732 975 56
Kindersley, Sask. 204 4,178 3,536 642 18
0lds, Alta. 124 3,227 2,913 314 11
New Pioneer Areas

" Turtleford, Sask. 174 3,195 ° 2,668 527 20
Peace River, Alta. 313 2,762 2,607 155 6

Chronic Fringe Areas )
Medicine Hat, Alta. 287 2,566 2,090 L76 23

\

Source: C.A. Dawson and E.R. Younﬁ. Pioneering in the Prairie
Provinces (Toronto: Macmillan, 1940), p. 133.

Table 2-4
Sources of Farmers' Debt for Ten Prairie Digtricts,

e

1930 to 1931 - -

e“ Qther

Moftgggg Implements Bank Stor
Percent 74,6 7.7 . 8.0 1.5 8.3
Range r 56-6‘8“’-3 3-1-16l2 3-“’"25.0 0.6-2.9 3-5-1810

Note: The table was derived by taking the average of the values
given for ten districts individually. The range gives the high-’
est and lowest value for the ten districts.

Source: R.W. Murchie, Agricultural Progress on the Prairie Fron-
tier, p. 82. . .
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(f}~ unrepresentative of the period 1910 to 1930 as they would be

if they had been. collected several years later and farmers would

have had an unusually large debt burden after a series of very

bad years. o

Deficits could be made up in two ways: by selling off
capital assets such as livestock and machinery, and by incurring

) debt. Table 2-4 shows the average proportion of ra farmer's debt

"~ owed to each of several sources of loans and credit. The total

debt for the ten districts represented in the table was $5.74

million, an average of $574,000 per district.

By far the largest item of debt was mortgages on farm
property, which did not increase the ability of farmers to pur-
chase manufactures. Similarly, the largest part of bank loans
would have gone to finance the harvesting of crops. But the cre-

dit from implement dealers and part of the credit from store

o owners and "other" (which included automobile dealers) assisted
farmers to purchase manufactured goods. This credit accounted on
average for about 15 per cent of debt.

It is evident, then, that while debt was a majar fac-
tor in the farm economy, its principal direct effect was on the
financial rather than the industrial sphere of the Canadian

g - economy.11 Nevertheless, farm debt was significant for manufac-
' turers. For 1931, W.A. Mackintosh estimated the total prairie
farm indebtedness to implement companies at $49 million, and to

/. stores, automobile dealers and supply companies at $65 million.l2

3 i

- 11 This finding complements Naylor's thesis concerning
(ﬁ) the separatness of commercial and industrial capital in Canada as
- elaborated in the Higtory of Canadian Business.
12 Economic Problems of the Prairie Provinces (Toron-
to1 Macmillan, 1935), Chapter 9.

-
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Chapter III
The Significance of the Wheat Bbom for Manufacturing
We have estimated the purchasing power of the farm

population on the Prairies:during the last two decades of the
broadly defined wheat boom;in order to judge the latter's im-
portance -for Canadian industry. The purpose of this chapter is
to make that judgement. |

It may first be pointed out that the estimates calcu-
lated in Chapter II do not cover all th¥ sources of demand for
manufacturing output attributable to the] wheat boom. The most
important additional category is railwdy construction, which
has been treated in detail, by Buckley in Capital Formation in
Canada.1 Table 3-1 shows tﬁe gross expenditure on railroad con-

struction and on purchases: of locomotives, freight cars and pas-
senger cars, whether purchased in Canada or elsewhere.

Table 3-1
Gross Expenditures on Steam Railway Expansion in Canada,
1901 to 1930

Railroad Equipment
Construction Purchases
($ million)

1901-05 124 b1 ‘
1906-10 381 © 92
1911-15 537 1hs
1916-20 . 253 170
1921-25 e 253 133

1926-30 389 194

Source: Kenneth Buckley, Capital Formation in Canada, p. 45.

Not all of the expendituge on rail transporﬁ is attri-
butable to the expansion of prairie agriculture, and the propor-
tion which is cannot readily be determined. But the wheat economy
was certainly the single most important cause of railway expan-
sion until 1915. , |

4 second point to be made before proceeding is that
most of the prairie dgmand for manufactures had to be filled

1 Pp. 42-6. -




)

t

b3
either by eastern Canadian plants, or by imports (which will be
discussed further below). Table 3-2 shows the geographical dis-
tribution of manufacturing output by value for the period 1900

’tO 19300 ~ e
Table, 3-2

\ ¥
—-—TRegional Distribution of Manufacturingz Output, 1900 to 1930

(regional manufacturing output as % of national total)

- 1900 1910 1920 1930
Maritimes 9.8 7.8 7.0 4.5
Quebec and Ontario 83.1 9.8 78.6  "}9.8
Prairies 3.1 6.8 8.1 8.7
B-?_l and YUKOH ' Ll'.o 5-6 6!3‘ 7.0

1

Sources: Census, 1911 III "Manufactures," p. ix; D.B.S. The Man-

ufacturing Industriés of Canada, 1930, pp. 12-3.

In the four years listed in the table, the proportion
of the Canadian population living in the prairie provinces was
7.8, 18.4, 22.2, and 22.7 per cent,ﬂrespectively.2 That is to
say, the proportion of the national population resident in the
Prairies was always substantially more than double the propor-
tion of national manufacturing output produced there. Moreover,
an enumeration of industries by province in the 1911 Census of

Manufactures listed only 39 different major manufacturing indus-

3

tries in the prairie provinces, but 189 in Ontario and Quebec.
A1l of this suggests that much more than half of the manufac-
tured products consumed in the West were produced in the East
or else imported. \ ‘
" We come finally to the question we set out to answer:
how important was the prairie market for Canadian manufactures
before 19307 We have, in Chapter II, discussed and as far as
possible quantified three sources of purchasing power in the
prairie provinces.“Unfortunately, several problems arise when

<

we try to measure the prairie market for manufactures. The worst

2 Canada Year Book, 1932, p. 91.
3 Cehsus, 1911 IIT "Manufactures," Table 1, pp. 2-25.

'
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7of these is that we cannot say with any precision how much was

spent on manufactures out of the available purchasing power.

We may, however, make an informed guess and Rpund our estimate.
Some idea of yhe relative importance of manufactured

items in the farm family budget can be gained by analyzing

Table 3-3, which breaks up the expenditures of a large sample -

of families. The data are based on the survey conducted during

1929 to 1931 which we have already referred to several times.

_ Table 3-3

Breakdown of Cash Expenditure of Prairie ‘Farm Families,
1929 to 19731

% of Total
Expenditure
: Farm expenses ) : 45,1
Investment and interest 23.8 R
Family Living
Food 13.4
Clothing 5.3
Automobile 1.3
House operation 3.7
Advancement goods 5.3 )
. Health 2.1
31.1 31.1
100.0

Source: Dawson and Youné, Pioneering in the Prairie Provinces, '
Ppl 137! 1)‘}80

Note: The breakdown into the three major categories is based on
a survey of 1.236’fam%lies in six districts. The breakdown of
family living expenditures-is based on a survey of 2,011 fam-
ilies in ten districts. The figures are averages of the dist-

' ricts, weighted by the number of families in each district.

Only two items in the table, food and health, entail
no direct expenditure on manufactures, if we assume that all
the food purchased in the West was processed there. These ac-
count fér 15.5 per cent of expehditure. All the other categories
include both manufactured and non-manufactured items. Farm ex-
pense included such things as hired labour, rent, insurance and
taxes, as well as manufactures such as binder twine, hardware,
fertilfzer and quipmenﬁ repairs involving parts replacementtu
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One would guess that the former group, the non-manufactured
items, were more important, and that manufactured goods accoun-

ted for less than half of farm expenses, say one-third.

As for interest and investment, a breakdown is provi-
ded for only three of the six districts (these three comprise
545 families) and the relative importance of investment and in-
terest varies widely amongst them (oﬁe and twelve per cent,
thirteen and -twelve per cent, and nine and five per cent, res-
pectively, of total expenditure). However, if we ignore this
lack of consistency and calculate the weighted (by number of
families) average allotment for interest in the three districts,
the figure is 8.3 per cent of total expenditure. This would
leave 15.5 per cent for investment. Investment would include
new buildings, implements, livestock and iand as major items.
From census data we know that the value of implements as a pro-
portion of the,total value of these four items was as followsz5

1911 . 6.1%
1916 7.6
1921 10.5
1926 ° 12.1
1931 12.7

Multiplying these figures by the 15.5 per cent of total expendi-
ture devoted to investment in 1929-31 suggests that oﬁly about
one per cent (1911) to two per cent (1931) of expenditure went
for implements. This assumes that farmers spent the same pro-
portion of their budget on investment throughout the whole per-
iod, but since the value of implements per farm increased dur-
ing the period, two per cent may be taken as the maximun value.
And even if investment amounted to as much as 25 paéicent of
expenditure in some years, pﬁrchases of implements would have
amounted on average to only three per cent of farm expenditure.
Réturning to family living expenditures, clothing and

L Details of expenditure items obtained from lists .
in Appendix & of C.A. Dawson, The Settlement of the Peace River
Country (Torontos Macmillan, 1934), pp. 257-261. This appendix

. 1s based on the same farmer survey mentioned above. . :
5 Murchieé, Agricultural Progress on the Prairie Fron-

tier, p. 70.
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automobiles are manufactured goods, as are advancement goods,
which are primarily books and periodicals. However, only a part
of the value added of printed material is—dume to manufacturing.
House operation includes furniture, household supplies and fuel,
which are primarily manufactured goods, and telephone and elec-
tricit&. which are not. We may take roughly three-quarters of
house operation to represent purchasgs of manufactures.

" Adding up all these estimates, we arrive at the result
that roughly 30 per cent of farm expexditure during 1929 to 1931
f manyfactured items. There is

was accounted for by purchzg
not much reason to ink fhat thig prokjortion was vastly differ-
ent in the earlier part of our perio

géy that somewhere between one-quarter and one-half of farm pur-

For our purposes, we may

"chasing power was spent on manufactures.

It is not certain whether or not inclusion of debt
would have a significant impact on our estimate of farm demand
for manufactures.\We saw that only about 15 per cent of farm
debt was due to manufactures, and in 1931, when debt was pro-
bably higher than average, and manufacturing output was down
(to two-thirds of the 1929 level) prairie farm indebtedness to

" 4o farm implement and auto dealers, to stores, and to supply

companies, was only 4.2 per cent of the value of Canadian manu-
facturing output. Moreover, debt may not represent an increase
in purchasing power edual to thg full amount of the credit or
loan since it must be repaid,with interest in succeeding periods,
which may reduce demand somewhat in those periods(/unless debt-
finaqped purchases by farmers have raised their productivity and
income by an offsetting amount. Given that no data are available

on debt prior to 1929, it is best to exclude it from dur esti-

-mates, while recognizing that for some years it would have had

the effect of raising our estimates.

Estimating the railways' demand for manufactures due
to the wheat boom requires a similar approach. Buckley provides
annual-data on railway investment, broken down into several cat-
egories, but no_ ,distinction is made between expenditure on
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manufactured products such as rails, and other items such as
s, ‘lapour. The exception is purchases of new equipment, which are
listed separately:6 Qur procedure is to arbitrarily take 50 per
cent of "rbad°construction;rnet", "road construction--replace-
ment and repair", and -lequipment repairs", and 100 per cent of
"gquipment purchases and replacement” to représent purchases of
manufactured gbvods. The second problem is to estimate the pro-
portion of these purchases attributable to the wheat boom. The
‘ extensive phase of railwa& deve%opment. the greater part of it
attributable to the wheat boom, ended in 1915. After that date,
a large part of railway investment was due to sectors of the
econom& other than prairie agriculture. Therefore, for the per-
iod 1910 to 1915, it is assumed %hat the lower bound on the pro-
portion of manufactures purchases due to the wheat boom is 75
per cent, and the upper bound 100 per cent. For the years 1916
to 1930, the bounds are 25 and 50 per cent. .
The bounded estimates of -the demand for manufactures
from the three sources, discussed above-—farm revenue; initial

cash holdings of settlers and rallwgy investment~--are presented
in Table 3-4 as percentages of Canadian manufactured output. It
will be observed that the values are quite low. The lower bound
of the estimates is never higher than 10.9 per cent and is less
than 5.5 per cent in every year after 1916. The upper bound is
highest at 20.1 per cent in 1912 and ig less than 11 per cent
"continuously after 1916. If the wheat xpan51on is to be con-
sidered a major source of growth in manufacturlng after 1910,
the argument must rest on the multiplier effect. However, with-
out trying toiguess.how\large'the multiplier effect might have
been, it is evident that, at least in the years 1911 to 1915,
when the upper bound of the estimate averaged 18.2 per cent,
and.fhe lower bound ten per cent, a fairly moderate multlpller
would have meant that the wheat boom was indeed very 1mportant
. 4o manufacturing growth. But it.is not llkely that this argument
(:) ‘ can be accepted fo» the/period 1916 to 1930.

6 . Buckley} Capital Formation in Canada, p. 215. e [

1 -
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: Table 3-4
The Estimated Market for MagufacturesaDirectly Attributable to
the Wheat Boom as a Percentage of Canadian Manufactured Output

Initial Farm Rail
Cash . Revenue Investment Total
LB UB LB UB LB UB LB UB
1910~ 0.4 2.4 2.1 5.4 5.3 7.1 7.8 14.9
1911 015 2.8 3-3 8.6 6-0 810 9-8 19-“’
1912 0.4 2.3 3.1 7.9 7.4 9.9 10.9 20.1
1913 0.3 2.0 3.3 6.6 5.3 7.1 8.9 15.7
1914 0.3 1.8 3.4 6.9 5.7 7.6 9.4 16.3
1915 0.2 1.3 6.3 . 12.6 4.3 5.7 10.8 19.6
1916 0.2 1.5 b.7 9.4 0.7 1.4 5.6 12.3
1917 O.¥\ 0.7 L.3 8.6 0.8 1.6 2.2 10.9
1918 00 . 005 3-14‘ 6-8 0|9 1.8 -LI’ 9-1
1919 * 0.0 0.2 4.0 8.0 1.0 2.0 . 5.0 10.2
1920 0.1 0.3 3.0 6.0 1.1 2.2 .2 8.5
1921 0.1 0.4 3.0 6.0 1.4 2.8 b,s 9.2
1922 0.1 0.6 3.4 6.8 1.0 2.0 4.5 9.4
1923 0.1 0.4 3.2 6.3 1.3 . 2.6 4.6 2.3
1924 0.0 0.3 3.3 6.6 .1 2.2 4, b 9.1
1925 0-0 0-2 03 " 8:6 008 1-6 5-1 10-“’
1926 0.0 0.3 3.5 7.0 , 0.9 1.8 4.4 9.1
1927 0.1 0.3 3.7 7.4 1.0 2.1 4,8 9.8
1928 0.1 Q.4 3.3 6.6 0.9 1.9 4.3 8.9
1929 0.1 0.8 2.3 4.6 1.2 2.4 3.6 7.8
1930 0.2 1.0 1.6 3.2 1.1 2.1 2.9 6.3

Notes: LB = Lower Bound, UB = Upper Bound. Initial Cash: Calcu-
lated by taking .25 of the lower and .5 of the upper bounds from
Table 2-1 as a percentage of Canadian manufactured/butput.~Farm
Revenue: Lower Bound is .25 of the values in Table /2-2, taken as
a percentage of manufactured output. Upper Bound 1s .5 of those
values as a percentage of manufactured output. Rail Investment:
Calculated by taking .5 times the value of rcad congtruction in-
vestment ("net" and "replacement and repair” in Buckley's Table
J) and adding the full value of both net equipment purchases and
equlpment replacement, plus .5 times the value of equipment re-~
pairs. This sum is taken as a percentage of manufactured output,
after it is multiplied by the bound coefficients, +25 and .5 for
1916 to 1930, and .75 and 1.0 for 1900 to 1915. '

Sources: Tables 2-1 and 2-2; Buckley, Capital Formation in Can-
ada, p. 2153 D.B.S. The Manufacturlng Industries of Canada, 1930,
pp. 12-3; Canada #ear BookL 1931, pp. %406-G.
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. So far, imports have been ignored in this énalysis.

o They must now be introduced since. to the extent that prairie

demand for mangfactures was met by imported goods, the impact’
on Canadian manufacturing would have been the less. Table 3-5
shows the value of imports and exports in the period under con-
sideration, and also gives these values as a percentage—of Can-
adian manufactured output. .

Two major points become evident from a comparison of
Tables 3-4 and 3-5. The first is that the volume of manufactured
imports was very large throughout the period, in spite of the |
high tariffs. Imports were never equal to less than 19.2 per
cent of Canadian manufactured output, and in 1912 they reached
almost 39 per cent, Assuming, first, that these imports penet-
rated all 'parts of ‘the Canadian market more or less equally,
the proportion of Canadlian manufactured output which could have
been sold in western Canada is reduced substantially. On the
other hand, even if t%e larger part of these imports consisted
of capital goods supplied to central Canadian manufacturers,
the multiplier effect of prairie purchases would have been weak-
ened. Moreover, imports reached their highest level relative to
domestic manufactur?d outp?t in those years, 1910 to 1913, when
wheat boom-related demand as shown in Table 3-4 was at its high-
est. This suggests the possibility that increases in Canadian
demand for manufactured goods were met more by increased imports
than by increases in domestic capacity.

‘ The second point is that exports accounted for a large
part of the market for Caﬁadian manufactures. Exports as a’per-
centage‘of manufactured output were greater than our lower esti-
mate of wheat boom demand for manufactures in every year, and
greater than our upper estimate after 1915. Considering that a
fair proportion’of prairie demand was met by impofts, and that
there is a 'multiplier effect for export sales just as there is
for domestic sales, it appears likely that after 1915 the export
market was more important to Canadian manufacturers than the mar-

' ket engendered by the wheat economy. The same might be true of

the period before 1916.
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Table 3-95
Exports and Imports of Manufactured Goods, 1910 to f?jo
As % of : As % of
Manufac. Manufac.
Imports Output Exports Qutput
($'000) (% . 000) GV)
1910 315,528 27.1 143,939 12.53
1911. 360, 343 29.9 144,823 12.0
1912 483,678 . 38.8 164, 087 13.1
1913 LLh1,109 34,2 180,891 14.0
1914 301,486 22.5 20#.998 15.4
1915 316,042 22.9 403,283 29.2 n
1916 482,719 22.7 683,134 32.1
1917 551,913 19.2 877,718 30.6
1918 NA NA
1919 771,590 23.5 796,621 24,2
1920 931,499 24,7 663,396 17.6
1621 531,355 20.6 10, 869 16.0
. 1922 574, 52 23.2 515,173 .- 20.7
192 639,343 23.0 591,829 - 21.3
192 576,031 21.4 591,598 22.0
1925 681.462 23.1 695,325 23.6 o
1926 NA ! NA
1927 825,147 24,3 648,177 19.1
1928 975,194 26.1 702,314 18.8
1929 959,996 23.8 690,903 17.2
1930 690,105 20.1 494 561 4.4

A

Notes: NA- = statistics not published for that ‘year. Manufactur-
ing output data are for calendar years, while import and ex-
port flgures are glven for years ending March 31. Thus, the’
trade figures given in the source as being for a glven year are
calculated as percentage of manufactured output in the previ-
ous year. For example, the exports and imports for the year end-
ing March 31, 1924 are compared with the manufactured output
data for the calendar year 1923. The dates in the table above
refer to the manufacturing data.

Sourcess Canada Year Bqok, various years.
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Chapter IV
Conclusion

When I first set out to conduct this research, I ex-
pected to provide evidence in support of the thesis that, in the
words of Kenneth Buckley: "The produgtion of wheat on the Canad-
ian prairie provided the basic economic opportunity in the econ-
omic development of Canada from 1896 to 1930."1 To my surprise,
I produced evidence which calls this thesis into question. In
data for the period 1910 to 1930, we have seen that the export
market was probably more important to Canadian manufaciturers
than the prairie market in every year after 1915, and possibly’
in the years 1910 to 1915 as well.2 More detailed analysis of
the manufacturing industries and of export and import-data is
required; but it may be possible to show that the oft made dis-
tinction between the staple export sectors and the domestic-mar-
ket oriented-manufacturing sector is a dubious one. Perhaps the
entire economy was export oriented.

The data presented iq Chapters II and III do not cover
the whole of the period typically associated with the expansion
of prairie agriculture. In fact, the period of most rapid expan--
sion, from perhaps 1896 until 1914, when’ the impact on central
Canadian manufacturing would have been gfeate t, has largely
been omitted due to the lack of data. This mfans that the Buck-
ley thesis may yet be valid for the earlier part of the wheat
expansion. In fact, it was argued in Chapter I that the authors
who have supported the thesis are-more persuasive than those

who have criticized it, as far as the period up to 1915 is con-~
cerned. Table L-1, showing the average annual percentage increase
in the number of farms and in the number of acres of improved
land, shows how important it is to distinguish between the ear-

1 Capital Formation in Canada, p. 2. See also Fowke,
The National Policy and the Wheat Economy, pp. 71-2.
2 Above, pp. 47-50.
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Table 4-1
Average Annual Percentage Increase in the Number of Farms and
in the Area .of Improved Land, Prairie Provinces, 1901 to 1931

\\,) : Number Area of
of Farms Improved Land
1901-11 26% 31%
) 1911-16 2 10
1916-31 et 5

Source: Census data reprinted ln Fowke, 'The National Pollcv and
the Wheat Economy, p. 73.

. The expansion of the wheat economy was many times more
rapid in the decade 1901 to 1911 than in the sﬁcceeding 20 years.
Moreover, the extensive phase of railway invesfﬁeﬁt ended by
1915, Thus, if it has been shown that wheat was not the "basic
economic opportunity" after 1915, it nevertheless has not been
disproved that it was the basic economic opportunity beforelﬁd
1915. - T

Still, the implication of this result is interesting.
For it ‘seems that if the wheat staple had an important effect on
the demand for Canadian manufactures, that effect was confined
primarily to the phase «f rapid expansion of prairie settlement,
and that once the rate of expansion slowed down, the prairie ‘

market subsided into relative unimportance, even though wheat
productioﬁ and exports continued to grow.3 There 1s nothing new
about drawing the line marking the end of the wheat boom at
1914--in fact, Buckley is in a minority in extending it %o
1930--but what this says abou% the staple theory needs emphagiz-
ing. In the formal presentation of the theory, economic develpp-
ment is seen as "a process of diversification around an expor
base . . . ."7" But the case of wheat suggests that mere exporXs
are not sufficient; for . the contribution of the wheat ecdnomy\
to diversified growth, if arny, was limited to the period of

3 Between 1901 and 1911, Canadian production of wheat
increased from 55.6 ta 230.1 million bushels. By 1928, output
was 566.7 million. Fowke, National Policy and the Wheat Economy,

p. 75.
L Watkins. "A Staple Theory of Ecbnomic Growth,"
Approachesg to Canadian Economic History, p. 53.

9
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rapid expansion of prairie settlement. The possibility of expor- -

%ing wheat is what gavé rise to settlement, but once the rate
of settlement slowed down and the Prairies became merely an ex-
port region, wheat exports ceased to be a base for the growth
of manufacturing. The implication is that a staple industry may
provide at best a relatively short, one-time stimulus to the
economy. If all staple industries exhibited such characteris-
tics, then any economy attempting to develop on the basis of
staple exports would reqﬁire a fortuitously timed succession of
them,

0f course, few staples are like wheat.” But Canada’s

" other staples have generally been worse than wheat from the

point of view of economic development. The fur trade méde only
a marginal contribution to the caﬁse of diversified economic
development, and may actually have militated against it. Fish
and timber were hardly better. Wheat has been seen by some as
the staple product par excellence. R.E. Baldwin, as we saw in
Chapter I, has made much of the characteristicg of wheat-type
production.” Thus, if even wheat proves to be an unsatisfactory
basis’ for diversified economic development, we are led to the
conclusion that if, in the words of Mackintosh, production of a
staple commodity was the "goal of colonial existence."7 then
the goal of a country which aspires to a higher level of devel-
opment must be to dispen§g~y5§h/d§psndence or’ staple industries
to the greatest extent possible. ‘

- *

5. Hydro-electric power generation, with its massive,
initial capital expenditures and low operating costs, would, have
a similar one~shot impact on demand. The argument could poSsibly
be made that the mining industry as well is in the same cate-
gory as wheat. .
Others, such as Easterbrook and Aitken, have emphas-
ized the similarities of -a negative character between wheat and
preceeding staples, such as heavy fixed costs and frequent fluc-
tuations in price. Canadian Economic History, p. 477.

7 "Economlic Factors in Canadian History," p. 12.

8 There is perhaps some irony in the fact that, after
criticizing Chambers and Gordon rather $everely in Chapter I, we
have arrived at the same conclusion as they. See "Primary Prod-
ucts and Economic Growth," p. 316.
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This conclusion is foundedona consideration of only
one of the possible contributions of the wheat staple to econ~
omic development. It is possible that wheat was important in
other/respects. the most notable being the role of export earn-
ings in facilitating the import of capital goods.9 Nevertheless,
this monograph providés some support for the dependency version
of the staple theory as against the steady-progress viewfi)which
were discussed in Chapter I. Canada, it would seem, has not de-
veloped because of her reliance on staple industry, but in spite
of it. Or, looking at it from another point of view, Canada's
continuing relative dependence on manufactured imports may be
due to its reliance on various staple industries to fuel devel-
opment. o

T,
.

\ 9 See the discussion of Vickery, above, pp. 28-9.
10 It was Tom Naylor who first pointed this out to me.
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Appendix
Calculation of Income from the Sale of Farm Products

The Dominion Bureau of Statistics (D.B.S.) began cal-
culating the income: of farmers for the year 1926. These figures
are published in the Handbook of Agrioultural Statistics, Part
II: Farm Income® (hereafter, Farm Income). For earlier years,
all that is available is the census value of farm output for
eyery fifth year and, from 1918, the "Estimated Gross Agricultur-
al Revenue," published (usually in March) in the Monthly Bul-
letin of Agricultural Statistics® (hereafter, EGAR). As is evi-
dent from Table A-1, the figures in the latter two sources are
not an a&equate proxy for farm income. (Reasons for the differ-
ences in these figures are discussed below.)

-

Table A-1

Comparison of Farm Cash Receipts Estimates from Farm Income
with Census Value of Farm Production and EGAR, Prairie
Provinces, 1920 to 1930

($'000)
Farm Income Census EGAR
1920 325.975 : 720,005
1925 . 739,133 771,065
1926 547,237 765,011
1927 524,336 863,986
1928 620,439 843,153
1929 o1, 847 l 642,022
- 1930 268,072 " 336,292 45,874 .

Sources: Farm Income, pp. 50-55; Census of Agriculture, 1931,
Pp. 536-7, 588-9,, 660-1; Canada Year Book, 1929, p. 273, Monthlx

Bulletin of A 1cultural Statistics (March, 1922), pp. 86-7;
Ibid., (March, 1926), pp. 64-5; 1Ibid. (March, 1932), pp. 60 1.
In this appendix an attempt has been made to estimate

farm cash income for years prior to 1926. As discussed below,
it is believed that the estimates for grains are quite accurate.

- The estimates for animal products and livestock are much less

reliable, but since grains accounted for two-thirds to more than
four-fifths of agricultural income in the Prairies, depending on

D.B.S. catalogue number 21-502.
D.B catalogue number 21-003.
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the year, the estlmates of total agrlcultural revenue are prob-
ably reasonably accurate. The error is almost wholly on the
side of underestimation. ) ‘

»

Grains ,

Five crops--wheat, oats, barley, rye and flax--account
for almost all the grain grown on the Prairies in the period )
under consideration. All others combined amounted to only a tiny
fraction of total output of grains, and are ignored here. i ;

The data come from a wdnderfully detailed D.B.S.-ran-
nual publication entitled Report on the Grain Trade of Ca_ggda.3
The Report includes such statistics as the amount in storage at
each terminal and at ihterior elevators, weekly rail movements,

receipts and shipments alaong each spur line, weekly prices for

each grade, transportation rates, and even the amount of grain
lost in cleaning. The Report was first published in 1918, cov-‘
ering the 1917 crop year. Data from 1908 to 1916 are from the
much less detailed D.B.S. publication, Handbook of Agricultural
Statisticg, Part I: Field Crops, 1908-1958. " To the thent that 3
they overlap, the figures in both sources agree. The advantage
of the Report is that the high level of detail made it possible
to check many of the figures f;r consistency and accuracy, and
to see how some of them were derived.

The calculations of income from the sale of grains,
presented in Table A-2 (pp. 68-90), were made as follows. The
volume of physical production in bushels for each of the three
provinces was multiplied by the average farm price realized in
each province to obtain the gross farm value. It was important
that the prices used in this calculation be derived so as to

take account of the following:5 a) approximately three-quarters

3 -D.B.S. catalogue number 22-201.

4 D.B.S. catalogue number 21-501.

5 Technical information about"fﬁé graln trade is
based on G.E. Britnell, The Wheat Economy (Toronto: University
of Toronto Press, 1939); Fowke, The National Policy and the -
Wheat Economy; and D.A. MacGibbon, The Canadian Grain-Trade
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of each crop was sold in the fall, so prices for the rest of the
year cannot be given equal weight in calculating the average,
especidlly since prices differed widely from one part of the
year to another; b) prices varied according to grade; c) the
farmer received the market price minus charges for dockage (grain
lost in cleaning and transport),  elevation, transportation, and
several other things; and d) transportation charges were higher
for farmers located farther from terminals. The farm prices
given in Table A-2 are in fact averages appropriately weighted

to ‘take account of all these factors. This was checked by par-

tially reproducing the calculation of farm prices for one year
chosen at random (1925) using monthly prices of each of the
three highest grades, monthly sales, average rail costs in the
three provinces, and an estimate of dockage, elevating and sim-
ilar charges. The result was higher than the weighted average
farm price for the three provinces by six per cent ($1.18 vé.
$1.11), which is accounted for by the fact that the lower priced
grades, comprising one-third of sales, were not included in the:

+calculation. This check was only made for one year since the

calculations required over two hours to complete. The importance
of using the farm price described here instead of average an-
nual market prices is illustrated by Table A-3. For the sample

.years in the table, the average of the market prices was 47.9

per cent higher than the average of the farm prices.

The next step was to sum the gross farm value for the
three provinces and multiply the result by a coefficient repre= ,
senting the proportién of the crop which was marketed rather
than being used &s seed or animal feed, or which was lost iﬁ
cleanlng or was unmarketable. It was notf possible to derlve a
separate commercial coefficient for each province, and it could
not be assumed that the aggregate coefficient would be accurate
for any particular province. For example, it.is likely thatin Al-
berta, where there was more livestock. the amount of grain re-
tained as feed was higher than in Sagskatchewan or Manitoba., Data
on the commercial proportion was not available for years prior
to 1917. For the years 1908 to 1916, the coefficients in Table A-2

’ . 1
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Table - A~73

Comparison of Farm Prices and Market Prices for Wheat,
Prairie Provinfgi, 1925 to 1929

Market Pricé‘ Farm Price2
1925 1.685 ) 1.10 ‘
1926 1.512 1.072 ;
1927 1.462 0.979 !
1928 . 1.463 0.778
1929 1.240 1.145

1. Simple average price of No. 1.Northern wheat at
the Lakehead. !

2 From Table A-2, welghted by the amount of wheat :
produced in each province.

Sources: Canada Year Book, 1929, p. 247; Ibid., 1930, p. 242;
Table A-2. ‘

are the averages for the years 1917 to 1930. Figure 1 shows how
the commercial proportion of the wheat crop has varied from year 2!
to year. There is no evident trend. A comparison of these
changes with changes in the farm price (Figure 2) shows at best
a very rough correspondence. Prices seem to have some bearing

on changes in the commercial proportion, but not enough to allow.'
us to make a reliable extrapolatibn. Therefore, only the simple
averages have been used. These are reprinted, along with their

‘- standard deviations, in Table A-4. é
Table A-k ?

Commercial Proportion of Crops, Prairie Provinces, 1917 to 1930 i
Mean Commercial Standard ¢

o

Proportion, 1917-30 Deviation
Wheat .8002 §0343
Dats 1Ll L0647
Barley » 3239 .0815
Flax 7567 . 1509
Rye L4862 . 2034

Souéce: Table A-2.

The figure which results from the above series of cal-
culations appears in the last column of Table A-2, and is the
aggregate cash 1ncome of prairie farmers from the sale of each

grain, net of off- farm expenses such as transportation, but
\

[

©

..-L



B T Pl

/ | /
) e
) 59 >
x(} . ! )
S Figure 1
3 = Wheat, Commercial /,Proportion

r % Prairie Provinces; 1917 to 1930
. 88 R /
» .

)

P

; /
*17 '18 '19 '20°'21 '22 '23 '24 5'25 '26 '27 '28 '29 '30
d : Source: Table A-2. » . ’
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gross with respect to on-farm expenses such as fertilizer and
labour. The last column is summed to give the total farm income
from grain sales in each year. . ‘

These results can be partially tested for accuracy by
comparing the values for 1926 to 1930 with those in Farm Income.
Table A-5 shows the difference between the gstimates of farm
cash income from wheat in Table A-2 and in Farm Income.

Table A-5

Comparison of Income from Wheat in Farm Income
with "Farm Income" from Wheat in Table A-2

4
i

" ($'000)
> Farm Income Table A-2 % Difference
1926 389,330 334,380 16.473
1927 364, 543 367,682 -0.85
1928 h41, 760 345,295 27.94
1930 157,833 118,270 33.45

Sources: Farm Income, pp. 50, 52, 54; Table A-2.

Except for 1927, the estimates differ substantially. However,
there seems to be an adequaté explanation for the difference.
The estimates in Table A-2 wére obtained by multiplying the
gross farm value of output by a coefficient representing the
commercial proportion of the crop. Apparently, a similar pro-
cedure was not followed in arriving at the Farm Income estimates.
In Table A-6, the gross farm value of wheat from Table A-2 (i.e.
unadjusted for the non-commercial proportion) is compared with
the income from wheat figures in Farm Income (the same figures
used in Table A—S).6 "

Table A-6

Comparison of Income from Wheat in Farm Tncome
with "Gross Farm Value" of Wheat in Table A-2

($7000) /
Farm Income  Table A-2 % Difference
1926 389, 330 408,278 -4, 64
1927 36k, 343 4l 5,405 -18.15
1928 441,760 ©o424,039 4,18
1929 322, 845 322, 384 0.14
1930 157,833 157,378 0.29

Sources: Same as Table A-5.
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Thé'comparison shoWs that in four of the fi%e years the Farm
Income estimates and those from Table A-2, when the non-commer-
cial ‘proportion has not been netted out, are very close, espe-
cially for 1929 and 1930 when the differences are negligible.
The larger difference in 1927 could possibly be due to an error
somewhere in either of the estimates, although the calculations

in Table A-2 were re-checked. ( f’“’

.. The figures for other grains could not be reconciled
so easily. The proportign'of oats apd barley sold commercially
was very low,- and some allowance would have to have been made
in Farm Income. How&er, the allowance was evidently not the
same as the one usgd in this appendix (which was taken from the
Report on_ the. Graln\Trade of Canada). It seems clear, nonetheless,.
that differences 1n‘the treatment of the commercial and non-com-

mercial proportlons of the grain crops account for the differ-

ences between the two sgts of. estimates.

It is useful also to explain the dlfferences between
the data from the Report on the Grain Trade used in calculating
Table A-2 and the data in EGAR ‘and the census. The results in
Table A-2 cannot themselves be directly compared with the fig-
ures in EGAR and the census because Table A-2 estimates farm
cash receipts while EGAR and the census estimate the value -of

farm output. However, the Report does contain an estimate of
the gross value of each crop, and this can be compared with the
other two sources.
The value of field crops as reported in EGAR is great-

er than the same statistic. in the Report by an average of 11. 0
per cent for the years 1918 1t0-1930. (The range of difference
is from 5.0 to 16.8 per cent.) The data in EGAR were obtained

érom forms mailed to farmers, only 20 to 25 per cent of
whom returned the forms. The areas harvested wgre estlmated from

in part

6 The reader will recall that our object is to calcu
late purcha31ng power whereas the Farm Income estimates 1ncludgg?
all forms of income, whether orsnot they represent purcha51ng
power. Thus, the non-commercial proportion of the grain crops

may fairly be considéred income for the latter purpose since
farmers consumed most of that proportlon ag’ seed, animal feed,

or food.

3
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thése returns, and then multiplied by the average yields per
acre as reported by the Dominion government's crop correspon-
dents. There is no indication of what prices were used to ar-
rive at the value of output.? The EGAR figures, then, are ratﬁer
rough estimates, likely to contain a substantial element of er-
ror. Moreover, the figures do not include any‘histinction be-
tween commercial and non-commercial proportions.-

The data in the Report, on the other hand, were based-
on observations of grain movements, and although total produc-
tion cannot be determined in this way since some grain is re-
tained by farmers, data on grain shipments can be used to cor-
roborate production figures. For the years 1922 ta,19308 the
difference between the quantities of wheéat produced and the -
quantities shipped or in storage amounted to an average of only
3.4 per cent--a satisfactorily small error. B , ‘

The value of field crops as given in the Report also &
differs from the census value for every fifth year. For 1920
and'1930 the values in the Report exceed those in the cernisus by

the Report is smaller than that in the census by 2.5 per cent.

In part, the explanation may be that the data in the Report

are based on crop years, which ran from August 1 to July 31,
while the census is based on a calendar year. Furthermore, the
data in the census were obtdined directly from farmers by census
takers, bht few fafhers kept accurate records, or any records.9
Therefore, the figures in the Report, based on or checked against
observations of grain movements, are likely to be the more ac~-
curate,.

N

7 Monthly Bulletin of Agricultural Statistics (March,
1922), p. 89; Canada Year Book, 1933, pp. 226-27. S~

8 The appropriate statistics were not available to ’
make this calculation for earlier years.

9 R.W. Murchie reported that the "Canadian Pioneer
Problems Committee offered cash prizes in .each province [circa -
1929 to 1930] for the best set of financial records. The re-
‘sponse was very meagre and only 15 sets of records comld be

gsaid to be accuqate accounts.",A icultural Progress on the
Prairie Frontien (Toronto: Macmillan, 1936), p. 7%. ]
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Animal Products and Livestock )

The statistics on grain are detailed enough, for the
most. part, to permit us to reconcile or explain discrepancies
between sources. The same cannot be said for animal products and
livestock statistics, and the results here are little better
than informed guesses. This does not mean that the estimate of
total income will have a similarly large error since grains,
the data on which are much more accurate, accounted for the lar-
gest paft of total income by a large margin. Table A-7 shows
what proportion of total farm income was derived from grains
(column A) in the period covered by Farm Income. The table also ——-
shows the proportion by which the estimate of total income would

" have been off if the animal products and livestock figures in

Farm Income had been greater than they actually are by 10 per
cent (column B), 25 per cent (column C), or 50 per cent (column
D). The assumption is that the estimates of .income from grain

~-gd¥e correct.

, Table A-7

Income from Grains as a Proportion of Total Income from Farm

Products in the Prairie Provinces, and Estimates of the Error

in Total Income Resulting from EYrors in Animal Products and
‘Livestock Income, 1926 to 1930

] %

A B Cc D

‘ . GI/TI 10% 25% . 50%
1926 78.3 2.2 5.4 10.9
1927 80.1 2.0 5.0 9.9

1928 78.9 2.1 5.3 10.
1929 70.1 3.0 7.5 14.9
1930 61.0 3.9 9.8 19.5
mean - 73.7 2.6 6.6 13.2

Notess A is Grain Income as a percentage of Total Income. The
grain income figures from Table A-2 were substituted for those
from Farm Income for reasons discussed above, pp. 60-1. By C,
and D are the proportions by which the estimdte of total income
would have been off if the animal products and livestock figures
had been too large.by 10, 25 and 50 per cent, respectively.

Sources: Farm Income, pp. 50-5; Table A-2.

-~
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The errors are satisfactorily small. The largestﬁegror——19.5 per
cent-- occurs in 1930 when grain accounted for the smallest pro-
portion of prairie farm income ever, and.with the assumption
that livestock arid animal product‘income figures are off'gy 50
per cent. Thus, 20 per cent can ,probably be yaken to be the ex-
treme boundary of error on the total income estimates.

There are several problems with the animal products
and livestock‘figures. One is that detailed, year-by-year stat-
istics are“only available for some of the products in this cat-
egory. Another is that there is a wide divergence between the
sources, and since the data are less detailed and complete, it
is not possible to identify the reasons for the differences, as
was possible with the grain figures. Table A-8 shows the income
from animal products and livestock for 1920, 1925 and 1930 from
three different sources. ’

’ Table A-~8 ‘

A Comparison .of Income from Animal Products and Livestock in
the Census, and EGAR,

1920, 1928 and 1930
($'000)
| Census EGAR Farm Income
1920 118,694 105,710
1925 108,196 146,093 L "
1930 99,868 ' 136,361 86,957 .

~

Sources:y Same as Table A;l.

. A further problem is that it is not possible to separ-
ate sales to the public and sales of live animals from one farm
to another. For the purpose of calculating the purchasing power
of farmers as a whole, the latter item should not be included.
Lacking evidence on this point, we shall proceed on the assump-
tion that inter-farm sales of animals.represented a small frac-
tion of farm income. ’

The estimates of inceme from animal products and live-
stock have been constructed as follows. Data on the value of
cattle on farms are available from 1913 on. Following the method

used by D.B.S. in arriving at EGAR, 10 one-fifth of the value of

10 Monthly.Bulletin (March, 1922), p. 89.
. .
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cattle other than milch cows has been taken as the estimate of
revenue from beef. These data are presented in Table A-9 (p. 91)
where the value of cattle other than milch cows is multiplied
bj .2 to obtain the estimated sales. The value figures were cal-
culated by D.B.S. by multiplying the number-of cattle and the
average price per head. The latter is a wéighted average of the

C Statistics are available on the value of milch cows = s
from 1913 (Table A-10, p. 92) and on farm cash receipts' from the
sale of dairy products from 1920 (Table A-11, p. 93). To edti~
mate the income from dairy prd&ucts'for the years 1913 to 1919,
cash peceipts from dairy products as a proportion of the value
of milch cows was calculated for each province for the years
1920 to 1931 (Table A-12, p. 94). The mean of these proportions
was then applied to the valye of milch cows for 1913 to 1919 to
obtain the estimated revenue from dairy products for those
years (Table A-13, p. 95). '

Aside from beef and dairy preducts, data are only

available for minor products in the animal and livestock cate- ’
gory, such as the value of horses exported. Table A-14 is a com-
parison of the sum of revenue from dairy products and beef as
talculated above with total income from animal products and live- .
stock as reported in Farm Income for 1926 to 1930. The third
column shows the former as a proportion of the latter.

Table A-14
Comparison of the Sum of Income from Dairy Products and Beef
as Calculated in this Appendix with the Total Income from
Animal Products and Liyestock as Reported in Farm Income,
Prairie Provinces, 1926 to 1930

B’

7 ($'000)
A B .
Dairy Products All Animal Aas %
and Beef Income of B
1926 9,710 23,035 Lb2.15
1927 11,176 26,692 L1,87
1928 11,758 26,560 hi .27
1929 12,721 27,311 46.38
1930 9,998 21,069 L7.hs
mean VTS

Sources: Farm Income, pp. 51, 53, 55; Tables A-9/gnd A-11.
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(T; All the values in the third column are within a narrow range
) bounded by 41.8 and 47.5. And although these figures aré hardly
a random sample, they do represent more than a quarter of the
18 years in the period 1913 to 1930. It therefore séems reason-
able--keeping in mind our earlier remarks about the leeway for
error in animal products and livestock estimates, page 63--to
estimate income in this category by simply doubling the sum of
revenue from dairy products and revenue from beef. To Jjudge,
from our five year sample, the resulting estimate will, on av-
erage, be equal to about 90 per cent of an estimate based on
full data, as.in Farm Income. The residual 10 per cent or so
that is being excluded may be considered an ad hoc correction

’

for inter-farm livestock sales.
The estimates of income from animal products and live-
stock are presented in Table 2-2, page 38.

Other Agricultural Products ;

Income-producing farm products not mentioned so far

~ include potatoes, vegetabléSﬂ\grains other than the five majdr
varieties, and forest products. Table A-15 gives the income
from these sources in the prairie provinces for 1926 to 1930 as
reported in Farm Income. The table also shows the share of these
products in total agricultural income. Table A-16 gives the
same informatiqp from census data, except that 'other field
crops' are not included in income from other sources. Except in
the Depression year of 1936, income from other producté never
seems to have amounted to more than two or three,per cent of

N

farm income. . N
T Table A-15
Farm Income Estimates of Other Agricultural Income,
Prairie Provinces, 1926 o 1930

7

($7000)
. As a % of -
- Other Inconme Total Income

. 1926 g 9,381 2.0
. 1927 9,079 1.8

- 1928 9,537 1.9 ,
(”) 1929 9,135 2.4
- 1930 .7,21.2 3.2

Source Farm Income, p¥. 50-5.
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- (O Table A-16 ' . .

Value of Other Agricultural Products as Reported ih the

, : \ Census, Prairie Brovinces, 1910 to 1930

($7000)
As a % of
¥ Other Products Total Value
. 1910 4,608 2.1
4 - 1915+ ' 164573 1.1
. . 1920 _ 11,212 1.8
- \ 1925 12,243 1,7
- . 1930 12,913 3.8

Sources: Census of Agriculture, 1931, pp. 536-7, 588- 9, 660-1;
Canada Year Book, 1929, p. 273.

Because income from other sources was clearly such a
small proportion of total income, it w1ll s1mply be 1gnored in

our estimates.

Total Farm Income

The estimates of total farm income are presented in
Table A—z,/page 38. These are simply the sums of estimates .for
grains and estimates for animal producte and livestock. It has
* beenAérgued that the’ estimates are satisfactorily accurate, and
that, as a result, even if the animal products and livestock
estimates are out by a fairly large margin, the error in the
estimates of total income is probably well below 20 per cent,

i

-ty -
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Table A-2
Ageregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain
- 1970 ) -
Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm;, Farm
. tion Price Value Prop. _Income
(000 Bu.  (§) €3] ($)
WHEAT )
’ Manc “’5, 278 . 51 23’ 091, 780
| Sasgk. 196,322 A2 82,455,240
Alta. 132,900 «39 51,831,000
| 157,378,020 7515 118,269{580
OATS , ,
Man. 50,562 .21 10,618,020
Sask. 125,539 .15 18,226.350
Alta. 77,940 .15 11,691,000
, 1,135,370 .2160 8,885,240
. . BARLEY |
Man- 49!974 -17 8)2"’959580
' - Sask. 43.522 .1ﬁ 4,262,82-0
¢ Alta. - 18,999 .1 2, 5%, 0
16,018,080 .3128 5,010.%55
FLAX A ‘
Man. 1,086 1.05 . 1,140,300 ,
Sask. 3,017 .89 2,625.130
Alta. 190 .95 . 180, 500 .
4,005,930 .8L76} 3,395,426
RYE v ‘ | .
Man. 2,052 .23 471,960 .
Sask. 14,87 .17 2,528,750 . .
Alta. 3,71 .15 557,100
3,557,810 L2127 1,498,550
TOTAL / ‘ 137,059,251
¢ 7
Source: See last page of table. - ) L hR
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! f Table A-~2 (cont'd) ,
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain
1 2 { .
Pro(duc- Farm Grc;ss Farm Comn. Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
('ooo/’ Bu.) ($) ($) ($)
WHEAT K {
Man. 28,565 1.19 33,992,350
Sask. 16(25.56 1. 1ﬁ 183, oLL:u, 1go
E(; Alta- 9 ’53 1-1 ! 10 ] ] 0
; ' 322.3312#.030 . 7676 247,461,980 -
QATS
4 Man. 30, 740 .55 16,907,000
Sask. 23.942 .21 35, 12%.16&&0
Al ta. 1,93 49 20,2 , 640
e h ~J] i ?2! 1700 0 0]
] BARLEY '
Man. 36,518 . 59 21 ,.545,620
3 Sask. %o; 7%).5“ T 23 121 ngl 120
; Alta. 2,5 .51 y 140
% . Eﬁrgz—f,‘g—ﬁ .2911 12,874,745
3 FLAX . u
i Man. W45 242 - 1,076,900
Sask. 1,422 2.37 3:464.316&0 .
Alta., - 3 2.22 1;2, (0]
» 681,700 .9919 4,643,778
RYE ’
Man. , 1 ’ 309 . . 86 1 » 125 ’ 740
Sask. 2.302 .gz Y 6.206.220 ,
Alta. ' 37 .80 1,897,600 .
9,830,160 . 5077 4,990,772
TOTAL - ' 269,971,275




-Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain o

Table A-2 (cont'd)

|

. 1928
- Produc~ Farm Gross Farm ~ Comm, Farm ?
tion Price Value Prop. Income |
("000 Bu.) ($) ($) ($) |
WHEAT ‘ k
Man. 52,383 .92 48,192, 360 :
Sask. 321,215 77 247,335,550 |
Alta. 171,000 W75 128,511,000 - |
524,038,910 8143 345,294,880 |
N i
QATS |
Sask. 156,043 .38 59,296, 340 |
Alta. 88,257 .38 33,5%2,660 |
115,785,6c0 .1564 18,108,880
BARIEY . '
Man. 52,569 .54 28,387,260
Sask. LL, 266 .48 21,247,680
Alta. 15,849 L7 LLg, 030 =
- 57,083,970 4340 24,774,543
FLAX
Man. 804 1.63 1,311,172
Sask. 2,654 1.56 4,140,240
. Alta. 61 1.50 ’ 1,500 e
’ - 5,542,912 .9030 5,005,249
Man. 2,066 .81 1,672,460
Sask. 8,2%2 7l 6.2§ ,280
Alta. - 2,680 77 2,063,600
3,961,940 6377 6,352, 729
TOTAL 399,536,181
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; o Table A-2 (cont'd)
: ngregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of/Grain
§ 1927 /
: Produc~ Farm Gross Farm Comm. ) Farm
3 tion Price Value Prop. Income
('000 Bu.) ($) (3) ' ($)
f WHEAT , ’
3 \ Man. 30 ] 773 1 -06 32’ 6191380
2 Sask. 252,500 _.-- .97 244,925,290 v
3 : Alta. 171,286 .98 167,860,280 :
3 445,404,950 .8255 367,681,790
' ‘ . ) - —
. . QATS *
Man. 25,767 .50 12,883,500
, ' Sask. 142, 526 e 62,711,440
¥ Alta. 101,160 A4 44,510,400 {
1 : N 120,105, 340 1351
BARLEY )
Man. _36’ 717 -624' 231}4’98' 880
Sask. 27,129 .6% 12,528,690 '
Alta. 12,000 .5 1 960,000 )
' 7|00?’570 '3217 15!1220335
FLAX
Man. 1,198 1.59 1,904,820 s
BEO®m o bm o s
a. . ,ZOO
7+35%,980 .. 7382 5,429,446
RYE A : ,
Man. 2,215 .82 1,816,300
Sask. 7,941 . 72 6, EZB. 330
Alta- 3]131 97 2 2’1 0 N
<y ’ 10,531,870 .9516 10,022,127
TOTAL Lik,481,930
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Table A-2 (cont'd)

“on |

Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

1926
Produc-. Farm Gross Farm Comm. Farm
tion Price . Value Prop. Income
("000 Bu.) ($) ($) ($)
WHEAT
Man. 47:123 1.09 51,374,970
Sask. 219,646 1.08 - 237,217,680
Alta. 113,986 1.05 118,685,300 )
» 277,950 .8190 334,379,640
QATS
Man., 52,778 - 43 22,694,540 .
Sask. 110,&93 .4§ ‘46.%21.060
Alta. ‘57,879 3 21 2,020 - ®
SOLETFER0 L0919 8,346,139
BARLEY
Man. 50,880 . 24,931,200
Sask. 21,%9% tg 9.3 2'928 .
Alta- 9| . ’
eI B0 Lh62s 17,863,355
FLAX ’ ¢
Man. 2,051 1.62 3,322,620
Sask. 3,7;4 %.20 5.992,400
Alta. . 3 . 50 124,500
9,437,520 .8221 7,758,585
Man. 3,563 .76 . 2,707,880
Sask. 5,454 .74 k,035,960
Alta. 1,374 .68 4,320 _
o?l 7 )1 O -8013 ’ 6,152'510
TOTAL 37%, 500,229
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. Table A-2 (cont'd) -
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain
1923
Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm. Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
(000 Bu.) () 3) ~($)
WHEAT :
Man. ° 39,453 1.18 L6, 554,540
Sask. 240,551 1.10 264,606,100 . ,
Alta. 102,955 1.09 112,207,830
‘ 523?;65.5?0 . 8840, 374.257.??0
OATS o '
Man. 71,770 « 34 2k,401,800
- Sask. 174,967 33 57 739,110
Alta. 751517 .31 - 3,410,2%0
105,551,180 .1843 19,453,082
BARLEY "
Man. 529 156 .49 25,556:440
iask. ZZ,Ogi tg 12.&;7.420
1ta. 14,9 ) 0.
. B, 151,210 - /. 4271 18,856,982"
FLAX ’ '
Man. 1,164 2.10 2,444,400
Sask. 7 432 %.92 14.520.440
Alta. 3 9 , 900 .
- 17,092,740 6728 11,499,995
- ) T . . \
RYE i ’
Man. 5,152 .72 3,760,960
Sask. ?'532/ .2 2.822.680
Alta. 881 .62 1,166,220
) : 7,814,860 4353 3,401,809
TOTAL — — 427,469,598
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Table Aré (cont'd)

Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

-

Produc- . Farm Gross Farm Comm. Farm
tion . Price Value Prop. Income
000 Bu.) ($) $) ]
WHEAT ” '
Man. L"l,“‘él‘" 1.2 51;’4‘15'360 | .
iask. lgi.gig i.gé 160,832.Zgg
1ta. ’ . , . .
. 2%5.820.5Ho . 7840 224,083, 300
OATS
Man. 70 ’ 729 -)4'7 33' 2“2 ’ 630
T 1 B
=N i ’ . y °
) 97,753,890 .1298 12,688,455
BARLEY . :
Man. =~ 40,923 ©.70 .- 28,646,100
Sask. 17,320 .23 g 10'232'808 . 5
Alt . 1213 7 ] 9 L]
? Eg.EB?.gao 4201 19,689,091
FLAX
. Man. 3'403 1.94 6;601.820 »
seOMRORE Dpmsm
ta. L[] N
, 18,640,080 8559 15,954,044 °
RYE ) ' )
Man. 5,875  1.00 5,875,000
e A v
t= » . y
,, 10,918,330 = .4586 5,007, 146
TOTAL — 277,422,036
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’ Tablé A-2 (cont'd)
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain
: 1923
Produc- Farm Gross Fdrm Comm. Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
(000 Bu.)  ($) ($) '
WHEAT
Man. 35,804 - .67 23,988,680
Sagk. 2&1;, 622 .65 176, 524, 300 <
) Alta. 144,834 .65 94,142,100
) /‘""\\ 29 ] 5:0 0 082'4'6 242!997!320
/ . OATS ' “
T, > ﬁann 58'704 « 30 1?'611’200.
Sask. 218,075 - e23 54,518,750 .
Alta 114,977 .24 27,594,480 .
. 99,724, 30 .232’4 235175'958
; BARLEY / )
’ Man. - 2‘51726 -3? 9'518,620
Sask 19,278 .35 6,747,370
Alta. b, 774 .33 4,8
- 21,141,410 .2823. 5,568,220
" ELAX : .
RN I
a. N\ s % ) .
’ 12, 504,980 L6495 +  * 8,121,984
RYE "
Man. 4'620 -52 2114'02')4’00
Sask. 8,582 45 3,861,900 ,
Alta. 7,640 40 3,056,000 B
v ) 9,320,300 .« 3599 3,354,376
TOTAL 283,617,858
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Table A-2 (cont'd)
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

122%
. Produc- Farm’ Gross Ra Comm. Farm
tion Price Value - Prop.- Income
('000 Bu.) ($) ($) . ($)
WHEAT ’ g
Man. 60,051 .83 49,842,330 ~, ,
SaSk- ’ 250, 167 A u85 212'6415950 -
Alta. 64,976 77 50,031.320 (
*»M,/// T 312,515,300 {7645 . 238,918,330
DATS -
Man. 74,433 431 23,074,230
Sagk. 179,708 29 52.115.220 o
Alta. 35,519 ., %35 12,431,650 “
. ' 87,621,200 w1361 . 11,925,245
BARLEY (q\\\<\\,, ‘ - \
Man. 28,863 e 11;833’ 830
' Sask. 18,511 .38 7,034,180 Y
Alta. 6,238 42 2,61 60 -~
; 21,487,970 3229 6,938,465
5y ny
FLAX - :
Man. 734 1.80 1,321,200 ) :
Sask. 4,079 1.71, 6,975,090 8 . .
Alta. 89 1.52 d 134, 824 .
. 1 431,11 .7628 6,431,254
W2
RYE : - |
Mano / 7'078 .6'1 u’, 317) 580 N
Sask. 16,164 .63 10,183,320, ’
Alta. 6,187 .55 3,402,850
17,903,750 »3959 7,088,095
TOTAL ) ©+ 271,301,389
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Table A-2 (cont'd)
" Aggregate Incomé of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

RN W T e R TS e v e iy A
-~

j > 1921
~Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm. - Farm ’
tion Price Value Prop. Income - 7
{'000 Bu.) €3) ($) (3)
WHEAT _ .
Man. 89,054 9% 81,039,140
Alta. 53,044 07 Lo 800 éﬂ*
, 23E,%73,9Eo . 7964 210, 787, 121
DATS .
Man. 49, 443 . 30 141 832: 750
Sask. 122, {13 .23 4o, 222. 130
Alta »192 A 15,406,080 .
71,161,950 .1334 9,493,004
BARLEY -
Man. 19,682 'L"B - 8.""63, 088
Sask 13,243 .36 4;803,430
Alta 11,657 .32 ‘2,220,2 9)
' 1 !99 y 80 « ~2778 41721)713 .
. . \
FLAX ‘ -
Marn. 545 1.50 817,050
Sask. 3,230 1.Bg 4 453 ggo
Alta. 171 1.2 21 0
- 5 493,330 . 6855 3,765,677
RYE
Man. 3,565 .79 2,816,113
Sask. 4;3 546 67 9 075,820
Alta. 1,999 .62 1,239,380 ' , .
13,131,313 2939 3,859,293
TOTAL 232,626,810
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Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

1920
Produc- Gross Farm Farm
tion Value Income
(000 Bu.) () (3)
WHEAT .
Sask. 113,135 112323 7%
a. ’ 2 ? Co.
e 370,922, 300 297,294,220
QATS
Man. 57,657 32,287,920
Sask. L. Iy 823:5%
a
. 131,755,770 ° 30, 396,056
BARLEY ~
Man. 17, 520 14 016,000
Sask. 10, 502 932 920
Alta. 12,739 180
) ’ ‘%nggLI76 8, 644,897
FLAX ’
Man. 1,158 2,605,185
Sisk 5,702 10,388,130 ]
Alta, - 72 1,32 0 ’ .
. 1E.316.865 9,492,081 °
RYE '
Man. 2,319 3,130,110
Sask. 2, 235 2,&9#,100
Alta. 3,420 , 275,000 .
\ 10,599,210 3,870,831.
TOTAL 349,698,086
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. Table A-2 (cont'd)
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain
1919 ’
Produc- Farm Gross Farm Farm
tion Price Value Income
("000 Bu.) . ($) ($) ()
WHEAT
Marln 40!975 2-40 98,3’4’0’000 i
Alta. 34,575 2.31 52,868,»250 '
386,994,330 316,251,770
OATS ’
Man. 57' 698 -72 411514’21 560
Sask. 112,157 .70 78,509,900
Alta. 65,725 .64 Lz,064,000
BARLEY ,
Man’. 17,149 1.17 20,064,330
Sask. 8,971 1.08 9,688,680
Alta. 10,562 1.09 11,512,580 .
. 1,265,590 / 10,101,816
/ /
FLAX rs
Man. 20 L, 26 2,215,200
Sask. 4,490 L,14 184 588,600
Alta. 222 L. 15 921,300 \
, 21,725,100 14,629,682
RYE
Man. 4,089 1.28 5,233,920
iask. 2,000 1.21 2, go,ggﬁ
- Alta. 1,173 1.42 1,665,660
9,5194 580 3,287,825
TOTAL 375,105,640

3* : ;
Not available. Figure given is average of 1917, '18, '20, '21.

.-
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\ ﬁablé‘A—z (cont'd)
Agerégate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain
1918 ‘
'Producr‘ Farm: Groks- Farm Comm. Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
1 (060 Bu.) (3) (3) - ($)
WHEAT v .
Man. 48,191 2.06 99,273,460
Sask. 92,493 1.99 184,061,070
Alta. 23,752 1.92 45,603,840
328,938,370 .7790 ‘256,2u2.99o.
OATS -
Man. SL}")"'?L" -71 38067695’4‘0
Sask. 107,253 .70 75,077,100
Alta. . 60,323 73 44,035, 790
157,789,430 .0719 11,345,060
BARLEY -
Man. 27,963 .89 24,887,070
Sask. 131,888 .88 10,461,440 ‘
Alta. 7,756 .97 2 20 ! '
- 871,830 2406 10, 314,962
FLAX
Man. ; 11091 3- 15 3:“’36'650
. Sask. 4.&35 . 3. 10 139335)200
Alta. 0 3.12 1, gz. 00 .
17,969,750 +3932 7,065,706
RYE N
Ma.n. 3;936 1.“’1 515“’9:?60
iask. 1:3’22 1-20 2{122;220
1ta. 1.41 %51 , 660 ’
) y 420 - L2142 1,894,475
TOTAL he /dk, 286,863,190
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AN Table A-2 {(cont'd) : |
Ageregate Income of Prairie Farmg from the Sale of Grain i
‘ 1917 ' : i
Produc- Farm ! Gross Farm Comn. Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
(000 Bu,) (3) ($)
WHEAT ’ , ’
Man. 41,040 2.05 84,132,000
Sask. 117,921 1.95 229,945,950
406, 284,030 L7731 314,098, 180
QATS 5 '
Manc 45’37 1'67 30;“’01)250
B Sask. 123'21 -62 76; 392,680 .
: 121.153.000 . 1130 18,210,628 .
BARLEY
an. 15,930 1.07 17,045,100
savk. 14,082 1.08 14,062,08@
Alta. 10,3 .9 10,178,280
T 1,291,380 . . 1967 8,122,014
- .
FLAX ' \
Man., 147 2.85 418,950
Sask. Lh,711 2.6g 12.248.200
Alta. 979 2.7 2,721,620 '
. 15, 389,170 8521 13,113,112
RYE .
Man. 638 1062 ! » 033,560
Sask. 29% 1.63 ‘1,6ﬁ6.7h0
Alta. 33 1.50 00
~ | / : 37%&%366 ~f;%%‘ 1,723,679
‘TOTAL | - 355,267,610
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. Table A-2 (cont'd)

82

Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

1916

Comm. * Farm

Produc- Farm Gross Farm )
tion Price Value Prop. Income
000 Bu.) (3$) ($) ($)
WHEAT
Man. 29,667 1.23 36,490,410
Sagk. 147,559 1.28 188,875,520 & \
Alta. 65,088 1.33 86,567,040 o
311,932,970 .8002 249,608,760
QATS v
Man. © 48,439 b9 23,735,110
Sask. 163,278 A6 75,107,880
Alta. 102,199 L6 - 47,011,540 :
- ® 114’5' 85“" 530 . 14“’4 21, 061’ 394
BARLEY |
Man. -13,729 .80 ., 10,983,200 ®
Sask. 9,916 " .77 7 635,320
Alta. 9,774 .71 Lo "
2 , 558,060 .3239 . 8,278,256
FLAX b AN
Man. 210 2.13 k7,300 ‘
Sask. 6,692 2.22 ) 14.9%3,%60
Alta. 1,310 1.06%%* 1 00 3
EP55060 7567 12,681, 581
RYE '
Man. 557 1.06 590,420
Sask. lgﬁs 1.10 .283,800 ) '
Alta. 0 .95 000 | . ,
‘ ‘1,611,220 ,&867 _783,375
TOTAL T 292,413.366

#Not available. The figures glven are averages of the figures-

for 1917 to 1930.

.¥*It would seem that this is 'a mistake, and that the proper

figure should be 2.06. However, using this higher; value
would increase the estimate of Total Farm Income by only
0.33 per cent.: b .

]
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Table A-2 (cont'd) -

83

Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

1915
* Produc- Farm Gross Farm  Comm.* Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
("000 Bu.) ($) ($) ($)
WHEAT B
Man. 691337 «90 62,4031300 P
Sask. 22“.312 .91 204'1231920 .
Alta: _ 66,538 .88 3@,523.@40 .
OATS h - '
Man. 20.750 .35 17,762,500
Alta., 3,87 «30 25,162,800
N 9,346,420 T 1444 12,901,623
BARLEY '
Mano 16;658 151 . '8,495,580 !
OB T ,
lta. 9,82 . 1,680
) ) * 17’ 197: o) . 3239 5‘:5700380
FLAX ~
Man. 120 1.61 193,200
© Sask. 5,255 1.51 7,935,050
Alta.. + 670 1.44 64,800
' \ 9,093,050 7567 6,880,711
RYE |
Man. 208 .80 166,400
Alta. 375 62 232,500
TOTAL 285,739,366

*Not available. The figures given are averages df/the’figufes
for 1917 to 1930.

o A
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Table A-2 (cont'd)
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain
) 1914
Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm * } Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
| (000 BuJ  (8) (5] (%)
S WHEAT
b Man. 38,605 1.01 38,991,050
Sask. 73, 494 .G6 70, 554, 240
Alta., 28,859 .91 26,261,690 ‘
‘ 135,806,980 .8002 108,672,750
- OATS '
Man. 31,951 48 151336;“’80
SaSk- 61,81g 125 27’ 817,200 >
Alta. 57,07 42 2 1,920
' 37.125,20d c1hhy 9,692,937
BARLEY , ’ .
Man. 9,828 .55 5,405,400
Sask. L,901 .50 2,450, 500
Alta. 4,806 W51 2,451,060
i} 10,306,960 + 3239 3,338, 424
FLAX i
? Man. 338 1.10 371, 800 /
Sask. 6,é33 1.01 6,%3&,310
Alta. 1 1.05 ,goo _
- ) T 7+208,810 . 7567 5,454,907
RYE ,
Man. 100 90 90, 000
Sask. 24 .gz , 33,120
- Alta. 361 ' 23 » 260
364,440 4862 177,191
TOTAL 127,336,209

O  —

vy

*Not available. The figures given are
for 1917 to 1930,

averages of the figures
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’ Table A-2 {(cont'd)
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain'
1913
Produc- Parm Gross Farm Comm.* Farm
tion Price Value Prop. Income
(000 Bu.) ($) ($) \ ($)
WHEAT - : T
Man. 53,331 W71 37,865,010
Alta. 34,372 61 20,%66,220
136,629,690 . 8002 109,321,080
DATS
Man. 56,759 .28 15,892,520
Sask. 114; 1?‘.‘2 2 281528, Og.o-\ B
Alta. 71, 542 2 17,170,080
1,590,600 R RIININ 8,893,683
BARLEY . y
Man. 14, 305 .34 4,863,700
Sask & 12.42& ".30 3,126,320 o
Alta. » 334 .31 1,963,540 . '
9,953,540 \ « 3239 3,223,952
FLAX ' S
Man. 632 1.05 663,600
Sask. 15,579 - .95 14,802,850 .
Alta. 1,155 1.19 1,82 1450
16,838,100 7567 12,741.399
— , 1
HYE ' ‘ -
Man. 103 .58, 59,740
Sask. 68 Lo 27,200
Alta. 398 46 183,080
270,020 4862 131,284
TOTAL . " 134, 321, 389

*Not available. The figures given are averages of the figures
for 1917 to 1930.

v
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a Table A-2 (cont'd)
Ageregsate Infome of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain

1912
. Produc- Farm Gross Farm - Comm.* ’Farg;
tion Price Value Prop. Income
(000 Bu.)  (3) (%) (3)
’ WHEAT . -
. Sask. 1061960 056 59'897!600 //
) 120,642,610 . 8002 96,538,217
3 QATS
: Man. 57,154 .28 16,003,120
i ¢ Sask. 1@7:233 .22 2g0(2)33.510 »
Alta. 7,63 . .2 16, 21,200
.. 59;2 7, 30 -1“’14'“' 8,5581275
o ) ST
BARLEY
Man. 15,826 <37 5,855,620
- Sask. 9,595 33 3 166'350 ,
Alta. . 6,179 .33 2,039,070 ‘
’ 11,061,040 « 3239 3,582,671
FLAX
Man. 1,252 1.04 1,302,080
Sask. 22,283 89 20,499.320
Alta. 1693 .92 1 0 .
. 23,359,010 . 7567 17,675,763
. #
RYE :
Man. 105 .58 60,900 ,
Sask. 57 .56 = 31,920
Alta. 377 .56 11,120 ‘
N §o3,9Eo L4862 147,776 .
TOTAL , > 126, 502,702

At

' #Not available. The figures given are averages of the fiéures
for 1917 to 1930.
-

o o
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§ ' Q Table A-2 (cont'd) )
Aggregafé\lncome ofﬂPrai{ie_Farms from the Sale of Grain
3 1911
§ Produc- Farm '\"Gross Farm Comm * Farm
: tion Price Value Prop. Income
- . (000 Bu.) . (%) ($) ($)
4 WHEAT : ‘
s Man. 62,820 67 42,089,400 . a
% : Sask® 109,32 .58 63,407,340 _
Alta. 36,55 .62 22,663,480
128,160,220 .8002 102,553,810 -
E 0ATS
- Man. 60,011 .32 19,203,520
iask. 105.532 : .Zg 3%,187.%80 ,
3 1lta. 58,985 2 1 ,512, 00
3 : )90 1500 .144’4— ) 9;6615299
BARLEY ‘ ) . .,
Man. 1“’,967 .48 7 1844 160
Sask. . 8,658 .47 4,069,260 '
Alta. L, 3k49 A1 1,282,390 . ,
’ 13,036,510 .3239 4,222,526
FIAX o /
Man. 1,149 1.76 , 2,022,240 _ '
Eask.’ 13,032 1.50 19,558,500 4
1ta. 1,11 1.20 1 200
| - R PP 7567 17,343,519
REE |
Man. 104 .70 - 72,800
Sask. 61 «53 22,320
- Altao 39“’ -61 2 0 O )
k : . ‘ . 3%5,k70  .u862 167,968
‘ TOTAL A . : 133,949,122

‘ *Not available. The figurés éiven are averages of the figures
(:) _ ) for 1917 t071930. "
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Table A-2 (cont'd) A
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of daraln
1910 ‘
;% Produc- Farm% Gross Farm Comm.*'S Farm
tion . Price Value ., _Prop. Income
{('000 Bu.) ($) ($) o ($)
"Man. ' - 34,127 ' .84 . 28,666,680
el A |
) li‘ba- ] O . 0 T
i . : 5,605,330  .8002 68,501,385
| ’ ' R '
0ATS : Ve *
Man. 30,347 .33 10,014,510
Sask. 58,923 .30 17, 676 900 .
Alta. - 16,894 .34 60 L
- 33, 35 370 C1LAL 4,828,067
BARLEY .
Man. - 6,517 45 v, 2,932,650
Eask. 3.331 .ﬁz 1.222.350. . o
ltan' 21 0 . 3 “ 1 O O .
| ) 2,284,670 3239 1,711,705
B [ 2
 FIAX ,
Man. 177 2 19 - 387,630 ‘
-Sask. 3.89% ‘2, éO 8, 125 '1.3;.28
Alta. 78 - 2.07 161
. ! 8, 725,390 .7567 6,601,746
Y ’, f . B \\\ 5 ‘(\a ’
RYE , :
Man. v 29 .70 20,300 !
Sask. * 12 .23 - . 6,360 ®
Alta. ' 109 .55 ¢ 32.250' . - .
' . - »610 w4862 42,110
. TOTAL ) /(7 81,685,013
*Not available. The flgures/ glven are averages of the figures-
for 1917 to 1930. ) S
- ) » "G‘t

[
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Table A-2 (cont' d)

N . ‘ . ’
Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of C'—ram

;: -~ . : : 1209
’ Produc-  Farm Gross Farm Comm .* Farm
: tion . Price Value " __Prop. Income
| (000 Bu.) ($) ® © $) ’ %)
: N WHEAT ;
; .. Man. 52,706 .87 45,854,220
4 . Sask.. 85,197 .81 . 69,009,570
E Alta: . 9!579 . 073 6 2 6 O : M
| s L TITEB60 L8002 97,509,539
| QATS N ‘
_; Man. 55,267 .31 17, , 132,770
o Em ORI R Roa |
: ’ = AN . . 10 .
E P 9,292,010 _ .14k 7,117, 766
| BARLEY - . | \
| Man. 20, 866 38 7,929,080
’ Sask. Ll'n L"93 . 36 1, 617‘9 480
N Alta. . . 3,599 34 1,223,660 |
» A : & . 10,770,220 3239 3,488,474 -
FLAX ' .
Man. 33 1,32 418,440
. Sask. 1.787 %gg z,.;.gi.zso
g ' Alta., 109 . - , 20 -
:“\ y 2,766, 0 -7567 - 25093!517
! ¢ 4 v‘ N '
‘ Man. 75 61 - 43,750
~ Sask. 38 1.09 . gi.ugo , * :
, Alta. 152 .53 0, 560 .
Y - \ 167,73 462 81,550
: TOTAL \% ' \ ﬁ 110, 290,846
) ~

#Not available. The- figures given are averages of the figures

\ ; . for 1917 +to 1930.‘ J | . .
. . ‘ S
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R Table A-2 §cont d)

Aggreg_te Income of Prairie Farmg from the Sale of Grain

Produc~
tion

WHEAT
Man.

Sask.
Alta.

0ATS
Man.
Sask.
Alta:

BARLEY

Sask
Alta.

FLAX
Man.
Sask.
Alta.

RYE
Man. .
Sask.
Alta., N\

TOTAL

('000 Bu.

50,269

3, 742

6,842 -
| .

b, 711

29,205

22,802

UI—*\'I
CO\OO

281
1,144
74

,101
41
200

oL\
= W

”

E

1908

/

\v
Comm

Farm Gross Farm
Price Value
' ($)
.83 41,723,270
.75 26,056,500
.67 4,584,140 .
: 72,363,910 .8002
.32 14, 307, 520
.zg 2,222.220 ‘
.2 0
29,131.530 1l
.39 6,666,270
<39 ?81.280
.33 - 1,2 o,zgo
.8,708,280 . 3239
.97 272,570 v
-9? 1.132,523
7 gilg 0
1,460,630 .7567
.60 60,600
'23 122'388
' 200,380  .4862

Farm

Prop. Income

1

57,905,601

/

|

4,210,925
2,820,612
1,105,259

/

97,425 -

66,139,822

¥Not available. The figures given are averages of - the flgures
for 1917 to 1930.

Sourcesa Report on theé Graine Trade of Canada, various years;

Handbook of Agricultural Statistics, Part 1: Field Crops, 1908-

19358,

"
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o | "+ rable A-9 . ' L
Estimated Sales of Beef, Prairie Pyovinces; 1913 to 1930
o ($'000) o
o Value of Estimated

- Cattle Sales
1913 46,912 9,382,
/ 1914 , 734605 14,721
1915 83,157 16,631
1916 156,969 31, 394
. 1917 191,794 ‘ .38-329
’ 1918 236,217 47,243
T 1919 218,364 L3,673
1920 Aﬁbn 137,274 ,)270455
1921 105,761 21,152
1922 86,116 17,223

1923 80,166 . 16.023 -
<1924 ‘ 91,212 T 18,242
1923 © 98,842 ' 19,768
‘ ' 1926 , 84,490 16,898
1927 122,581 24,516
1928 131,907 26,381
1929 135,108 27,022
1930 101.006 20,201

Notéx Estimated Sales = .2 times Value of Cattle . )
Sources: Canada Year Book, 1?13, Ibid., 1914; Monthly Bulletin

. of Agricultural Statistics (Feb., 1922); Ibid. (Feb., 1926);
Ibid. (Feb., 19295: Ibid. (Febd., 1932). .
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Table A-10 -

i

Alberta

92

7,260

11,887

12,602
21,354
29,083
30,569
29,957
21,698

20,312
14,724

15,808

16 332

18
17 L6
20,966
23,427
254598

alue of Mllch Cows, Praarle _Provinces, 1913 to 1930
($'000)

. . Manitoba Saskatchew
S f,1913 6,150 427
N . »1914 - 9,675 2 472
- . 1915 10 237 606
' v 1916 - 14,427 273,358
1917 17,842 . 30,213
, 1918 20,622 32,122
1919 - - 20,609 34,040
1920 < 15,698 25.879

‘ . 1921 - ‘11 378 20,577
b 1922 - 10, 589 18,405
B . 1922' 10.170 15,64

1924 ., 19, 248 19,19

- - 1925 - 10,229 20,357
T © 1926 11,311 17,968
.. 111927 14 02 23,576
1928 17,433 27,203
1929 - 15,325 27,300
1930, " 13,502 24,882

' Sourcess Same ag Table A-9.

-
5
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Table A-11

:f‘ Farm Cash Receipts from Dairy @roductg.l
{ Prairie Provinces, 1920 o 1931
($'000) N
Man., Sask. Alta. Total
1920 -, 6,483 6,701 8,278 21,462
# 1921 5,109 5,107 6,164 16,380
1922 k,792 L,879 6,161 15,832
192 b, 953 5»549 5’985‘ 17,487
192 5,476 6,099 7,966 19,541
1925 6,087 7,770 8,423 22,280 -
1926 6,421 7,528 8,097 . 22,046
1927  , 6,416 6,694 71357 20,467
1928 6,400 6,885 7,15 20, 440
1929 7,108 71918\ 7,66 22,690
1930 5,707 681 6,832 19,220
1931 6,088 6,735 6,930 19,753

t

Source: Statistics Qanﬁda. Handbook of Agricultural Statistics: |

*

Part, VII, Dairy Statistics, 1920-1973. Catalogue number 21-515.
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S Farm Cash Receipts from Da ¢ Products as a Progortlon of the
?r ) . Value of Milcg Cows, PrglriéAProv1nces, 1920° o 1 1
| o ,ZMan, Sask. . i\l‘ba.
U 1920 B 5D ‘ K
- ‘ 1921 49
oo 1922 453 g
R 192 487 ‘
. . 192 '.531" ’ -
’ 1925 +595 s
1926 . 68- /,’ .
: 1927 433
j' : S 1928 - .367
¢ o ’ ) . 1930 ‘ I423
. . 1931 554
‘ o mean = 4787,
- 8 070,
\ Ngtezlstééstaﬁdard deviation.
Source: Tables A-10 ‘and A-11,
AN \
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T oo . Table A-13 . _ ’
S Prairie Provinces, 1913 to 1919 ‘
e - , (370000 .
oLt "‘ L ’ s ) . / , ', |' . ¢
e ____Manitcba. Saskatchewan Alberts 78tal
. 1913 ' 2,940 2,604 \ 2,795 *  '8,339
o 191 4,625 b,163 .  4;576% 13;364
’ - © 1915 - . 4,893 . . 4,513 4,852 - 14,258
4 .- 1917 8,528 _ ., 9,336 11,197 . 29,061
1918 . 9,857 9,926 11,769 31,552
1919 ) 9:85} 10,518 11,533 31,902

Note: The above values were obtained by multiplying the value
of milch cows in each -province, as given in Table A-10, by a |,
“coefficient derived in Table A-12, namely: .478 (Manj.toba¥,
.309 (Sagkatchewan) and .385 (Alberta), S

¢

Sourcesg: Tables A-10, A-11 and A-12.
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\ a
\
B i ’ ,’
s "y :
/ ‘ > i
v 9
\ . ] ) [} - ?
:\ v ’ N ! =
N - o




T

A

T Lot B et
- «

Bibliography : cL o

.. Baldwin,

. A \L o |

Robert E. ‘"Patterns of Dévelopment lneNewly Settled
Regions." The Manchester School 24 (Mgy, 1956), 161-79.

. Bertram,,Gordon W. "Economic-Gréwth' in Canadian Industry, 1870~

1915: The Staple Model." Approaches to Canadian Economic
Ristory, ed. W.T. Easterbrook and M.H. Watkins. Toronto:
McClelland and Stewart, 1967. \

"The ‘Relevance of the Wheat Boom in Canadian Econ-
Growth," Canadian Journal of Economics 6 (Novem-

1973), 5k5-66. . ¥

-
-

A v - .
. .  ~“Britnell, .  The Wheat Economy. ' Torontd: Universitydof Tor=

" Bptwn, Vere.

'Buckley.

. S———

Burley,

"Burton;

Canada.

onto jPress, 1939. , g .

"Rural Banking Credits: The Functions and Obliga-
tions of the Chartered Banks." Reprinted from the Grain
Growers Guide, n.d. . e

Kenneth. Capital Formatlon in Canada, 189651930. Tor-
onto: McClelland and Stewart. 1974,

. "The Role of’Staple Industries in Canada's Economic

»

Bevelopment." Journal of Economic Higtory 17 (1958),
39 50. ' a

Kevin H. The Development of Canada's Staples, 1867-1939:
A ‘Documentary Collection. Toronto: McClelland and Stew-
art, n.d.

G.L. "The Farmer and the Market." Canadian Journal of
Economics and Political Science 15 (1949) 495-504,

Census and §tatlst1cs 0ffice and Dominion Bureau of
Statistics. Canada Year Book. Ottawa:s The King's Prin-
ter, various years. »

Cenhsus of Canada. Ottawa: The’King’s Printer, var-

ious years.
‘Census of Population and Agriculture in the North-

west Provinces, 1906,in Camada. Third Session of the .
Tenth Parliament. Sessional Papers, 1906-7 Vol. 6.

. Census of Prairie Provinces, 1916: Population and

Agriculture. Ottawa: The King's Printer, 1918.
. Dominion Bureau of Statisties. Cost of Grain Pro-

duction in Canada, 1923. Ottawa:s The King's Printer, A
192 . * o - [

. Dominion éureau of Statistics. ‘Handbook of’ Agricul-
tural Statistics, Part I: Field Crogs, 1908-1958, rev.
ed. Ottawa: 1959.

. Dominion Bureau of Stagfstlcs "Handbook of Agricul-
tural Statistics, Part II: Farm Income, 1926-1957, rev,
ed. Ottawai 1958.. ]




(:) . ) - 97
' "Canada. Statistics Canada. Handbook of Agricultural Statistics:
Part VII: Dairy Statistics, 1920-1973. Ottawas 1974.

.. N . Dominion Bureau of Statlstlcs. The Manufactur;_g 4
f Industrieg of Canada, 1930. ‘0ttawa: The King's Printer,
1931. ‘ “ ' 4

. Dominion Bureau of Statistics. Monthly Bulletin of -
Agricultural Statistics; various years.

. Domlnlon Bureau of Statistics. Agriculture DlVlSlon.
Qutline of 'the Methods, -Sources and Concepts used in
Estlmatlné Farm Income~ of Farm Operators from Farm Op--
erations 'as prepared by the Domlnlon Bureau of Statis-
tics. Ottawas 1963. 7

.+ Dominion Bureau of Statlstlcs. Report on the Grain
Trade of Canada. Og%awax The King's Printer, various
e issues.

‘Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropolgy 17 (August. 1980),
"Special Issue on Dependency, Underdevelopment and Re- '

s gionalism."

Caves, R.E. "Export-lLed Growth and the New Economlc History."
: ) Trade, Balance,of Payments and Growth, ed. J.N. Bhagwati,
' R.W. Jones, R.A. Mundell and J. Vanek. Amsterdam: North-

! Holland, 1971. . _ .
Chambers, E,J. and D.F. Gordon. "Primary Products and Economic
Growth: An Empirical Measurement." Journal of Polit-

ical Economy 74 (August, 1966), 315-32.

. Clark; Melissa. The Canadian State and Staples: Ph.D. Thesis,
McMaster University, 1979. Forthcoming, University of
Toronto Press. -

Dales, J.H., J.C. M¢Manus and M.H. Watkins. "Primary Products

and Economic Growth: A Comment." Journal of Political
. . Economy 75 (December, 1967), 876-80.
Davenport, Paul. "The Sources of Economic Growth in Twentletﬁg

Century Canada." Paper presented to the Seventh Confer-.
ence on Quantitative Methods in Canadian Economic His- S
=0 tory, Guelph, February, 1975.

Dawson, C.A. and E.R. Younge. Pioneering in the Prairie Provin-
‘ces: The Social S ‘Side of the Settlement Process. Toronto:
Macmillan, 1940. . -

Dawson, C.A. , The Séttlement of the. Peace River Country. Tor-
» ontot Macmillan, 1934.

- Easterbrook, W.T.-and H.G.J. Aljken. gggadlan Economic History.
Torontos Macmlllan. 195

Easterlin, R. A "Interreglonal Differences in Per Capita In-
(?) ‘ ¢ come Papulatlon. and Total Income, 1840-1950." Trends
~ . . in the Amerlcan Economy in the Nineteenth Century, ed.
National Bureau of “Economic Research. Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 1960.

I / K/\\\




TR A T T TR

T T

S T Ty

P Y

-t 98

*Easterlin, R.A. "State Income Estimates." opulation Redlstrl-

bution and Economic Growth, United States, 1870 19503,
I Methodologlcal Considerations and Reference Tables,
ed. S. Kuznets and D.S Thomas. Phlladelphla: American
Philosophical Society, 1957.

Fowke, V.C. Canadian Agricultural Policy. Toronta: University
of Toronto Press, 1946.

"The National Pollcy--Old and New." Canadian Jour—

nal of Economics and Political Science 18 (August,
1932). -
. "Natlonal Pollcy and Western Deyelopment in North

America. Journal| of Econonmic Hlstonx,lé (December,
o: 1956)' 461 glo

The National Follcv and the Wheat Economy. Toronto:

University of Toronto Press, 1957. o8
Frank, A.G. Capitalism arid Underdevelopment in Latin America.
' New York: Monthly Review Press, 1969. .
Fulmer, J.L, "Measurement of Agricultural Income of Counties."

Regional Income, ed. National Bureau of Economic Re-
search. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Innis, H.A. Essays in Canadian Economic Hlstorv.qToronto: Uni- -
" versity of Toronto Press, 1956
. The Fur Trade in Canada. Toronto: University of ¢
Toronto Press, 1970.
. Problems of Stap le Production 1n Canada. Toronto:
Ryerson, 1933. .

MacGibbon. The Canadian Grain Trade. Toronto : Macmillan:\1932.

Macklntosh, W.A. Agricultural Co- operatlon in Western Canada.
Toronto: Ryerson, 1924,

: The Economic Backggound of Dom1n10n-Prov1n01al Re-
lations. Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1964.

. "Economic Factors in Canadian History." Approaches
e to Canadian Economic History, ed. Easterbrook and Wat- |
kins. Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1967. |

. ECOnomlc Problems of the Prairie Prov1nbes. Toron-
tos Macmillan, 1935. . :

. Prairie Settlement: The Geographical Setting..Tor-
onto: Macmillan, 1934. . . R .

Martin, Chegter. "Dominion Lands" Policy. Toronto: Macmillan,
193 o
The Natural Resources Question: The Historical

. Basis of Provincial Claims. Wimnipeg: The Klng S Prin-
ter for the Province of Manltoba. 1920.

/



o D

A

¢ -

99

" Munyon, Paul Glen. "A Criti@l Review of Estimates of Net In-
: come from Agriculture for 1880 and 1900: New Hampshire, .

" & Case ‘Study."” Journal of Economic History 38 (Septem-
ber, 1977), 634-54, '

Murchie, R.W. Agricultural Progress on the Prairie Frontier.
Torontos Macmillan, .,1936. ,

Naylor, Tom. "The Canadian State, the Accumulation ef Capitél.
K and the Great War." Unpublished manuscript, McGill Uni-
versity, May, 1978. ’

— . The History of Canadian Business: 1867-1914. Tor-

onto:.James Lorimer, 1975.

Norrie, K.H. "Agricultural Implement Tariffs,.the National Pol-
° .7 icy, and Income Distribution in the Wheat Economy."
- Canadian Journal of Economics 7 (November, 1974k), 449-62.

Urquhart, M.C. and K.A.H. Buckley, eds. Historical Statisties
of Canada. Cambridge and Toronto: Cambridge University

Press and Macmillan Co. of Canada, 1965. ;

Vickery, Edward. "Exports and North American Economic Growth:
. ‘'Structuralist’ and " Staple' Models in Historical Per-

z‘;" - spective." Canadian Journal of Economics 7 (February,
' a‘l:icins,

¢

AN

1974), 32-58.

"M.H. "A Staple Theoi'y of Economic Growth." Aggroachest\
to Canadian Economieé History, ed. Easterbrook and Wat-
. kin. Toronto: McClelland and Stewart, 1967.

. "The Staple Theory Revisited." Journal of Canadian
Studieg 12' (Winter, 1977), 83-95.

Wheeler, Seager. Seager Wheeler's Book on Profitable Grain Grow-
- *ing. Winnipegs Grain Growerg Guide, 1919.

4 o N
. Lok -
L o /
A ’ .




