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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 
,( 1l>efore which date statistics are unavailable) and 1930, and 
t~en to estimate the demand for manufactured goods. Other 
sources of demand related to the wheat boom, such as railway 

-
invéstment) are also considered. Theae estimates are.then com-

, 

pared with data on production, exports and imports of fuanufac-
tured~goods to 'determine,the importance of prairie demand. It 
is 'iound that the prairie market ~as not large, and in fact 
was smaller than t~ êxport,market for manufaétures. The con­
clusion is that the important contribution of the wheat econ-.. 
orny to the expansiàn of manufacturing wa~ limited to the p~ri-
od of "rapidly expanding ,settlement, which ended by 19f4. 
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Abstra'ct 
~ 'Cett~ thèse ex~ine l'impact'de l'augmentation 'de 'la 

production de blé dans l'ouest du ~dâ avant 1930 sur" le dé­
\, veloppement des capaci~és manufacturières-du Canada. No~s avons 

choisi comm~ appr'oche de calculer le· pouvoir d' achai de's fer-. ' 

.. 

miers de la prairie entre 1910 (on ne dispose d'aucune statis-
tique avant ce'tte date) et 19 JO, et J, évaluer ~nsui te ,la demande 
de ~iens manuf~cturés. D'autres sources de la ctemahde liées au . 
"wheat boom" tels que les investissements dans le chemin de fer 
sont également prises ~n co~sidéra~i~n. Une compapaison est en­
suite établie entre ces estimations et les données sur la pro­
duction, les expor~Ft_ions e,t les importations de bieng

q 

manufac­
turés afin de déterminer l'importance de la demande de la-

, , 
prairie. On découvre que la prairie neoreprésentait pas un très 
gros marché pour les manufactures, qu'il était même en fait 
moins important que le~ché à 'l'ex~ortation. On en conclut 
que l'économie du blé n' a c6ntribû~ de façon' importante à 

" 1-' expansion des manufactures que pendant une période limitée, 
c ' 

la période de peuplement rapide qui a pris fin en 1914. 
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Statement of Ori~inal Content 
~ The most import~t original c ntent of this the sis is 

the calculation of the purchasing power 101' prairie farmers and 
\. of' the market for manufacture, attribut4ble to the expansion of 
. the wheat economy. Ta the extent 'that these calculations consti-, .' 

tute the substance of Chapters II to IV, these chapters ma~ be .. , 
considered original contributions to knowle~ge . 
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Introduction' 

; 

The per'iod between the turn of t'he 20th century and 
the onset of the Great Depression was a diserete era in the his-. 

J 

tory of the' Canadian Prairies. Preceeding periods had been dom ..... 
inated by buffalo hunters, the fur trade, tentative pioneer . 
agricultural settlement and railway building; the ensuing.per-
iod wa's dominated by dusi and poverty. But the intervening three 
decades saw a protr,acted though uneven expansion of dramatic 
'proportions. The,population of the prairie pr~vinces increased 
sixfold. from 400.000 in 1901 ta 2.~ million in 19J1. By com­
parison, the' total populatt,on of Canada did not q,uite double. 
In the sarne period. the area of irnproved l~nd in the'W~st in­
creased more than tenfold, and production of: wheat climbed un-

o \ • 

til, in the record crop year of 1928. Canada accounted ·for ap-
, 0 

proximately'50 per cent of world w~eat exports. In JO years. " 
232,900 farms were established and survive~. 

Given this list of impressive statistics (and it could 
be lengthened considerably) it is easy to. u~derstand why many 
historians have fel t qui te comf'ortable w1i th the assertion. to 
quote the textbook. that "Canada's whole economiê developrnent 
hinged on this wave of prai,rie settlement . • • . ~,1 Not only ,is 
the evidence strong--concurrent expansion of western agriculturè 
and central Canadian manufacturing--but the link can b7/exPl:lin­
edl settlement provided an outlet for investment and a mar~et 

\ . , 
for manufactures, while wheat exports provided the foreign,ex-

• 
change earnings to finance capital goods imports. Moreover, 

" 

Canada h~d acquired Rupert's Land and the Northwest Territories 
in' 1870 precisel~ because i t was ~xpe'cted that the region would 
provide economic opportunities for the founding provinces. For 
these reasons. the interpretation of t!(:~eat econorny a~ the 
driving force of the Canadian economy.during aIl or part of the 
period 1896 to 19JO has found favou with a majority of 
historians . 

r Easterbrook and Aitken, Canadian Economie History 
(Torontol Macmillan, 1956), pp. ~84-5. 
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This interpretation has not, however, gone unchal-
lenged. Sorne have argued that the wheat economy made only a 
small'contribution to economic development. As'well, there lS a 
school of thought which, is less concerned with,the extent of 
growth induced by the wheat secior than witn the é~fects' of sta-. , 
pIe production on the structure of the Canadian economy. In . ' 
Chapter l of this thesis. the literature on the wheat economy is . . \ 

reviewed' and these three positions are· delineated. In Chapters 
II and IIl, quantitative analysi~ is brought to bear on the topic 

\ ., ,~, 

in a t~st of theohypothesls that the expan~i?n of the wheat 
------ ~ 

" ,economy pri-o-r-to 19)0 c·ontr.ibuted, significantly to the growth 
" o~ manufacturi~g output in Canada. This ig-not the same thing 
as'examining th~ impact of the wheat economy on overall economic 
growth" but examination of t~ l~nks with manufacturing provi~es 

o ' 

us with evidence of the ef+eq~ of the wheat staple on both 
growth and) economic structure. Th& conclusionp are presented in 
Chapter IVr, ('" 

" 

, , 

l 
1 
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1 
Chapter l 

i 
Interpr~tations of the Wheat Economy 

J 

The debate ab~ut the -significance of the wheat econ­
omy is part of a larger': debate concerning the. stapJ,.e theory of 

'Canada's economic development. On 'the one. sidé, works such as 

Buckley' s Capi t~l Formation in Cana~a portray an 1 expanding ~- . 
pIe sector as the~pre~ominant source of growth in the Cânadian 
economy as a: whole. ,Af0-rh,er group ôf' autflors, who are not neces­
sarily opposed to the; slaPle theory--in fact, ~ome of its member~ 
are the strongest par~i àns\of the st~ple approach--emphasize 

.. __ not ~he growth which h~ staple se ~tor"Ql~:Z Q..~ IDê:Y._ttOt.-_hl:lve . 
-----',-C3.Use~--but the- poli-t-: 'Ce~~endenceto which reliance -

on itaPle' e-xports can- . ., . wo views have 'tJéen--' - ---'---J,I--. 

• • 1 ~, 

terJtte d the "steady-pr~gre ss", ~d "dependency" versions of the 

.. 

st~ple theory, respectiVIy:2 A third group has b!en concerned 
with criticizing the staple approach, and 'includes the later 

1 

Buckley, who argued that focusing too narrowly on staples leads 
1 ... l '" 

us to ignore other soUrces of growth, and Chambers and Gordon, 
" J who maintain that the, wheat e Gonomy did not ~ngender growth to 

1 0 

other than a small extent. 
The dependency vers~on of the stap1le approach requi~es 

1 

some elaboration. There is nothing difficu~t abput t~e steady-
progress version; it is simply the view tha1' given reasonably 
favourable circum~tances, ~ country can eXP1rie,I1ce diversified 
economic development with a staple export 1ctor as the engine 
of growt~. It i8 more d~fficult ta describe the dependency ver­
sion. A dependency model of underdet;lopme ,t has been worked 
out by students of Latin America such as André Gunder Frank;) 
and i t is the effor.t to apply sorne of the insights of this model 
ta the study of Canada that has given rise to the staple-depen-, 

dence interpretation of Canadian economic h~' sto y. B'ut while an 

increasing number of scholar& navfjmPloyed this approach,' 
- , \ -,. 

2 This distinction'has been made by Danny Drache in 
an unpublished paper ci ted in Mel Watkins, '''The Staple Theor~ 
Revisi ted," The Journal of Canadian Studie s 12 (Winter, 197,7) 1 

pp. 8J-95. 
J See, as one of many examples, A.G. Frank, Capital­

=i~s~m~an~d~U~n~d~e~r~d~e~v~e~l~o_p~m~e~n~t __ ~in~L=-a~t~i~n~A~m~e~r~i~c~a (New York, Monthly 
Review Press, 1969). 1 

1 
j 
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especially s~oio-lo~is"tst there is as y.et no formàl -statement of 
" t> 

°a' staple theory of dependence. In lieu, of a formal the ory, we 
(; f J ,. 

r may ou1aine some of the' postulates of' the' stilple-dep'endence ap-
pr>éach ~hich seern ~to be cornmonly accepi;èdt.5 . 

1) 'Rel.f.ance on:' a stapJ,k eJ}port se Gtor tends to bé· .( 
".~ , 

sel'f-perpetuating as resources are drawn into 'the production of 
) .. - • b t 

the staple prod':lc:t ~at might·' otherwise ha'Ve been inve§~ted in 
other sectors. In other words, a staple economy tends not to 

, 1 

diversify., (If ~rue, this is at least a partial "explanation of 

why Canad~ rernains ~'large net exporter of 'natural resources and 
a large net iII).porte~ of manufactured goods-.-), 

~-~-=------- -2)- -;'New"" coun-t~ie~_ as no ô~e d~nie.s·, depend on more 
advanced countries for markets, -capital, technology, and manu­

f'actured' goods. But as staple production expands wi thou~n­

gendering diversif'i~d development, this dependence rails ,to at­

tenuate, and may become more serious. 

'J) Any given staple go~d is produd'ed l~ a particular 

ragion, which tends t'a specialize narrowly in the production of 
1 c 1 

that staple. Such reg~ons become depen~ent on olde~ and rela-

tively more diversif'ied regions ta supply capital and manufac­

tured goods. This f'acilitates the political and economic control 

,of' the older region ove~, the ~staple-producing reglon, and may 

giye risé to il3.equaliti,e~. In particular, the staple-producing , 

regian is likely to experience more extreme variations· in econ-

amie acti vi ty and loweIf per capi ta incorne. , 

In this chapier we examine the three basic positions 
. th~t have ,been mentioded by discussing in turn the maJor authors 

who have wri tten on -phe wheat economy. The thesis that the agri-
! 0 

cultural expansion on the Prairies was the' prime impetus t~ Can-
'adian economic development during aIl or part Cof the period 1896 

(J 4 See the re cent Il Special Issue on Dependency, Under-
deve'lopment and Regionalism" of' the Canadian Ravie"" of' Sociology 
and Anthropology 17 UXugust, '1980). '\ 1 • 

5 "For mpre .extensive discussions see Wa1:\kins, "The 
Staple Theory' Revisi ted" and Melissa Clark 1 The Canadian Sta te 
and Staplesl An Ear to Washington (forthcoming, Univer~ity of' 
Toronto Press), Chaptel' II. 

.. f..;; ..... _ ..... -_-~-------:--~ .. --~ 
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5 
ta 1930 was elaborated pri~arily by three writerss W.A. Mackin­

tosh, V.C. Fowke arld Kenneth Buckley, tneif writings on the 

topic' having appeared betwaen ~923 and 1957. Th~ttack on the 

thesis was ini tiated in 1958 when Buckley announc~d that his 

quantitative work did not necessarily show what he had earlier 
o 

~"trtought .. and SIÜd,{ i t did. This was followed in 1966 by Chambers 
'-,.'1 

and Gordon's article against the wheat-staple thesis. More re-

cently, Tom Naylor has argued that expansi~n 'bf'the wheat econ-

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

, as re\presenting the dependenëy school. 

this chapter the work of Harold Innis, 

We shall àlso mention in 

Edward Vickery and Robert 

" Baldwin. \ 

W.A. Mackintosh 

In a_ 1923 ar:ticle, "E'conomic Factors in' Canadian His­

tory, Il Mackil!t'osh set out what was probably the firsft Canàdian 

statement of the staple the sis, as i t eventually,came to be 

known. 6 He argued that "the prime requisi te of colonial prosp'~r-, 
1. ty is the col;nial stp.ple," 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 indust­

ries. As the arJicle is a survey, M~ckintosh devotes only a 

'~age to- the settlement of ;the Prairies, but he argues that ,the 

,period of p~osperity exp~~ienced in ~na~a from 1900 ta 1913 
was based on wheat l "The world staple rimed the pump. of Cana-

S l>Jo. t 
dian industry. Il • " _ 

In the years that f~llowed, M\ckintosh carried out 

several major s'tudiés on wester.n canad~:"9 But his major ~labor-
b; l .. ---- '" 

ation of the ~heat-staple the sis i~. found in what is also his 

most ramou's work, The Economie' Backg'round of Domini;n-Provincial 

_ 'l' 6 Reprinted ~n Approaches tG Canadian Ec~nomi.c His­
tory, ed. 'Easterbrook and Watkins ( Toronto 1 J' McClelland and Stew­
art. 1967), pp. 1-19. Mackintosh cites an Ame~ican, Guy S. Cal-

,lendar, as the 'source of his inspirati~n. 
7 Ibid-., p.4. ' 
8 Ibid., p. 14. .. . 
9 ~ee Bibliography for a list of these works .• _ 

! 
; 1 -. 
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6 
Relations,10 a study pr~ared for the Rowel1-Sirois Commission 
and published in 1939. The book begins with a restatement of . . 
his :thesis that in a new coun,try, progre,s.s can only be \ m~de ~f 
adequate quantities of raw materi~ls can be exported to finance 
the purchase abroad of important items that cannat yet econom-

. 11 
ically be produced in ~he domestic economy. However, the' 
point is made by way of explaining the fluctuations in income " 
to which new countries are subjeGt by reason of tHeir' dependence 
on the market, for a few commodities •. In thÎ/remainder of the 

, (. J , ' 0 

book, Mac~~ntosh_stresses a di/ferent aspect of staple produc-
, " 

tian: the investmént:fnd .inter-regional trade opportunities to 
l which i t give,S rise. ~ 
~ These oppo~~u~ities, he argues, were the reason why 

the Hudson' s B'aYI Company terri tories were acquired in 18~'o .12 , . 
Caha~ians hoped to emulate the rapid growth achieved by the 
eastern ~.S. as that.country's western hinterland was pen~trated 
and' developed. It wàs realize~ that the Canadian economy' was too ,. , 

small t? permit of much speciaiization and integration, and' 
tha~ an expansion of the market was necessary. This could have 

f ' 
been achieved in two ways!': the renewal of Reciproci ty wi th 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 re~aining choice was between doing nothing and em­
barking on the risky plan of prairie settlement. Evidently, the 
expected returns were perceived ta be sufficient. to justify the 
risk. 13 

To ensure that aIl 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 Economie Background, p. 13. 
12 Ibid., pp. 19-23. ' \ 
13 The return~ were not just those expected from 

prairie settlement. They included defense considerations and the 
link with B.C. See Fowke, "Natlonal Policy and Western Develop­
ment in North America," Journal of Economic History 16 (Decem-
ber. 1956), 461-481,. ' ' 
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? 
latter had c.o~trol over the public lands wi thin their boundar­
ies, publ'[c lands in the' West were appropriated by the' feCieral 

_ g~'vernment, to be administ:red "for" t~~, purposes of the Domi~-
ion." On this point, Mackintosh' considered it sufficient to cite 
~he interpretation of Chester Martin, a strong critic of the 
Dominion lands policy, whQ argued that-the 1870 transfer had 
made Canada ','a veritable empire in i ts' own right . • . . ,,14 

Control over the wester.n lands gave ~he Dominion government the 
means ta finance a large part of'railway'construction (primarily 
by means of land grants to the CPR) and control over settlement 
policy. In addition ta these aspects of the Dominion's strategy, 
a protective tariff was established as a means, Mackintosh 
noteA, of reserving the western market for the other regions of 
Canada. 15 

Unfortunately, the nation's hopes were not immediately 
to be realized. The 1870's and 1880's were a period of protrac­

ted ~epress~on. But around the mid-1890's the long-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 (~n the grounds that 
improved c?nditions induced immigration), there was an increase 
of only 24 per cent between 1881 and 1901, but a 64 per cent in­
crease betwéen 1901 and 1921. 

During the years 1895 ta 1920, "the most ,fundarnental 
single cha:r:-acteristic" promoting economic growth was, according 
to Mackintosh 1 

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-

o sibili ties by favourable shifts in costs and pr!ces. 
Overwhelmingly most important were the wheat lands of 
the Prairie Provinces. Prospective profitableness in 

14 See Bibliog~aphy for .Mar~in's works. In The Nat­
ural Resources Question he refers tel' the" "definite 'colonial' 
subordination of the Prairie Provinces." (p. 52) 

o 15 The Economie Background, p.)). 
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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 discusses the raIe of foreign ex-' 
change earnings. The Prairies were the export region of Canada 

while attfie sarne time the y had a<large tradè deficit with the 
other regions of the country. That is, the prairie ,population 

'had large export earni~gs and spent much of it on purchases of 
goods and services from B.C. and the East. AlI regions spent a 
certain proportion of their income on imports from the U.S. and 
abroad, but Mackintosh does no more than mention this facto 17 
The observation to be made, then, about Mackintosh's~analysis 

. is that he attributes the West's econ~mic influence to its role 

as an ou~let for ~nvestment and as a market for the goods 'and 
services of other regions. He makes no major claims for other 
possible contributions of the wheat economy, such as the use of 
export e~rnings to purchase capital equipment and other items 
necessary'for a specialized economy to make progress; this in 
spit~ of the fact that the first paragraph of the book states, 
as one of "certain ~eneralizations concerning the development 
of new countries," that raw materi,al exports are necessary for 

. , 

these reasons. While we ca~ot put words in,Mackintosh's book, 
we may at least of ~r a rationale on his behalf.This is that, 
while imports of roducergoods, etc. may bé necessary, they 
will,not be u ertaken unless the.importing"firms have somewhere 
to s~ll the 'r~sulting increase in their .output. That is, the 
raIe of the wheat.economy in facilit~i~g the supply of goods 
and services through its impact on the balance of payments may 

~ 

have been anciIIary to its role in increasing aggregate demand.~ 
An additional important point concerns the duration of 

the stimulus to growth provided by the wheat econamy. 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 priee of 

farm products overall f~11 by 50 per eent'during 1920-23 and the 

16 Ibid., p. 41. 
17 Ibid.',.p. 52. 
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9 
priee of wheat féll almost 60 per cent during 1920-22.~An index 
of farmers' purchasing power cited by Mackintosh showed a de-

18 ' 
cline of 59 per cent between 1920 and 1924. The West.would 
not likely have engendered much growth in other regions.in these 

, . 
years. But between 1924 and 1926 the index of f~ers' purchas-
ing power increased 63 per cent, p~tly due to improved priees 
but also due to substantial i~reases in yields and total out­
put. The high yields continued until in 1928 a record output 
was achieved that was n,ot sUrpassed until 1952. Priees, however, 

, 
did not regain their ~920 level. Mackintosh's conclusion is that 
"the prairie market declined in its relative importance for the 
rest of Cana~a in this ~eriod.1I19 

In summary, Mackintosh sees in the wheat economy a . "" 
market and a field for -investment of major importance between 
1895 and 1920, and a market of lesser relative ~mportance from 
1925 to 1929. The question arises whether Mackintos\ 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,20 but close examination puts the validity 

, 
of this in doubt. The essence of the' steady-progress view is i ts 
emphasis on continuing'economic de~elopment based on staple-ex- ~ , .' 
port sec~ors. But the~emphasis in Mackintosh's work is on the 
problems which face a staple economy. In the first place, he 
notes that a new ~ountry will experience hardship until it !inds 
a staple product acceptable to the market of a dev~loped country., 
And he catalpgues aIl the pr9blems which beset British North 
America as,it sought such a staple. His outline of Canada's his­
tory up to the 1850's can hàrdly be considered a description of 

21 ' , 
steady progress. Second, he points <?ut that the new country J .. ~ 

has to borrow heavily and and acquires a large debt burden, 
while the income from the export of ra~ materials is subject to 
large yariations, so.that the country can find itself in serious 

18 Ibid., p. 73. 
19 Ibid., p~ 80. 
20' Wa tkins, ,II The Staple Theory Revisi te d," pp. 84-5. 
21 "Economie Factors in Canadian-History," pp~ '6-12. 
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difficulty quite frequentIy.22 Third, and perhaps m:ost impor­
t,antly, Mackintosh recogniz~the regional differences ·whi'<;h 
arise when one part of the country tr~es ~o benefit from the 
staple proqucts of another part; As noted above, he qUQtes Ches­
ter Martin' s description of weste.rn Canada as a colony of the 
o~igina~ provinces, and he states further th~tl 

it was inhe+ent in the facts of development, that as 
metropolitan centres grew up there 'should èmerge ser­
ious conflicts between regional centres and those 
which extended their influence over the whole Domin­
ion. 23 

AlI three of 'these p'oints are characteristic of the dependency 
approach. Dand 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
fuI 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 staple, but his few comments are 
worth mentioning here, both because writers of the dependenëy 
school claim him as the f;ùnder of their school: ~nd because a 
close look at his work shows that Innis can no more be made-to . . 
fit neatly into the dependency category than Mackintosh can into 
thé steady-progress category. 

The notion that Innis' work is consistent with the 
dependency'approach iScbased on scattered comments such as the 
fOllowing observàtion concerning e conomie s bas-ed on' staple pro­
ductionl "Agriculture, industry, transportation, trade, finance 
and governmental activities tend ta 
production of the staple for a more 
'turing communi ty., ,,24 This certainly 

becorne subordinate to the , 

highly specialized manufac-
foreshadows Nayl?r's thesis 

22 Economie Background, p. 13 . 
. ~3 Ibid., p. 21. ~ 
,4 The Fur Trade in Canada (Toronto 1 University of 

Toronto Press. 1970). p. 385. , . 
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that expansion of the wheat sector inhibited industrial develop-
, 

ment by draining away capital that might otherwise havé been in-
J ~ ',. 1 

veste,d in manufacturing. Furthermore " I:nnis was particularly 
~ aware of the 'regional inequality that tends ta accompany staple 

dependence. To take one example, he says of the relationship 
between\eastern and western Canada 1 

'4 

~ The prairie provinces as producers were controlled 
from Montreal and Ottawa as they were controlled in 
the earlier period as producers of fur under the 
Northwest Company. 25 , . 
Sucn comments can be found here and there in Innis' " 

work, but more pervasive is his analysis of ,Canada's economic 
development a~ the result'of the exploitation of a series of 
staple products. A g~d example of this is his brief outline of 
Canada: s economic history, "Significant Factors ln Canadian /' 

~ Economic Development. ,,26 Reé3:ding such work, one is hard piesfoed 

to understand the justification for placirtg Mackintosh and Innis , 

in opposing categories; the steady~pr6gress and dependency 
st~ains are present in both. . 

In particular ,> Irulis' discussion of the whea"t econdmy 
hardly differs from that of Mackintosh. He seems to take as . 
self-evident the view (which he repeats in seve~al places w~th-
out offering any supporting evidence or argument). "the expan­
sion of industry in eastern'Canada ...• was largely a result 

lof the opening of the West, especially after 1900.,,27 I~i~ was 
also aware of sorne of the problems attending the wheat staple, 

o 

but certainly not more sa than Mackintosh. Thus, while the dis-
~inction made between steady-progress and dependency is a use­
fuI one, we must be careful not to try to make our predecessors 
fit into categories~ which they themselves did not recognize, 

.tt 
for the sake of historiographical neatness. 

25 Ibid., pp. 400-1. 
26 Reprinted in Essa s in Canadian Economic Histor 

(Toronto 1 University of Toronto Press, 195 , pp. 15 -75. 
27 Problems of Staple Production !n Canada (Toronto: 

Ryerson, 19JJ), p. 100. See also ibid., pp. 20-1, and Essays in 
Canadian Economic History, pp. 151-2 • 

.. - ~T---- -.. ..... ____ ~~7_ ............ ~1I»_'i ...... ____ .... ! .. -- '" .. 

'1 
1 



. , . . . 
-, .. ---,..,.'_ .... -- -. - ,..(I<1':f1">.:', ......... ~""ll'''"1'·~~·t.-.,>l-I<-..rJ5 .... ''''''t'' .... ~'.1'7it..~-:. ... ~~.'l\IIil' ....... ,~~ ___ , ___ ~~~/llJ~.j$"J1iiI(Q*~~~W" ... ~_~~"rt' . , ' 

12 

V.C. Fowke 
V.C. Fowke has discussed his version of the wheat­

staple thesis in several books and articles, but the rnost thor­
~ough presentation i8 in his The National Policy and the Wheat~ 

Econorny.28 There.are few essential differences between the in-
, ' 

terpretat'ions pf Fowke and Mackintosh. Fowk~~ argues that prairie 
settlernent was an integral part of the National Policy, which 
developed because of the failur,e of two preferred al ternativesl 
imperial economY~ integration and continental economic integra­
tion. 29 The inferior alternative was to f.orm British North Amer­
ica int~ an integrated economic and political unit. The economic 
integration was accompli shed by more than ju~t the tariff struc­
ture to .which the term National POlicy normally applias, and so 
Fowke prefers to speak of the national policies~-uncapitalized 
and plural--which wo~ked jointly to achieve this end. And be­
cause, in Fowke's view, integration and its inseparable concom- J 

J 

itant, development, depended on "the exploItation of sorne vast 
new area of resources, the establishment of a new frontier of 
investment," the national policles were designed to capture the 
benefits of opening the Northwest to economic penetration. JO 

~hese policies included, then, acquisition of western lands ~d 
promotion of their settlement, construction of a Pacific~rail~ 
road, and a system" of protective .tariffs.31 The intended bene­
ficiaries were "the' 'commercial and financi'al interests' of the 
St. Lawrence area. "J2 J \ 

The significtnce '~f the first element of the national 
policies--settlement--li~s iqr Fowke in the na~ure of the pio- . 
neer settler. In both The Nat'i?nal Policy and the Wheat Economy 
and Canadian Agricultural Poliè~ he argUes that the settler 

28 "(Torontol Universi~i of Toronto Press, 1957). See 
the Bibliography below for,his othèr works on the topie. 

29 The National POlicy an'd the Wheat Economy, p. 5. 
30 Ibid., p. 8. . " 
Ji "The National Policy--Old,and New," Approaches to 

Canadian Economie History, ed. Easterbrook and Watkins/) p. 242. 
32 Ibid., p. 243. 
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1; 
has always bèen far~from self-su~ficlent, depending on the mar­
ket system,to sell his products for cash and to supply a .wide 
array o~ items, so that he has been-important to other sectors 
of the economy in all periods of Canadian history.33 ~ , . . 

o But despit '~~'the si~iiarity of interpretation, 'Fowke 
d~d make ah importai, \contribution~ Mackintosh did,not provide, 
in his Dominion-Prov' cial Re, la tions, mueh evidence, or argumen­
ta tion to support h~' : asseI'~:'ions, about the iÎhportant role of 

the Prairies in the \ t~4i~n economy before 1920. This wasvprob­
ably beeause the .poi 1 seemed too clear to require mueh elabor;-, 

\ "'" ' ' 

ation (see page one, ,bove) and because he was wr~ ting for a 
Royal Commission which requested only lia review" of C~ada's 
eeonomie history. Fowke's contribution was, first, to general­
ize the thesis by arguing that agrioulture had been a stimulus . ' 

to growth throughout Caftada's history, and, second, to flesh 
out the argument 'in support of the wheat staple the~is. 

Fowke's presentation of the argument can be divided 
into three parts 1 

a) He' discusses in detail the development--~rom the , 
1850's--of the idea that the Northwest could be acquired and 

, . , 

populated with settlers to the advantage of Ontario, Quebee and 
the Maritime provinces. He clearlY,establishes the intent to 
exploit the eeonomic possibilities of the West. J4 , 

b) He gives a largely reasoned, as opposed ta emp'irieal,. 

3J Canadian Agricultural Policy (Torontol University 
of Toronto Press, 1946), pp. J, 117; The National Policy and 
the Wheat Economy, Chapter II. ' , 

34 In this respect Fowke provides an interesting ' . 
,C quotation from a speech by Sir Wilfrid Laurier to the Canadian 

Manufaeturers' Association in Quebec City, 1905: The settlers 
in western Canada "will require clathes, they will require fur-

) 

niture, they will require implements, they will require shoes--
, and l hope you can-furnish, them to them .in Quebec--they will 

require everything that man has ta.be supplied with. It is your, 
ambition, it is my ambition also, that this scientific tarif! 
of ours will make i~possible that every shoe that has ta be . 
wa(n in those prairies shall b,e a C~adian shoe; that every 
yard of eloth that,can be marketed there shall be a yard of 
cloth produce d in Canada; and sa on and sa on • . . ." Ibid., 
p.66. 
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argument in support ~f the thesis. This, as has been mentioned" 
is that the establishment of the wheat economy required a m~s­
sive capital eipenditure on ~ail lines, elevators, grainaries,. 

, 't~, " 
barns, houses, f'az:m cmachinery, tools, etc. '~This included' expen-
di ture on the stores and houses of those who pro~ided s'ervlces 
to the agricultural population. In addition, there was demand 
for consumer goods ~uch as clothing and furniture. J5 The tariff 

v 

policy was intended to assure that the other regions of Canada 
were allowed to meet Most of the demand for capital and consumer 
goods . ... 

~ 

c) The foregoing argument is supported with a numb~r 
of staiistics, n~ely, the increases in each of population, the 
number of farms, i~proved acreage, wheat production, and the 
number of tractors, harvester'combines and ~rucks.J6 These data 
do support the argument, but they are not sufficient to prove . 
that the wheat economy "prompted the ~!lvestment of billions of 
dollars nox only in ~he prairie provinces but through9ut the 
entire nation."37 f 

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 is plausible, but in the absence of more detailed data 

Ji 
on the actual extent of,c~ital and consumer spending in the 
Prairies, one cannot be certain that,the stimulus to central Can-
adian manufacturing from other ~ources'was not equally or more 

~ 

important. In 1901, 71.3 per cent of Canada's population was 
resident in àntario and\Quebec[This declined to 60.8 per ceqt 
in" 1931 which remained, nevertheless, a significant population 
conde~tration. The prairie provinces held oply. 22.7 p~r cent of 
the populatio~ at this la te date which was, as is often noted, 
a significant increase over the 1901 figure of 7.8 per cent, but 
was~still equal ~o· only a third of the popul~tion of Ontario 
and Quebec. If, as it seems, Mackintosh and'Fowke are suggesting 

-. 

35 ,The National Policy and the Wheat Economy, pp. 71-2. 
36 Ibid., Chapter V. 
37 Ibid., p. 71 . 
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15 
that the prairie. market was important Qut of proportion to.its 

1 

demographic slze, then an érgument which takes account of these 
population- diff~rences is required. 

F~~ally, brief mention should be' ~ade of Fowke's peri­
odization. ~e suggests that the investment boom was' exhausted -
by 1913 and that the prasperity of the late 'twenties was based 
not on wheat alone but on a range of staple industries that ' 
were rising ta importance, includin§ hydroelectric power gener­
ation, pulp and paper, and mining.? 

Kenneth Buckley as Prgponent 
Kenneth Buckley' s Capital Formati'on in Canada, 1896-

, . 
121Q was accepted as a doctoral the sis in 1950 ànd published in 
1955. He aescribes it in the preface a~ lia footnote to V.C. 
Fowke' s thesis," which i13 rather too modest-; 'statistical appen­
dix' would have been a more aPP~9priate description, for thè 
book provides the only substantial statistical analysis in sup­
port of the thesis. He restates the thesls with lèss r~serve ' 
than Mackintosh a,nd Fowke, claiming that the "production of 

'0 ' 
wheat on the Canadian prairie provided the basic economic oppor­
tunity in the economic de~ë~opment of Canada from 1896 to 
1930.,,39 This was so not only because of investment directly in 
prairie agriculture and in th~ secondary and tertiary industries 
which supplied and serviced the farmer, but also because the ex­
pansion of these secondary and ~ertiary industries enlarged the' 
urban population, increasing further the mark~t ~~r theit pro­
ducts-as weIl as increasing tne demand for residential and com­
mercial buildings, the services of ùtili ties, etc. In other : 
words, Bu~kley attributes to the impetus of the agricultural 
frontier economie opportuniti~s'several times removed from 'the 

1 

'economic activity t5'n the frontier. This "leverage effect," not 

explicitly emphasized in Mackintosh or F~wke, is of primary im­
portance in Buckley's analysis. 40 

'. J8 Ibid., pp. 77, 82. 
39 Capital Formation in Canada, p. 2. Later in the 

book he softens this claim, stating l ",western expansion was 
clearly the basic development before 1915 aod continued to be 
a major factor until 1930 .... " (p. 54) 

\ 
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16 
, Like Mackintosh, Buckley aIsp mentions in passing the 

supply-side contribution of grain and other primary commodi ty 
exports, noting that they enabled Canada to purchase manufac­
turedOproducers' and consumers' goods. and provided the profits 
required ta 'attract and service inflows of foreign capi tala 41 
But Buckley does.not bother with an analysis of this aspect of 
wheat production, giving,ït, in fact, only half as much spac~ 

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-

J coC'_ 

ada. The following figures show the percentage of gro~s dom~s-
tic 
and 

capital formation accoijnted for b~ prairie 
ir;v.~stment in railways, combineda 2 

1901-05 30.1% 
1906-10 34.6 
1911~15 34.9 
1916-20 19.7 
1921-25 17.J 
1926-)0 17.8 

tarm investment 

• . 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 the values 
~ 

of JO to J5 per cent for farm and rail investment together in 
the fi7st three quinquennium arè 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 thr7e 
periods are adequate to justify the claim to. pre-emine~t status 
made for the ~heat economy. Certainly the values for prâirie , 
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 agr~cultural expansion r~ther than on the direct effect 

,of farm investment. 
Of farm investment Buckley notes that there was an 

40 Ibid., pp. 2, 4. 
41 Ibid., p. 5. 
42 Ibid., p. 9. 
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( extensive and an intensive aspect ta its growth. The forme 

refers ta the increase in e~umber of farms 
acreage, which implies an increased demand for 
and ~quipment. The latter'~ 'erm refers ta the increasing 
intensi ty of f'arming consequent upon the development -o~ the '1 gas-

. ' , 1 

1 

1 • 

oline engine. From 1901 to 1931 the constant-dolla+ value ot 
machlnery and eqhipme,nt per worker increased from $342 ta $842.43 

However, the 'increasing capital intensi ty of prairie farmingiwas 
not SUf'f,icient -tio b~lance ~e decline in th~ rate of extensive 
expansion ànd the increasi~ importance of other fields of in­
vestment, ~as is evident fro~ the figures given on page 16. 

Estimating, the investment ~nduced indirectly by'the 
agricultural frontier ls a problematic ta~k requiring a very 
~aref~l interpretation of the d~a. ~uckley's p~i~ipal efforts 
in this respect are analyses of urban building and public in-

~ , -
vestment. The former will be considered here as an example. 

Buckley's tre~tment of "urban building44 makes it 
; . 
pla~n that the relationship between urban building on the àne~ 

\ 

hand, and population increments, population mo~ements, economfc 
opportunities and incarne, on the other, is tao complicated to 
permit of easy quantification of the links between them. The 
difficulty is illustrated by considering the period when the, 
causation by the latter 
vious. Between 1901 and 

of changes in the former seems ma st ob-
1911 Canada experienced a -record pop~ , 

'~ ~ 

lation increase of 1.84 million. Of this, 1.1Z-million occurred' 
in the western terri tOIi'ies. Half of the western inerease--O,.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 milli~,increa~e in the urban population. Thus, 68 per.cent 
of the decade populition increase occurred in cities and towus. 
There cau be no dou~t ~hat the urban increase in the Wes; ~as 
caused by the need of fanners for bankers, grain merchants,' re- ,~ 

tailers, doctors, school teache~s, and sa on. But was·the pop­
ulation increase in th~ East due ta expansi'on in the West?' .If 

43 Ibid., p. 36. 
44 Ibid., Chapter 4. 
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it was then the léverage effeet wa: significant. The an~lYsisl:f 
building and real estate activity in Toronto shoWs that kach of 

, ' 1 \ 

four indicators, includirig ~he number oT building permita per . , 

capi ta, increased sharply and quite steadily from 1896 to 1911'. 
• • • 1 

This would show that the investment induced indirectly ~y the 
wheat "expansion was of n'o small consequence, but only it~ the 
causation could be proven. It was Buckley himse~f who rater 
pointed out that this l~st step w~s missing. 

Kenneth Buckley as Critic -
, . 

Three years after Capital Formation in Canada was pub-
" <' 

lisheq., Buckley criticized his own w~rk and the ~taple approachl 

• 

~t 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 sorne of the regions and 
industries in whïch i t must have occur--red.-But when 
aIl the measurable capital formation--is there before' 
you, the inescapable question is how much of ~t was 
induced and where? 45 . ' 

The problem is Iclear ~n the exampl~ 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 ~xample--we 

. -~. 

cannot estimate at -aIl accurately the indirect impact. 
41 But doe s this j ustify Buckley' s assertion tha t "i t ia 

impossible to determine the contribution o~ the staple indust-
t -
ries to the growth of the national economy in 'any one period, 

o • 

let alone indicate changes in importance through time" be,cause 
the relationship between staple industries and industries~holly 
o~ part~ally de~ehdent on them is complex?46 rt iS,true tha\ the 
absolute amount of growth in GNP induced by any one sector i~ , ,/ 

an~ elus:Lve figure, 'f~Dut we can obtain a fair degree of accufa'cy· 
in determining the relative importance of different sectors. By 
analyzing the wages and salaries, the profits, the amount of 

, ' 

capital, the value added, and 
by indpstry, and by analyzing 
imports, we can learn a~great 

other figures readily available 
1 

other da ta sU,ch as exports and 
deal about the relative importance 

45 "The Role of Staple Industries in Canada' s Econ­
omie Development," Journal of Economie' History 17 (1958), '439 .. )-0. 

46 Ibid., p. 444. 
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19 
. of each sector's contribution to'overall growth; we can esti­

mate ~ach'industry's contribution to aggregate demand, deter­
'>"'lnine whether i t reduced cost·s for other irdustri'es, 'examine the 
, amount of saving~ generatad·by each industry and where the y 

were invested. etc. It is this approach that is used in Chap­
ters II and III of this't~sis to estimate the importance of 
the wheat economy.47 . 

It is actually curious ~hat Buckl~y should have been 
pessimistic 'about being a1Jle ',to determine the importance of ,sta .. 
pIes sectors when·the alterrative apprQach he suggests is not 

, . 
sigQificantly different from that employed in Capital Formation 
in Canada. He calls on economic'historians to' "concentrate upon 
what has happened ta the measurable dimensions of productive 
capacity ..• ,tt This, he notes, is not inconsistent with the 
staples approach, but he wants. to n'replace the notion of an 
ôpportunity structure determined ty geography and natural re­
sources with a general concept of economic 'opportunity without 
specifying detarminants . . . ". ,,48 There, is a curious inconsis­
tency here. If we are to concentrate on measuring productive 
capacity, and to do so is not incompatible with the staples,ap-... 
proach~ then what is wrong with Capita~ Formation in Canada~ 
which is nothin~ if not an exercise in measuring proquctive cap­
aclty? It may not have gi ven us a f,inal set of answers, about 

~ ~he,importance of the wheat economy, but it certainly made a 
majo~ contribution to the process of obtaining'those answers. 

The other part of the prescription is problematic as' , ' 

weIl. When Buckley asks us not to specify determinants, he is 
~skin~ us ~o esohew. interpret~tion. ~atever one, thinks of the 
staples approach. bne cannot deny tha~ geography and natural 
resources have had a not inconsiderable effect on Canada' s 

47 As an example of the kind of work thgt can be 
do~e in this line, ~ am presently'studying the history of base­
me~a+ r:et'ïning in Canada, and one of. the que'stions :r am trying 
to \arswer is whether the esta'Qlîshment, of refineries has pro­
mot'ed 'the development of m~tal 'fabricating 8lJ.d manufacturing 
industries. 

48 
, 
"The Role of Staple Industrie s. ", p. 
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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 discoveF 
how,it was influenced by geography, resources, politfcs, trade, 
international relations, etc., for aIl of these things were de-

,-
terminants of Canada's "opportuni ty structure." f . , 

Edward J. Chamber§ and Donald F. Gordon 
In 1966 Chambers and Gordon published a critièrsm-èf 

the wheat-staple thesis which was quite the opposite, ~n one 
, 

sense, of Buckley' s. In "Primary Products and Economic Growthl 
An Empirlcal Measurem~nt,1t49 C-G, far from sharing B'uckley's 

skepticism about the POSSibilitY~f measuring,the impact of the 
wheat boom, calculated that the b om contributed only 5.20-per 
cent of the increase in Canada,'s er capita income over the dec­
ade 1901 to 1911. A more generous intetpretation of their data 

J 

raises this figure to 8.40 per cent, but they consider the 
first to be more accurate. 50 

Their methotl was to construct a modél of the Can~dian ... 
economy whose principal feature is that i t' permi tS

0 
an unambigu­

ous measure of the increase in per capita income. This was at-· 
tained at the cost of several major assumptions. First, they 
assllÎne 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 el~stic demand ~or labour i~ manufact~ing 
(1t gadgets 1t ) BU ch 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 f~om manufacturing 
to agriculture, and wages remain ye sarne. A third assurnption 
is that wages in the economy only increase as a result of exog­
enous productivity increases in manufacturing. Thus, any pos~ ., 
sible effect of profits and wages Or). per capita incarne hàs been 

49 Journal of Poli tical Economy 74 (August, 1966), 
315-.:332. 

50 Ibid., p. Jl~ The authors do state (p. 317) that 
these are anly "rough estima tes. " 
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21 .. modeled away. There ~emains only one way for per crapita incorne 
to increasel increased rents in agriculture. Theyestirnate this 
increase ~o arrive at their conclusion.that the wheat boom can-

, " -
tributed'5~20 per cent to the increase i~ per oapita income. 

These assumptions are not innocuous,' In the first 
place, the àssumption that wages in both sectors are determined 
by productiv~ty in one, and that productivity increases are ex~ 
ogenous, leads in turn to the assumption that the ra te .of ""age 

1 • , 

increase of two per'cent a year in Canada ~Uring 1901 to 1911 
would have occurred with or without the wheat bo~m, and c~nnot 
be attributed to it. On the contrary, as Richard Caves has 
pointed out, there may weIl hav;e been an increase in manuf-actur-
1ng productivity via economies of scale as a direct result of 
the increas~d demand in the prairie market. As evidence, Caves 
notes that during 1901-11 the average size of manufacturing 
~irms employing five o~ more persans increased 16 per cent.in 
Canada a~ a whole, while the increase was much higher in those 
provinces most affected by the wheat expansionl~20% in Ontario, 
75% in B.C., 100% in Saskatchewan and Alberta, and 145% ih Man­
itoba.:1 Thus, it is possi91e that aIl or part of the 1901-11 
wage levei increase tn Canadao was related to the, expansion of 
the wheat economy. 

A second and related problem is the assumption thato 
~per capita income increas~s solely as a result of techn~cal 
change. Paul Davenport has prèsented a'critique of neo-classical 
growth accounting wïth 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 Economie 
'History," Trade, Balance of Payments and Growth ed. J.N. Bhagwati 
et al. (Amsterdam 1 North-Holland, 1971), pp. 408, 411-12. 

52 "The Sources of Economic Growth in Twentieth Cen­
tury Canada r Il Paper presented ta the Seventh Conference' on Quan­
titative Methods in Canadian Economie History, Guelph, February, 
1975. 0 
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_1 agriculture, which otherwise dec~ined with the extension of cul­

tivation as in Ricardo's schema. Many farmers i~creased the size 
of their farms as -soon as they could afford to do so, often by 
,acquiring the adjoining q~~rter section. 53 It seems reasonable 
to expect (and this is an interesting tapic for future investi­
gation) that two quarter sections would provide twice the ou1;­
put and income of one without requiring a twofolâ increase in 
capital. Certainly, only one barn would be necessary, and ~ost 
other capital goods such as draught animaIs and plows would sim­
ply have be~n used more intensiyely. In other words, individual 
farmers may have realized econornies of scale, and ta the extent 
that the expansion "of cul tivation was due to ",existing farms ,ex-

• 
panding rather thanlnew farms being e~tablished, there would 
have been an increase in the marginal physical-product of capi­
~al and consequently an increase in the incorne of those farmers. 

.' . Moreover, Slnce farmlng is skilled work, we would expect the 
1 

productivity of farmers to increase as they gained e~erienbe 
in cultivati~g what was, initially, unfamiliar land. 5 It is 
not unlikely that these two effects increased the per capita in­
come of the farming papulat,ion significantly. 

A third problematic assumption is that capital was in 
perfectly elastic supply. In reali ty, the farm family suppl,ied 

, 

capital and labour jointly, and their decis10n ta establish 
themselves on the Prairies or expand an existing operation was 
based on expected total returns, which corlsisted of rents, a 
return on capital, and a return on labour. They did not consider 
the various alternative uses of thei~ capital as a\~eparate item. 
One cannet assume that capita~ would have been almost as profit­
ably employed elsewhere. In many oases, i t might have. been 
spent on consumption. 

.. 

. ' Many other criticisms have been made of the C-G ~tlcle. 
Gordon Bertram criticized their m~thod of estimating rent and 

53" See Fowke, The National Policr and the Wheat Econ­
. orny , p. 60. 

54 l owe this point to. George Grantham. / " 
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, . 23 
derived a new estiI'llate 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 whe~t 
boom contributed 23.5 per eenf of the growth during 1901 to 
1921. Moreover, he pointed out that C-G incorrectly used Fire­
stone's'pioneeringnational income estimates ins~ead of Buckley's 
'later, more accurate figures. Employing the latter, C-G's esti­
mate increases from 8.4 to 14.9 per cent, and Bertram's estimate 
foor 1901 to 1911 becomes 34.5 per cent. 

'-, 0 

Other criticisms have been made by Dales, McManus and 
Watkins56 and Richard Caves. 57 Both papers point out that C-G's 
insistence on measuring ~ntensive growth (per capita G~) rather 
~han extensive growth is incorrect to the extent that they imply 
that extensive _ growth_ is of no importance. Their analysis does, 
in ïact, saTnothing 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 between aggregate and Rer 

• capita growth suggests the need for modifying their model. These 
connections includeJ a) lia negative relation between the rate , 
of expansion of exports and the level of unemployment. Il b) lia 

.,posi tive relation between the rate -of expansiçm of staple pro­
duction and the rate of domestic gross saving," and, as men­
tioned already, e) lia positive relation between the rate of ex­
pansion of staple prûduction ~d the rate of productivity growth 
in certain domestic sectors, especiàlly manufacturing and dis­
tribution." Referring specifical~y to the expansion of the ,:-vheat 
eeonomy, Caves cites effeets not,included by C-Ga the higher 
labour force participation rate of immigrants, the economies of 
seale achieved in manufacturing, cap~tal brought in by immi­
~ants, and induced,domestic savi~g.58 ~aeh of ~hese aspects of 

55 "The Relevance of the Wheat Boom in Canadian Econ­
omie Growth," Canadian Journal of' Economies 6 (November, 1973) 
545-66. 

56 "Primary Products and Economie Growthl a Comment," 
Journal of Politieal Eeonomy 75 (December, 1967) 876-80. 

57 "Export-Led Growth and the New Economie History. Il 
58 Ibid.,' pp. 408-19. 
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\ 

extensive growth has sorne impact on per capi ta inc'ome. 
Ih general, the problern with C-G is that they have 

relied on simplifying assumptions to reduce the amount of empii­
ical work they had to do. Their critics have shown that sorne of 
those assumptions are ~alse, ?nd ,that others need more support 
if we are to accept them. 

Tom Naylor 
Mel Watkins ~as claimed Tom 

school~9 and although Naylor does not 

,r\: 
Naylor for the dependency' 

" , . explicltly mention tne 
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 structure of the Canadian econ-

e 

orny. In contrast with the claim that ,the wheat economy promoted 
the expansion of manufacturing by enlarging the market, Naylor 
argues that capitaL was drawn int~ the over-expansion of the 

a . 
staple extracting sector, thereby drawing away funds that might 
otherwise have been/ invested in manufacturing. 60 He ~otes, ta 

give one e:x:ample of his eviden<!ft, ·that in 1913 the Bank of Com­
merce had ~ 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 'sarne year was 278 per cent. At the 
sarne tirne, the banks ~~re restricting their lending to rnanufac­
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 seern to consider 
those loans to be best which èan be made ta wheat speculators 
in Chicago, Minneapolis or Duluth, or the stock speculators of 
New York. ,,61 

However, Naylor also seeks to disprové the theory 
that there was a posltive relation on the demand-side between 
prairie farming and central Canadian manufa~turing. He ~ues 
that the expansion of wheat exports initially lagged behind the 
expansion of-the econorny as a who e, making it difficult to 

1;0 & James 

59 "The Staple Theory Re isited." 
60 The Histo of Canadia Business 
Lorimer, 1975 , l, pp. 1 -5 
Al I1;>id., pp. 104-10. 
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25 
regard the former as the cause of the latter. He considers 1896 

1 

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. ". . . Pbviously, If he, vrri tes, Il;business fixed capital for­
mation was no, undertaken th anticipation of a boom in wheat 

62 ' exports nearly a decade later. Il He does consider that the ex-
pansion was exp t-led, but. suggests that mineraIs played the 
role often attrib ted to wheat, exports of the former 'having in­
creased 500 per ce ct; during 1~96 to 1901. 

This analy is 'may be~riticiz~d on two counts.<First, 

it ls not at aIl obvio s that th~gument should rest on the 
relative importance of "fferent xport commodities, for exPorts, 
whether of prairie wheat Klondi gold, do not in themselves 
necessarily'~irectly induce widespread economic growth. As dis­
cussed above, foreign exchang , earnin~ Can finance capital im­
ports, thereby facilitating sup ly, but there must be some de­
'~and~side reason for increasing s ply. An increase in exports 
by no means necessarily implies an "ncrease in domestic aggre­
gate demande In particular, to the ex ent that increased mineraI 
exports were due to the Klondike gold r sh, there would have 
been li ttle increase in the demand \for c~tral Canadian manufac-. .... 
turers, not only becaus~ prospectors purchased little 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. 
NaYIOr has argued, however, that the Klondike was important for , 
the boom psychology it engendered, which in turn attracted the 
~'ttention of foreign lenders. 6) This, no doubt, is true, but it '" 
remains tha't in the absence of an incr:,easé in aggregate demand, 
there would have been no inducement to borrow. 

The second problem wi th Naylor' s argument irs that i t ___ 
depends on the unsupported assertion that business fixed capital . ~ 

formation increased significantly sorne years before the upturns, 
.'\, 

62 Ibid., p. 11. 
63 Private'communication. 
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26 
in wheat production in 1902 and 1906. Unfortunately, he care-

l fully documents the timing of the wheat expansion while failing 
\ 

to examine the timing of the expansion in other sectors, of) 
which the manufacturing sector is the most interesting and im-

J 

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 calcu~ated the compound rate of 
growth per year of the gross value o~ man~&cturing output in 
constant dollars for the years 1890 to 1900 and 1900 to 1910 
as followsa 64 

1890-1900 
1900-1910 
1870-1957 

Total 
2.4 

6.0 
4.2 

Prima!:i Secondan:: 
].2 2.0 

5.5 6.2 
].9 4·3 

The last row gives the long-term growth rate. \~he values for 
1890 to 1900 are ,weIl below the long-term ayerage while those­
~or 1900 to 1910 are above it. If the last half of the former 
decade saw a signi~icant increase in manufacturing output, there 
must have been little or even negative growth ln the first half. 

''S, 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 ta 1910, that is, 6.0 per cent, or b) the long-term rate, 

/' 

4 .. 2 per cent: 

a) 
b) 

1896-1900 
6.0 
4.2 

189'0-1895 
-1.0 

0.7 
AlI this tells us is that, if we conside-r i t unlikely· that dur-

1 
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" 1870-19151 
~he Staple Model,", Easterbrook and Watkins, p. 82., The table 
from which these figures were taken contains a fair- number of' 
mistakes, presuma~ly 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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durtng 1896 to 1900 was as high as it was in the decade after 
.1900. If, as it is somewhat more reasonable ta assume, output 

27 

grew at the low rate of less than one Rer cent per year in the ~ \ 
~irst half of 1890 ta 190à, then growth in the second half woul~ 

,only have been about equal to the long-term average. . , 
Of course, Naylor's ca~e would be strengthened if he 

. 1 
'wanted to date the manufacturing upswing somewhat later, say 
1898 or 1899, which would be reasonable. But it remains that 
the evfdence available to us at the moment does not seern. to lend 
as much support to his position as it does ta the wheat-staple 
thesis since the dec'ade that" except for i ts first two years, 
witness~d 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 figur~s for 1890 to 1900 ~d 1900 to 1910 
is'in secondary manufacturing, which is consistent with the 
the sis that the significance of the wheat boom lies in the mar- . 
ket it created ~or,the manufacturers who produced for the set­
tIers. 

In a subsequent essay Naylor has admitted th~t the 
prairie market was important for other regions prior to 1914. He 

, .. 
argues, however, that "the prosperi ty deriving. from the opening 

.... ,. of the new primary resource frontier was an artificial one', 
based on constr~ction 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 wheth~r it is not contradictory 
to accept Naylor's argument that the wheat boom drained. away 
capital from manufacturing, while rejecting his' claim that the 
expansion of the prairie market, at leâst before World War l, 
did not promote manufacturing development? The answer is that 

, 

" 

the wheat expansion was a boon ta those manufacturers who had ' 

65 "The Ci3.nadian State, The Accumulation of Capital, 
and the Great War," unpublished manuscript, McGill University, 
May, 1978, p. 2. 1 
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28 
the capital to be able to take advantage of the opp'ort~ity, and 
these were mostly large American firms with internaI resource~ 
to finance branch plant development in Canada. 

Edward Vickery 
" 

We have referred several times to two possible influ-
ences of the wheat economy on the Canadian economy as a wholes 
increased,foreign exchange earnings, and expansion of the domes­
tic market. Edward Vibkery has measured the first of these as ~ 

weIl as the direct contribution of wheat exports to the growth 
of GNP. 66 While ~ost of his data are for the last.half of the 
nineteenth century, the analysis does extend to 1912, and his 
results can be brief~y considered here. 

Vickery tests for the importance of export earnings 
by analyzing changes over time in foreign currency rec~ipts, 
commodity imports, and the composition of imports as between·· , 
producers' and consumers 1 goods •. The hypothesis is that foreign 
eurrency receipts permit the eountry to import commodities, and 

1 

the impo'rt of producers' goods facili tates the expansion of 'dom-
estic output. Vickery's data show a sharp rise in the rate of 
growth of bath net foreign ourrency receipts and total commod­
~~y imports between 1893-97 and 1898-1902. There is a further 
increase in the rate between 1898-1902 and 1903-07, and then a 
very slight decrease between 190J-07 and 1908-12. During the 
sarne periods the proportion of total produeers' goods in imports , 
inereased from .562 to .585, .633 and .663 respeetively. Accord-
ing to Vickery, "it i8 M.fficult to avoid the conclusion that 
big increases in Canada~~ foreign eurrency earnings stimulated 
big "incr,eases in imports of capital go'ods. ,,67 However.' consis­
tent wi th our earlier remarks on ~his t,opic, i t is pointed out 
that Vickery has not proved that increased capital import8, were 
"stimulated", only that they were facili tated. 

66 "Exports and North American Economie Growth 1 ----------

• Structuralist' and • Staple ,- Mcrdels in Historical Perspective, fi 
Canadian Journal of Economies 7 (February, 1974), 32-58. 

67 Ibid., pp. 44-5. - "' 
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, As ~or the dir~ct contribution of wheat exports to 
~owth, "Y'ickery muJrtipiies the quinquermial ra:tes of growth of 
wheat exports ?y the proportion of wheat exports to GNP and 'then 
davides by the rate of growth of GNP ta find the percentage of 

; .... 1 • • 68.' 
/GNP growth attr~butable ta wheat exports. There ~s sorne ques-

_~ tion about the correctness of the fi~r~-g~ven,69 but Vickery , 
t~inds that during 190)-07 to 1908-12 whtat exports contributed 
,only 4.5 per c~t of the growth of GNP (or 8.6 per cent, depen­
ding 6h whether you read the table or the text). Of course, as 
Vipker~ points out, this does not give any indication of the 
~ùll significance of the whea~ boom since it omits considera­
tion of linkage effects: 

R.E. Baldwin 
v 

In a theGretical article which has been falrly influ-
ential,70 Robert Baldwin has argued~that wheat-type economies 
provide a good base for diversified eoonomic development. Bald-

_win compares tWo types of newly settled regions _ tho'se 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 fUl').ctions. For plantation crops the mostQ'éffi- .. 
cient methods of production are labour in~ensive compared with 

'those for the non-plantation crops. There are also~substantial ~ 
increasing returns to scale in productio~ o~ the plantation 
crops so that'the rnost efficient scale requires ~~rge amounts 

.of capital and labour. On the other hand, crops sûèh as wheat 
\ 

are effic"iently produced on 'the sca;I.e of a family f.êrm', and 
although production is less labour intensive, the capital 

68 Ibid., p. 51. . 
~ The quinquermial rate of growth of wheat exports 

is given as one per cent for 1898-1902 ~o 190)-07, while for the 
preceeding period it was 75 per cent and for the subsequent per­
iod it was .78 per cent. It does not seern likely that there was 
such a disbontinuity in the early stages of the wheat boom. 

70 "Patterns of Development in Newly Settled Regions," 
The Manchester School 24 (May, 19~6), 161-79~ 
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required is not out of r~ch of the farmer~ 
30 

~aldwin elaborates further on the differences between 
l , 

such regions, but h~,s principal point is that plantation pr0duc-
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 wages 
and who therefcre produce much of their own food and durables. 
However, family farm produc~ion attracts skilled individuals 
wi th some capi tal ~who are able to save and increase their out'-

1 

put. In the first case, a small number of plantation owners have 
a very high income while the mass 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 
e/l;'enIY 'distributed ~ the entire agricul tural population. 
This generates a mûbh higher level of demand. Thus, the non- . 
plantation type economy provides a strong base on which manufac­
turing and other inàuJtries can establish, ~d therefore pro­
motes a mo~e rapid and balanced growth than can be achieved by 

Ç) 

plantation economies. :_ 
Parts of Bald~in's ana~ysis are questionable. For ex­

ample, there is evidence that 'pro1uction functions' are not so 
deterministic as Baldwin suggests. Wheat was produced by the 
Romans in Libya on large slave plantations, and Arabs produced 
sugar on individual peasant plots. 71 But Baldwin is mentioned 
here because, if his theory is correct_, then the wheat economy 

/' ' 

in western Canada should have provided a stable basis for con-
, 

tinuing expansion of Canadian manufacturing~ Thus, the analysis 
in Chapte~s II to IV of this thesis will be a test of Baldwin's 
theory, or at least of its relevanqe for Canada. 

Conclusion 
Throughout this chapter we have referred to two pos­

sible contributions the wheat ec?nomy might have made ta the 
d~velopment of other industries 1 a) increased aggregate dem~nd, 

71 l owe this -information to Tom Naylor. 
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31 
J and b) financing of capital imports. The latter has received li t­
tle attention ~rom the authors surveyèd here, save Vickery, who 
found that the effect was significant. Most authors have rested 
their, arg1.llIlent tJ:1at the wheat boom contributed importantly to 

.. 'manufacturing growth on the ;tact that the wheat economy extended 
the domestic market. We'h~ seen that criticisms of this anal­
~iis are not convincing. B~t Most authors draw the line- marking 
th~ end of the wheat economy's principal contribution at 1914. 
Buckley, howe.er, has argued that the wheat economy was the dri­
ving f~rce of)ihe Canadian economy until 1930, and Baldwin pro-

-'" 
vided a theoretical analysis wnich suggests that the wheat econ-

• 0 

orny should ,have remained a strong source of growth past, 1914. 
~rn the remainder of this thèsis we will attempt to 

r (' \ 1 

measur} the extent of the market for manufactures directly at-
tributable ta the wheat economy. Data are not available for the 
years prior to 1910, but we are nevertpeless able to test the 
hypotheses of Buckley and Baldwin. We shall see in the Conclu­
sion that our results have an interesting implication for the 
sta~le the ory. 

\ 
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Chapter II 

The Purchasing Power of Prairie Farmers 

The maj or elements of the national ~olicie s--railways ~ 

prairie settlement, and tariffs--were designe to rehabili tate 

central (and eastern?) Canada' s e conomy by establishing a mar­

ket in the West for the goods and service s suppiied by tl.le East ,1 

We wish to measure the size of that market prior to ~19JO in 

order to test the thesis that the wheat economy did ,in fact~ 
as weIl' as in expeci1ation, greatly expand the possibilitiies for 

at least central Canadian manufacturers ,r:; 

The variable wh~ch intere sts us is purchasing power, 

rather than incorne as i t is often measured. The latter, in many 

studies, includes the imputed rentaI value of dwellings and the 

value of farm products consumed on the farm,~ Neither of these 
amounts, however, represents anything that a farmer 'could 'use 

to purchase shoes or binder twine 1 al though they do belong in 

caleulations" of standards of livifg. . 

We cannot measure the full inerease in demand attrib-
1 

utable to the wheat boom sinee we,I cannot calculate the mul ti- \ 

plier effe ct of the expendi tures ;of farmers. (See the. discus-

sion of Kerneth Buckley in Chapter I.) Buï:l the direct impact of 
the wheat economy can be compared with the direct impact of 

-
other sectors in order t'o determine i ts relatl ve importance. In 

Chapter III ,the prairie farmers':' demand for manufact~es will be 

compared wi th the export market for ,manufactures. 

Another problem is that the available data qnly permit 

caleulation of purchasing power as far back as 1910, although 
the period of mO st rapid expansion of the wh~a t economy was dur­

ing 1902 to 1914. Nevertheless, we shall see, in Chapter .·ŒV that' 
data for 1910 to 19.30 afford us an important insight into the 

o 

nature of the whea;t e conomy and i ts Î'mpaet on the manufaeturing 
industries, 

" 
" ' '-,1 See Fowke' s evidence on this point in National Pol-

icy and the Wheat Economy, Chapter Four, . 
2 For examples of income estimates for U. S. farmers, 

see the works by Easterlin and Munyon in the Bi bliography . 
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In this chapter, the three principal sources of the 
purchasing power of PF~~rie farmers are examinedl capital 
brought by immigrants ta the,West, revenue from the sale of 
farm,produots, and ,debt. 

" 
Immigrat~on of Capital 

, Agricultural settlers in western Canada did not start 
their farmq from scratch. At- the beginning they need~d cash to 

\ ' -
purohase the' lan~, the seeds, the dwellings ând thedequipment .. 
withou . h they could not plant a cropt They could not bor-

l ' 

row t e mt~ rom the banks, since the latter lent only to far-
,mers ho had fairly -substantial r~sources of their ~wn already.J"" 
Even when they did lend, it was primarily for very short terms 
to~inance" the harvesting of "the crops. 4 Immigrants desiring to 

,start ~ farm, then, had two choicesl they had ta work--at rail­
way ca' struction for examPl~:-unt~l they' saved up tHe required 

capita .' or the,y had to bring it with them. Either way, every 
new farm ,repre,sented an immediate increment in the size 'of the 

/' 
market for goods produced in thé East. 

No accurate calcul~ tian carl' be made' of the c?-Ifi 'tal­
brought to the West by immigrants. But estimates have been made 

, q 

which suggest that the total capital imported in this way was 
a very large amount. Caves has estimated t~at ?uring 1?01 to < 

1911' the weighted àver'age amount of --capi tàl brought intci Canada 
t by immigrants was $15] per person. 5 The n~bèr of immigrants 
~whe first teok up' occupation of far~s in that decade can be 
e5timated~ using data from.C-G, at about \245,000, which suggests 
a total contributio~ ta the capital stock in pr~irie agriculture 
of $37.5 million, "or $]80 per farm owned ;by immigrants. 6 (It is 

~ 

" 
3 ,Vere- Brown, "Rural' .Banking Credits 1 The Func,tions .-

-and Obligations of the Chartered Banks," Ireprinted from the 
Grain Growers Guide" n. d. 0 (1916?), pp. 3-14, 11-12. 

4 Naylor, History of Canadian Business ,l, p. 106. 
5 "Export-Led Growth and the New Econ'lmic History.''' 

p. '415. ' .\ - ,r 

6 The total population of farms settle~ during the 
decade was estimated by multiplying the n~ber of new farms, 
147,881, by t~~ approximate numb~ of peraons per farm, One-third 
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not theoretically necessary to exclude Canadian migrants ~rom 
these calculations, but we do 'not know,how ~uch capital they 
took with them to the Prairies.) 

34 

Contemporary estimates, which may have been rather 
sanguine, suggest that '$37.5 million for the decade is on the 
conservative side. The Mon!3tary Times thought-'that, for 1908, ,it 
was fair to assume that 58,312 immigrants ~rom the U.S. brought 
an average o~ $500 cash,' or a total of $29 million for one year 
from A~ericans alone. Immigration figures collected at North 
Portal, Saskatchewan show that in March, 1910, immigrants from 
~he U.S. brought in an average o~ $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 $10--a weighted 

• 1 

average of $216--it is calculated that the total cash brought in 
by immigr~nts in that decade was $382,878,000, although not aIl 
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--
245,00û. This sugges~s a total cash influx to farming for the 
decade of' $52.9 million. 7 

The discrepancy between this figure ,and Caves' is even 
larger than it seems, since Caves' figure represents capital, 

of this product was subtr~cted to account for migrants from 
within Canada, which gives us 245,000 immigrant occupiers o~ 
new ~arms. Multiplying this by the average capital brought in 
per person and then dividing by the number of farms established 
by i~igrants gives the value of imported capital per farm occu­
pied by immigrants, $380. This figure is also obtained.by multi­
plying $153 per pers on by 2.5 persons per farm. See C-G, ttPri­
mary Product~ . . . '''-, p. 323,' for the source s of the da ta. 

7 The Monetary Times, August 14, 1,209, p. 710> a'nd 
August 19, 1911, p. 811. Reprinted in K.H. Burley, The Davelop­
ment of Canada's Sta les 186 -liA Documënta ,Collection 
Tor~ntol McClelland and Stewart, n.~. , pp. / 5-9. Readers of 

thisvolume snould note" that the' table on page' 69 contains five 
errors. 
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which includes b~th cash and effects, while the latter figure 
represents cash Qnly. Incl~ding The Monetary Times estimates of 
the value of settler,s'e'ffects--a weightep. average of $143 per' 
person--suggests a total capital contribution to prairie farming 
of $87.9 million. N~ither th~s result nor Caves' has been cor­
rected upwards as they should be to allow for the larger amounts 

1 

of capital that were brought in by immigrants who intended to 
o 

purchase farms, as opposed to those who came seeking wage em-
ployment. (The value of settlers' e~fects represents a reduced 
demand for the products of Canadian manufacturers, except in 
the case o~ the cattle or other live stock whioh many American 
immigrants brought with them. Many of these would h~ve provided 
income to their owners ,starting shortly after their arrivaI.) 

Another source confirms that settlers in western Can­
ada started out wit~ substantial resources. A survey of 2,000 
prairie farmers conducted in 1930-)1 found' that for different 
pe~ods of initial settlement the average starting capital of 
the farmers surveyed was as followsa 8 

pre 1900 
1900-05 
1906-10 
1911-15 
1916-20 
postWWI 

$ 357 
1,249 
1, 812 
.1,993 
'4,943 
5,000 

The figures for 1900-10 compare with Caves' figure of $380 and 
The Monetary Time~ figure of $898 initial capital per farm. 9 

The difference bet~een the farmer survey figures and the figures 
on immigrants is probably attributable tOI a) the failure ta 
distinguish between immigrants who could afford to purchase 
farms on .arri~al and those who couldn't, and b) the possibly 
higher average initiar capital o~ migrants from within Canad~. 
With respect to these points, note that the survey figures agree 

-
with the immigration figures .collected at North PortaIt 

8 R.W. Murchie, Agricultural progress on the Pra~rie 
Frontier (Torontol Macmillan, 1936), pp. 72-3. 

of' 9 The figure $898 was derived 'by adding the weighted 
average cash and settlers" effects per immigrant--$216 and $143 
respectively-- and multiplying Oy 2.5 persans per tarm. 
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Saskatchewan, which showed an average cash' ~olding 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 fàrmer survey 
may be used to form a rough estim~e of the total cash brought'· 
ta the West by settlers during the period 1910 to 1930. These 
figures must be adjusted downwards~to correct for three 1~ctors . 

. 
F.irst, the figures were collected from settlers whose farms had 
survived. It is Iikely that the many farmers who gave up every 
year had, on average, a smaller initial capital than their more 
successfui neighbours. Second, part of the initial capital for 
most -farmers included non-cash items such as tools, hou~ehold 
goods and in some cases livest~ck. 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. 10,we do not 
know what ~he 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 ta be the lower and upper bounds of the likely 

" 'true' amount of initial cash, and mUltiply the resulting fig-
ures by the number of h9mestead entries in each year. The cal- b 

culations are presented in Table 2-1. 

Income fram the Sale of Farm Product,s 
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 presepted in the 
i t 

10 There is no simple answer ta 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 aIl sold land at 
different priees. To give an example, though, the average priee 
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 havé been 
financed by a mortgage. Data are available to study this,ques­
tion, but it h~s not been attempted here. 

'1 
i 
1 
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Table 2-1 
Estimates of the Initial Cash Holdings 

of Prairie Settlers, 1910 to 1930 \ 

Homestead Lower 
Entries Bo'und 

'000 
1910 '1'468 18,8,30 56,491 
1911 44, 79 22,151 66,.496 
1912 39,151 19,497 58,531 
191~ c 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 6J,130 . 
1917 11,199 13,842 41, '515 ~ , 

1918 8,319 10,282 ,30,839 
1919 4,22'7 5,225 15,669 
1920 6,732 8,321 24,956 
1921 5,,389 6,7J6 20,209 
1922 7,,349 9,186 27,559 
1923 5,343 6,679 20,036 
1924 ,3,843 4,804 14,411 
1925 3,653 4,566 1],699 1 
1926 4,685 5,856 17,569 
1927 5,760 7,200 21,600 
1928 7,233 Cf, 041 27,124 
1929. 16,157 20,196 60,589 
1,930 17,504 21,880 65,640 ,1 

, 
Sources~ Canada Year Book l 1931, p. 1020; R.W. Murchie, Agricul-
tural progress on the Prairie Frontier, pp. 72-]. See text for 
method of caléulation. 
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1908 
1909 
191Q 
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 
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Table 2-2 
Farm Revenue in the Prairie Provinces, 1908 to 1930 

Grain 
($) 

66,139,822 
110,290,846 
81,685,013 

133,949,122 
126,502,702 
134,321,389 
127,336,209 
285:739,366 
292,413,366 
355,267,610 
286,863,190 
375,105,640 
349,698,086 
232,626,810 
271,301,389 
283,617,858 
277,422,036 
427,469,598 
374,500,229 
414,481,930 
399,536,181 
269,971,2-75 
137,059,251 

, 

J 

Animal Products 
and Lives'tock 

($) 

NA 
" 
" 
" 
" 

35,442,000 
56,170,000 
61, 778, 000 

107,458,000 
134,840,000 
157,590,000 
151,1.50,000 

97,834,000 
75,064,000 
66,110,000 
67,040,000 
75,566,000 
84,096,000 
77,888,000 
89,966,000 
93,642,000 
99,424,000 
78,842,000 

Il 

Total 
($) 

169,763,389 
183,506,209 
347,517,)66 
399,871,)66 
490,107,610 
444,453,-190 
526,255,640 
447J' 532,086 
307,690,810 
3,37,411,,389 
350,657,858 
352,988,036 
5t1, 565; 598 
452,)88,229 
504,447,930 

'493,178,181 
369,395,275 
215,901,251 

Source. Appendix, Tables A-2, A-9, A-ll, ~d A-l]. 
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Appendix. For the years 1908 to 1912, no data are availablè on , . 
revenue from animal products and live stock, and sa only the rev­
enue from grain sales is given. Extrapolating from the years 
1913 ta 1930 (during which there was co'ns~de,rable variation in 
the relative proportions of grain and animal income in total 
revenue, but no eyident trend), animal products and livestock 
would have added between 20 and 55 per cerit of the valué of 
grain ta total incarne. 

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

The expenditures of prairie .farmers 'were 'financed not 
only by the capital they brought with them ta the West, and by 
their revenue from the sale of farm product~, 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-; shows the amounts by which expenditure e~-. . 
ceeded incarne for a large sarnple of farm families in the years . ' 

1929 ta 1931. (The survey was conducted over three years, but 
each family surveyed "gave . da ta for only one year.) / 

The deficits are clearly substantial, and widespread 
. 

among farmers. In each district sqme 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 ta a high of $975--was due to two factorsl 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
ri cultural depression. Nevertheless, the period 1929-31 came at 
the end of four prosperous years during which farmers would have 
paid off much of their debt. (The Peace River~Davidson compari­
son shows ~hat there is a negative correlation between prosperity 
and debt.) Thus, the figures in Table 2-3 are not seriôusly 

1 
1 

'1 
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-Table 2-3 
• 

Total Expenditure in Relation ta Total Incarne for 1,236 Farm 
Families in thé Prairie Provinces, 1929 ta 1931 

(average 'amounts per family) 

No. of' Total r Deficit 
Famil- Expen- Total Def'- as % of' 

Districts ie,s diture Incarne icit Income 
($) ($). ($) (%) 

-
Stablè Settlements 

Davidson, Sask. 134 2,707 1,732 975 56 
Kindersley, Sask. 204 4,1-78 3,536 642 18 
Olds. Alta. 124 3,227 2,913 314 11 

New Pioneer Areas 
' Turtlef'ord, Sask. 174 3,195 2,668 527 20 
Peace River, Alta. 313 2,762 2 t 607 155 6 

Chronic Fringe Areas 
2,566 lÎ-76 Medicine Hat, Alta. 287 2,090 23 

Source 1 C.A. Dawson and E.R. Youn~, Pioneering in the Prairie 
Provinces (Toronto 1 Macmillan, 19 0), p. 133. 

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

1930 ta 1931 

Percent 
Range ' 

Mortgage 
74.6 -

56.6-84.3 

Implements 
7·7 

3.1-16.2 

Bank 
8.0 

3.4-25.0 

Store 
1.5 

0.6-2.9 

Other 
8.3 

3.5-18.0 

Note 1 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
t,i e r , p . 82. 
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urirepresentative of the period 1910 to 1930 as they would be 
if they had been. collected several ye~s later and farmers would 
have had an unusually large debt burden after a series of very 

" 1 

bad years. 
Def,ici ts çpuld be made up in two ways 1 by selling off 

capital assets such as livestock and machinery, apd by incurring 
debt. Table 2-4 shows the average proportion of'a farmer's'debt 
owed to eac~ of several sources of loans and credit. The total 
debt for the ten districts represented in the table was $5.74 
million,' àn 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 loan~ 
would have gone to finance the haryesting of crops. But the cre­
dit from implement dealers and part of the credit from store ' 
owners and "other" (which included automobile dealers) assisted 
farmers ta purchase manufactured goods. This credit acco~ted on 
average tor about 15 per cent of debt. 

It is evident, then, t~at while debt was a majo~ fac­
tor in the farm economy, its principal direct effect was on the 
financial rather than the industrial sphere of the Canadian 
economy.11 Nevertheiess, farm debt was significan~ for manufac­
turers. For 1931, W.A. Mackintosh estimated the total prairie 
farm indebtednes~ to implement companies at $49 million, and to 
stores, automobile dealers and supply companies at $65 million.12 

11 This finding complements Naylor's thesis concerning 
the separatness of commercial and industrial capital in· Canada as 
elaborated in the History of Canadian B~siness . 

. 12 Economie Problems of the Prairie Provinces (Toron-, 
tOI Macmillan, 1935), Chapter 9. 
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ChéjWter III 
The Significance of the Wheat Boom for Manufacturing 

We have estimat9d the purchasing power of the farm 
population on the Prairies:during the last two decades of the 
broadly defined wheat b<lOm: in order to judge the latter 1 s i~':'~ 
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 caver aIl th so'urces of demand for 
manuf~cturing output attrib~table to the wheat boo~. The most 
important additional category is rai y construction, which 
has been treated in detai~ by Buckley in Cayital Formation in 
Canada. 1 Table 3-1 shows the gross expenditure on railroad con­
struction and on purchases'of locomotives, freight cars and. pas­
sènger cars, whether pu~chased in Canada or elsewhere. 

Table 3-1 , 
Gross Éxyenditures on Steam Railway Expansion in Canada, 

/1901 ta 1930 

Railroad Equipment 
Construction Purchases 

($ million) 
1901-05 124 41 
1906-10 381 92 
1911-15 537 145 
1916-20 25J 170 
1921-25 253 133 
1,926-30 389 194 

Source 1 Kenneth Buckley, Cayital Formation in Canada, p. 45. 

Not aIl of the expenditure on rail transport is attri-
! . 

butable to the expansion of prairie agriculture, and ~he propor-
tion which is cannat readily he determined. But the wheateconomy 
was, certainly the single most important cause of ~ailway expan­
sion until 191.5. 

A second point ta be made betore proceeding is that 
most of the prairie d~rnand for manufactures had to be filled 

1 Pp. 42-6. .1 
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43 
either.by eastern Canadian plants, or by imports (whic~ will be 
discussed further below). Table 3-2 shows the geograph~cal dis­
tribution of manufacturing output by value for the period 1900 
to 1930. 

Table, 3-2 
----Reeional bistribution of Manufact~ing Output, 1900 to 19;0 

(regional manufacturing output as % of national t~tal) 

Maritimes 
Quebec and Ontario 
Prairies 
B. C. and Yukon' 

1 , 

1900 

. 9.8 
83.1 

3·1 
4.0 

1910 1920 1930 

~.8 7.0 ~ 4.5 7 .8 78.6 o 9.8 
6.8 8.1 8.7 
5.6 6 . .3- 7·0 

Sources, Census, 1911 III "Manufactures," p. ix; D.B.S. The Man­
ufacturing Industriës of Canada, 1230, pp. 12-3. 

In the four years listed in the table, the proportion 
of the Canadian population living in~he prairie provinces was 
7.8, 18.4, 22.2, and 22.7 per cent, ,respectiveIy.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. Moreove~, 
an enumeration of industries by province in the 1911 Census of 
Manufactures listed only 39 different major manufacturing indus­
tries in the prairie provinces, bût 189 in Ontario and Quebec. 3 

AlI 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 answerl 
how important was the prairie market for Canadian manufactures 
before 1930? We have, in Chapter II, discussed and as far as 
possible quantifi~d three sources of purchasing power in the 
prairie provinces. ?nfortunately, several problems arise when 
we try to measure the prairie market for manufactures. The worst 

2 Canada Year Eook, 1~;2, p. 91. 
, J Cehsus, 1911 III "Manufactures," Table 1, pp. 2-25. 
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of these is that we cannot say w~th any precision how much was 
spent on manufactures out o:f t,he avaïlable purchasing power. 
We may, however, make an in:formed guess and \9und our estimate. 

Sorne idea of the relative importance o:f manufactured , , 

items in the farm famiIy budget can be gained by analyzing 
Table J-J, which breaks up the expenditures o:f a large s~pIe 
of families. The data are based on the survey conducted during 
1929 to 1931 which we have already referred to severai times. 

Table J-J 
Breakdo'wn of Cash Expendïture o:f Prairie 'Farm Families, 

1929 to 1931 

Farm expenses 
Investment and interest 
~amily Living 

Food ' 
Clothing 
Automobile 
House opera,tion 
Advancement goods 
Heaith 

% o:f Total 
Expendi ture 

1J.4 
5.] 
1.3 
J·7 
5.] 
2.1 

45.1 
23.8 

J1.1 lL..1 
100.0 

Source l Dawson and Young, Pioneering in the Prairie Provinces, ' 
pp. 1J7, 14"8. 
Notez The breakdown into the three major categories is based on 
a survey of 1,2J6 'f~ilies in six districts. The breakdown of 
family living expendi~ures·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 ~ach district. 

Only two items in the table, food and nealth. entail 
no direct expenditure on manlltactures. if we assume that aIl 
the :food purchased in the West was prqcessed there. These ac­
count for 15.5 per c~nt o~ expenditure. Ail the other categories 
include'both manufactured and non-manufactured items. Farm ex­
pense included such things as hired labour, rent, insurance and 
taxes, as weIl as manufactures such as binder twine, hardware, 
fertilfzer and equipment repairs involving p~ts replacement~4 
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One wou1d guess that the former group, the non-manufactured 
items, were more important, and that manufactured goods accoun­
ted ~or 1ess than ha1f of farm expenses, say one-third. 

As for interest and investment, a breakdown is provi­

ded ~or only three of the six dist"'ric·ts (these three comprisé 
545 ~ami1ies) and the relative -importance of investment and in­
terest varies wide1y amongst them (o~e and twe1ve per cent, 
thirteen and'~twelve per cent, and nine and five per cent, res­

pec~ive1y, of total expenditure). However, if we ignore this 
lack of consistency and ca1culate the weighted (by number o~ 
farn~lies) average a110tment 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. Inves~ment wou1d include 
new buildings, implements, livestock an~ land as major items. 
From census data we know that the value o~ implements as a pro­
portion ~f the~total value of 'these four items was as followsl 5 

1911 
11916 
1921 
1926 
1931 

6.1% 
7.6 

10 • .5 
12.1 
12.7 

MUltip1ying these figures by the 15.5 per cent of total expendi­
ture devoted to investment in 1929-J1 suggests that on1y about 
one per cent (1911) to two per cent (1931) of expenditure went 
for imp1ements. This assumes that farmers spent the sarne pro­
pdrtion of ~heir budget on investment throughout the who1e per­
~od, but since the value of implements per, farm increased dur­
ing the period, two per cent may be taken as the maxJmun value. 
And even if investment amounted to as much as 25 p~ cent of 
expendi ture in sorne years,D p'urchase s of imp1ements wou1d have 
amounted on average to on1y three per cent of farm expenditure. , 

Returning to family living expendi ture s, clothing and 

4 Details of expenditure items obtained from lists , 
in Appendix ~ of C.A. Dawson, The Settlement of the Peace River 
Country (Torontol Macmillan, 1934), pp. 257-261. T~is appendix 
ia based,on the sarne farmer survey mentioned above. 

5 Murchiè, Agricul tural Progress on the Prairie 'Fron­
tier, p. 70. 
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automobiles are manufactured goods, as are advancement goods, 
w~,ich are primat-ily books and periodicals. H'owever, on.1-y a part 
of the value added of printed mate rial isidue to manufacturing. 
House operat~on includBs furniture, rousehold supplies and fuel, 
which are primarily manufactured goods, and telephone and elec­
tricity. which are note wè May take roughly three-quarters of 
house operation to represent purchas s of manufactures • 

. / Adding up aIl these estim tes, we arrive at the result 
that roughly JO per cent ~f farm expe diture during 1929 to 19J1 

f actured items. There is 
not much reason to 

o 

ent' in the earlier part of our perio 
ortion was vastly differ­
For our purposes, we May 
and one-half of farm pur-say that somewhere between one-quarter 

/ 1 ~~ 

.",/chasing power was spent on manufactures. 
It is not certain whether ot\not inclusion of debt 

would have a significant impacte on our estimate of farm demand 
\ ' 

for manufac,tures., We ~aw 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 
(ta two-thirds of the 1929 level) prairie farm indebtedness to 
to farm implement and auto dealers, to stores, and to supply 
companies, was Qnly 4.2 per cent of the value of Canadian man~-
facturing output. Mor~over, de,bt May not repr~sent an increase ~ 

in purchasing pow~r equal to t~ full amo~t of the credit or 
loan since it must be repaid,witn interest in succeeding periods, 
which May reduce demand somewhat in those periods:" unless debt­
financed purchases by farmers have raised their productivity and 

v 

income py an offsetting amount. Given 'that no data are available 
on debt prior to 1929, it is best to exclude it from Our esti­

.mates, while recognizing that for some years itowould have had 
the effect of raising our estimates. 

- . 
Estimating the railways' demand for m~ufactures due 

to the wheat boom requires ~ similar approa~h. Buckley provides 
annual-data on railway investment,o broken down into sev~ral cat­
egories, but no

4
distinction i8 made between exp~nditure on 

" 
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manufa~.tured products sueh as rails. and other i teros such as 
labour. The exception ls purchases of new equipment, which are 
li~ted separately:6'our procedure is to arbitrarily take 50 per 
cent of "r~ad' constructionj-net", ':road construetion--replace­
ment and repair",' and ·~,equipment repairs", and 100 per cent of . " . ~ 

ft~quipment purchases and re:elaceytlent" to represent purchases of 
manufactured gbods. The second problem is to estimate the pro­
portion of these purchase~'attribut~ble to the wheat boom. The 
extensive phase 0"1 railway deve~opment, the 'greater par~ of it 
attributable to the wheat boom, ended in 1915. ~fter that date, 
a large part of railway investment was due to sectors of the 
economy other than prairie agriculture. Therefore, for the per-

• 0 

iod 1910 to 1915, it is assumed that 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 19~6 
to 19)0, the bounds are 25 and 50 per cent-. 

The bounded estimates of-the demand for manu~actures 
from the three sources.discussed above--farm revenue, initial , , , , 

cash holdings çf settle-rs and railw?-Y' inve stment--are presented 
. 4 C . \ ' ~n Table J- as percentages of anadl n manufactured output. It 
will be observed that the values are q ite low. The lower bound 
of the estimates is never higher than 0.9 per cent and is less 
than 5.5 per cent in every year after 916. The upper bound is 
highest at 20.1 per cent in 1912 and i less ~han 11 per cent 

. continuously after 1916. If the wheat ~xpansion is to be con­
sidered a major source of growth in manufacturi~g after 1910, 
the argument must rest on the multiplier effect. However, with­
out trying to guess. hOV4 large' the multiplier effect might have 

~ ~ 

been, i t is evident that, at least in the years '19~1 to 1915, 
when the upper bound of the estimate averaged 18.2 per'cent, 
,and~e lower bound ten per cent, a fairly moderate mult~?lier 
would have meant that the wheat boom was indeed very important 
~o manufacturing growth. But it.is not likely that this argument 
can be accepted fc?,r thé /period 1916 to 1930. 

6 \ Buckley', Capital Formation in Canada, p. 215 . 
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Table 3-4 
The Estimated Market ~or Manufac~ures 'Directly Attributable to 
the Wheat ,Boom as a Percentage of' Canadian Manuf'actured Output 

1910r-
1911 
1912 
1913 
1914 
1915 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920 
1921 
1922 
1923 
1924 
1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 

Initial 
Cash 

LB UB 
0.4 2.4 
0.5 2.8 
0.4 2.) 
O.J 2.0 
O.J 1.8 
0.2 1.) 
0.2 1.5 
o .l,,"- 0.7 
0.1 0.5 

li' 0.0 0.2 
0.1 O.) 
0.1 0.4 
0.1 .0.6 
0.1 0.4 
0.0 O.) 
0.0 0.2 
0.0 O.J 
0.1 O.) 
0.1 Q.4 
0.1 0.8 
0.2 1.0 

Farm 
Revenue 

LB UB 
2.1 5.4-
J.) 8.6 
J.1 7.9 
J.) 6.6 
J.4 6.9 
6.) ,12.6 
4.7 9.4 
4.1'-) 8.6 
3.4 6.8 
4.0 8.0 
J.O 6.0 
J.O 6.0 
J.4 6.8 

" 3.2 6.) 
J.) 6.6 
4.3 8.6 
J.5 7.0 
J.7 7.4-
3.) 6.6 
2.3 4.6 
1.6 ).2 

Rail 
Investment 
LB UB 
5.) 7·1 
6.0 8.0 
7.4 9.9 
5.) 7·1 
5.7 7.6 
4.) 5.7 
0.7 1.4 
0.8 1.6 
0.9 1.8 
1.0 2.0 
1.1 2.2 
1.4 2.8 
1.0 2.0 
1.] /2.6 
1:.1 2.2 
0.8 1.6 

• 0.9 1.8 
1. 0 2.1 
0.9 1.9 
1.2 2.4 
1.1 2.1 

-, 

Total , 
LB UB 
7.8 14.9 
9.8 19.1.j. 

10.9 20.1 
8.9 15.7 
9.4 16.3 

10.8 19.6 
5.6 12.3 
5.2 10.9 
4.4 9.1 
5.0 10.2 
4.2 8.5 
4.5 9.2 
4.5 9.4 
4.6 9.3 
4.4 9.1 
5.1 10.4 
4.4 9.1 
4.8 9.8 
4.3 8.9 
J.6 7.8 
2.9 6.] 

Notess LB = Lo~er Bound, UB = Upper Bound. Initial Cashs Calcu­
lated by taking .25 of the lower ~d .5 of the uppep bounds from 
Table 2-1 as a percentage of Canad~an manuf'actured ioutput .. Farm 
Revenues Lower Bound is .25 of ,the values in Table 12-2, taken as 
a percentage of manu~actured output. Upper Bound is .5 of' those 
values as a percentage of' manufactured output. Rail ~nvestmentl 
Calculated by taking .5 times the value of road construction in­
vestment ("net" and "replacement and repair ft in Buckley' sTable 
J) and adding the full value of bath ne~equipment purchases and 
equipment replacement, plus .5 times thé value of' equipment re­
pairs. This sum is taken'as a percentage of' manuf'actured output, 
af'ter i t is 'mul tiplied by the bound coeffic-ients, '.25 and .5 for 
1916 to 19JO, and .75 and 1.0 for 1900 to 1915. \ 
Sources 1 Tables 2-1 and 2-2; Buckley, Capital Formation in Can­
ada, p. 215; D.B.S. The Manufacturing Industries of Canada, 19JO, 
pp. 12-); Canada ~ar Boo~~ 1231, pp. 406-9. 
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49 , 
So far, imports have been ignored in this analysis. , 

• They must now be introduced since~ to the extent that prairie 
demand for manufactures was met by imported goods, the impact' 

dl 
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. 

:wo major points become evident from a comparison of 
Tables 3-4 and 3-5. The first is that the volume o{ 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 aIl 'parts of 'the Canadian market more or less equally, 
the proportion of Canadian manufactured output which could have 
been sold in western Canada is reduced substantially. On the 

"' other hand, even if the larger part of these imports consisted 
of capital goods supplied to central Canadian manufacturers, 
the. multiplier effect of prairie purchases would have been waak­
ened. Moreover, imports reached their highest level relative to 
domestic manufactur~d outprt in those years, 1910 to 191J, when 
wheat boom-related demand as shown in Table 3-4 was at its high­
est. This suggests the possibility that ipcreases in Canadian 
demand for manufactured goods 
than by increases in domestic 

The second point is . 

were met more by increased 
capacity. 
that exports accounted for 

imports 

a large 
part of the market for Canadian manufactures. Exports as a~per--
centage of manufactured output were greater than our lower esti-
m~te of wheat boom demand for manufactures in every year, and 
greater than our upper estimate after 1915. Considering that'a . -
fair propÇ>rtion' of prairie demand was met by imports, and that 
there is a 'multiplier effect for export sales just as there is 
for domestic sales, it ~ppears likely that after 1915 the export 
market was more important to Canadian manufacturers than the mar­
ket engendered by the wheat economy. The sarne might be'true of 
the period before 1916. 
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Table 3-5 
Exports'and Imports of Manufactured Goods, 1910 to 1930 

As % of As % of ... Manufac. Manufac. 
Imports 
($'000) 

OU~'Qut 
(%) 

Exports Output 
, ($'000) (% ) 

1910 31.5,.528 2.'('.1 143,939 12.3 
1911- 360,343 29.9 ,144,82) 12.0 
1912 48),678 )8.8 f64,087 1.3.1 
1913 441,109 .34.2 180,891 14.0 
1914 .301,486 22 • .5 204,998 15.4 
1915 316,042 22.9 40),283 29.2 " 

1916 482,719 22.7 683.134 32.1 
1917 5.51.913 19.2 877,718 30.6 
1918 NA NA 
1919 771,590 2).5 796,621 24.2 
1920 931,499 24.7 66J,396 17.6 
1921 531,,355 20.6 410,869 ' 16.0 
1922 574,541 2).2 515,173 20.7 
192a 639,3 Je 23.0 591, 829 21.3 
192 576.0)1 21.4 591,598 22.0 
1925 681,462 2).1 695,325 23.6 

-'-' 1926 NA NA 
1927 825,147 24.3 648,177 19.1 
1928 975,194 26.1 702,314 18.8 
1929 959,996 2).8 690,903 17.2 
1930 690,105 20.1 494,.561 14 .. 4 

" 
Notes 1 NA- = statistics not published for that 'year. Manufactur­
ing output data are for calendar years, while irnport and ex­
port figures are given for years ending March 31. Thus, the' 
trade figures given in the source as being for a given year are 
calculated aSê 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 
reter to the rnanufacturing data. 
Sourcesl Canada Year Book, various years. 
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Chapter IV 
Conclusion 

51 

When l first set out to conduct this research, l ex­
pected to provide evidence in support of the thesis'that, in the 
words of' Kenneth BuckleYI "The produçtion 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, . ' 
l produced evidence which calls this thesis into question. In 
data for the period 1910 to 1930, we haye seen that th~ export 
market was probably more imP9rtant to Canadian manufacxurers 
than the prairie market in every year after 1915, and possibly' 
in the years 1910 to 1915 as well. 2 More detailed analysis of 
t~ manufacturing industries and of export' and import'data is 
required'; but i t may be possible to show that the oft made dis-.. 
tinction between the staple export sectors and the domestic-mar-
k~t oriented'manufacturing sector is a dubious one. Perhaps the 
entire economy wa~ export oriented. 

The data presented i~ Chapters II and III do not cover 
the whole of the period typically associated with the expansion 
of prairie agriculture. In tact, the period of most rapid expan-­
sion, fro~ perhaps 1896 until 1914, when~ thè'i'mpact on central 
Canadian manufacturing would have been greate t, has largely 
been omitted due to the ~ack of data. This m ans that the'Buck­
ley the sis m~y yet be valid for the earlier part of the wheat 
expansion. In fact, it was argued in Chapter l 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 4-1, showing the average annual percentage increase 
in the number of farms and in the nurnber of acres of improved 
land, shows how important it is to distinguish between the ear­
lier and the later ~arts of' the era of' western settlement. 

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.lncrease in the Number of?arms and 
in the Area cof Improved Land, Prairie Provinces; 1901 to }931 

~ 
1901-1'1 
1911-16 
1916-31 

Number 
of Farms 

26% 
2 
2 .. 

Area of 
Improve d Land 
( 31% 

10 
5 

Source 1 Census data reprinted in Fowke, "The National Polic:)'" 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 succeeding 20 years. , 
Moreover, the extensive phase of railway investrnent ended by 
1915. Thus, if it has' been shown that wheat was not the "basic 
economie opportunity" after 1915, it nevertheless has not bee!) 

.r->--" 

disproved that it was the basic economic opportunity before 
1915. .. 

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 effec't 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 
prod~ctio~ and exports eontinued to grow. 3 There is 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 to 

!930--but what this says abou~ the staple the ory needs e~Pha~iz­
ing. In the formaI presentat~on of the the ory , eeonomic devel~p­
ment is seen 4:s "a process of diversification around an expor~ 
base .•.. " But the case of wheat su-ggests that mere exports 
are not sUfficient,; fo~ _=\h'e contribution of the wheat ecèno,my \ 
to diversified growth, if art y , was li~ited to the period of 

~ 

3 Between 1901 and 1911, Canadian production of wheat 
increased from 55.6 t~ 230.1 million bushels. By 1928, output 
was 566.7 million. Fowke, National Policy and the Wheat Economy, 
p. 75· 

4 Watkins, "A Staple Theory of Economie Growth," 
Approaches to Canadian Economie History, p. 53. 
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53 
rapid expansion of prairie settlement. The possibility of expor-
ting wheat is what gav~ rise to settlement,. but once the rate 
of settl~ment slowed down and the Prairies became merely an ex­
port region, wheat exports ceased ta 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 aIl staple industries exhibited sueh characteris­
tics, then any economy attempting ta develop on the basis of 
staple exports would reqùire a fortuitously timed succession of 
them. 

Of course, few staples are like wheat. 5 But Canada's 
other staples have generally been worse than wheat ~rom the 
point of view of economic develop~ent. The fur trade made only 
a marginal contribution to the cause of diversified economic 
development, and may actually_have militated against it. Fish 
and timber were hardly better. Wheat has been seen by ,sorne as 
the staple product par excellence. R.E. Baldwin, as w~ saw in 
Chapter l'' has made much of' the characteristic~ of wheat-type 
production.6 Thus, if even .wheat proves to be an unsatisfactory 
basis' for diversified economie development, we are led to the 
conclusion that if, in the words of Mackintosh, product~on of a 
staple èommodi ty 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 dispense with~ndenee ort~staple industries 

-~8 

to the greatest extent possible. 

5 ,. Hydro-electric power generation, wi th i ts massive" 
initial capital expenditures and low operating costs, would-have 
a similar one-shot impact on demand. The argument could po~sibly 
be made that the mining industry as weIl is in the sarne cate-
gory as wheat. . 

6 Others, such as Easterbrook and Aitken, have emphas­
ized the similari~ies of·a negative character between wheat and 
preceeding staples, such as heavy fixed eosts and frequent fluc­
tuations in priee. Canadi~ Economie History, p. 477. 

7. "Economie Factors in Canadian History," p. 12. 
8 There is perhaps sorne irony in the fact tnat, after 

cri ticizing Chambers and Gordon rather severely in Chapter 1, we 
have arrived at the same conclusion as they. See "Primary Prod­
ucts and Economie Growth," p. 316. 
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54 
This conclusion is -founded on a consider~tion of only 

one of the possible contributions of the wheat staple to eeon~ 
omie development. It is possible that wheat was important in . 

) . 
other respects, the Most notable be~ng the role of export earn-
ings in faeili tating the import of capital goods. 9 Nevertheless, 
this monograph provides sorne support for the dependency version 
Of' the staple theory as against the steady-progress view,10 which 
were discussed in Chapter 1. Caqada, it would seem, has not de­
vel~ped beeause of her reliance on staple industry. but in spite 
of it. Or, looking'at it from another point of view, Oanada's 
continuing relative dependenee on manufactured imports may be 
due to its reliance on various staple industries to fuel devel­
opment. 

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

i 

The Dominion Bureau of Statistics (D.B.S.) began cal-
cUlating the incorne'of farmers for the year 1926. These fi~es 
are published in the Handbook of Agrioul tural Statistics, Part 
III Farm Incame1 (hereafter, Farm Income). For earlier ,ears, 
aIl that is available i~ the cènsus value of farm output for 
eyery fifth year and, f:t'om 1?18, the "Esti~ated Gross Agricul tur­
al Revenue, If published (usually in March) in the Monthly Bul­
letin of Agricul turaJ. Statistics2 (here'after, EGAR). As is evi­
dent from Table A-l, the figures in the latter two sources are 
not an adequate proxy for farm income. (Reasons for the differ-
ences in these figures are discussed below.) 

1920 
192.5 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 

Farm Incorne 

547,237 
524,336 
620,439 
491,847 
268,072 

( '000) 

Census 
625,975 
739,133 

.' '336,292 

EGAR 
720',005 
771,065 
76.5,011 
~~3~ 986 
IjLjo3 ~ 153 
642,022 
445,874 

In this appendix an attempt has been made ta estimate 
farm cash incarne for years prior to 1926. As discussed below, 
it is believed that the estimates for grains are quite accurate. 

, . 
. The e~timates for animal products aqd lives'tock are much less 

/ 

reliable, _but since grains accounted for two-thirds ta more than 
four-fifths of agricultural incorne in the Prairies, depending on 

1 D.B.S. catalogue number 21-502. 
2 D.B.S. catalogue number 21-00). 

/ 

. ' 
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the year, the estimates of total agricultural revenue are prob~ 
1 

ably reasonably accurate. The error is almost wholly on the 
side of underestimation. 

Grains 
Five crops--wheat, oats, barley, rye and flax--account 

<" 

f.or almost aIl the grain grown on the Prairies in the period 
under consideration. AlI others combined amounted to only a tiny 
fraction of total output of grains, and are ignored here. 

. The data come from a wànderrully detailed D.B,S,'an­
nuaI publication entitled Report on the Grain Trade of Canada. 3 

The Report includes sueh statistics as the amount in storage at 
each terminal and at i~terior elevators, weekly rail movements, 
receipts and shipments along eacn spur line, weekly priees for 
each grade, transportation rates, and even the amount of"grain 
fast in cleaning. The Report was first published in 1918, eov­
ering the 1917 erop year. Data from 1908 to 1916 are from the 
mueh less detailed D.B.S. publication, Handbook of A9ficultural 
Statisties, Part Il Field Crops, 1908-1958,4 To the dxtent that 
they overlap, the figures in bath sources agree. The advantage 
of the Report is that the high level of detail made it possible , 
to cheek many of the figures for consistency and aecuraey, and 
ta see how sorne of them were derived. 

The ealculations of income from the sale of grains, 
pres,ented in Table A-2 (pp. 68-90), were made as follows. The 
volume of physical production in 9ushels for each of the three 
provinces was multiplied by the average farm priee realized in 
each province to obtain the gross farm value. It was important , , 

that the ~rices 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~ grain 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. MacGibboD, The Canadian Grain-Trade 
(Toronto: Macmillan, 1932). 
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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, 
especiàlly since priees 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 cl~aning and transport)" elevation, transportation, and 
several other things; ~d d) transportation charges were higher 
for farm~rs located :farther from terminaIs. "Tne fâ.rm priees 
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 :farrn prices for one year 
chosen at random (1925) using monthly prices of each'Qf 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 priee for the three provinces by six per cent ($1.18 vs. 
$1.11), which is accounted for by the :fact'that the lower prioed 
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 thè farm price described here instea~ of average an-
nuaI market priees is illustra~ed by Table A-J. For the sample 
"years in the ta~le, 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 
• • ' A>. 

thr~e provinces and multiply the result by a coeff~c~ent repre- ~ 
, 

senting the proportion of the crop which was marketed rather 
than being used as seed or animal feed, or whi'ch was lost in 
- -cleaning or was unmarketable. 'It was noi,(, possible to deri ve a 
separate commercial coefficient for each pro~ince, and it could 
not be assumed that the aggregate coefficient would be accurate 
for any particular provinc~. For exarnple, it.is likely thatin Al­
berta, where there was more Iivestock, the amount of grain re­
tained as feed was higher th an in Saskatchewan or Manitofoa. 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 

; 
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Cornparison of Farm 
Prairie 

1925 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 

Prices and Market Prices 
Provinces, 1925 to 1929 

for Wheat, 

($) 
Market priee1 

1.685 
1.512 
1.462 
1.46J 
1.240 

Farm Price 2 
1.106 
1.072 
0.979 
0.778 
1.145 

1. Simple average priee of No. 1,Northern wheat at 
the Lakehead. 

, ' '2 From Table A-2. weighted by the arnount of wheat 
produced in each province. 
Sourcesl Canada Year Bo'ok, 1929, p. 247; Ibid., lliQ. p. 242; 
Table A-2. 
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are the averages for the years 1917 to 1930. Figure 1 shows how 
the commercial proportion of the wheat crop has varied from year , ,\ 

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 sorne bearing 
on changes in the èbmmercial proportion, but not enough to allow 
uê to make a reliable extrapolation. Therefore, only the simple 
averagss have been used. These are reprinted, along with their 

, standard deviations, ïn Table A-4. 

Table A-4 
Commercial Proportion of Crops, Prairie Provinces. 1917 to 1930 

Mean Commercial Standard 
Proportion, 1917-30 Deviation 

Wheat . 8002 ~034.3 
Dats . t444 .0647 
Barley .32.39 .0815 
Flax .7567 .1509 
Rye .4862 .20)4 

soUJcel Tâble A-2. 

The figure which results from the ab ove series of cal­
culations appears in the last column of Table A-2, and is the 

1 

aggregate cash incorne of prairie far~rs from the sale of each 
... 0". 

grain, net of off-farm expenses su ch as transportation, but 

.; 
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Figure 1 . 
WhS!t, CommercialJPr6portion 

Prairie ProvincAA'('1917 ta 1930 

J , 

• • . . 
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Tabl~ A-2. 

Figyre 2 
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Farm Price, No. 1 Northern Wheat, 
Saskatchewan. 1917 tg 1930 ~ 

1 
1 
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gross with respect ta on-farm expenses such as fertilizer and 

iabour. The last column is summed to give the total farm incorne 

from grain sales in each year ~ 

These results can be partially tested for accuracy by 

cornparing the values for 1926 to 1930 wi th those in Farm Incorne. 
" 

Table A-5 shows the difference between the ~stimates 'of farm 

cash incarne frorn wheat in Table A-2 and in Farm Incarne. 

Table A-5 
Cornparison of Incorne frorn Wheat in Farm Incarne 

wi th "Farm Incorne" from Wheat in Table A-2 
" ($' 000) 

'Farm Incarne Table A-2 % Difference 

1926 389,,3,30 3,34,380 16.4,3 
1927 364,54; 367,682 -0.85 
1928 441,760 345,295 27.94 

'01929 322,845 247,462 30.46 
19;0 157,8,3; 118,270 33.45 

Sources 1 Farm Incarne, pp.' 50, 52. 34; Table A-2. 

Except for 1927. the estimates differ substantially. However, 

there seems to be an adequate explanation for the difference. 

The estimates in Table A-2 wère obtained by rnul tiplying the 

gross farm value of' output by a coefficient repre senting the 
commercial proportion of the crop. Apparent1.y. a similar pro­

cedure was not followed in arriving at the Farrn Income estima tes. 

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 incorne frorn whea t figures in Farm Incarne (the sarne figure s 
used in Table A-S).6 

Table A-6 

Cornparison of Incorne from Whea t in Farm Incarne 
wi th "Gross Farm Value" of Wheat in Table A-2 

($'000) 
" Farm -Incarne Table A-2 10 Difference 

1926 389,330 408,278 -4.64 
1927 364, 54} 445,405 -18.15 
1928 441,760 424,039 4.18 
1929 322,845 322, Jf>4 0.14 
1930 157.833 157,J78 0.29 

Sources 1 Saroe as Table A-5. 
, , 
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The 'comparison shpws that in ~our o~ the five years the Farm 

Income estimates and those from Table A-2. when the non-commer­
cial 'proportion has not been netted out, are very clo,se, espe­
cially for 1929 and 1930 when the dif~erences are negligible. 
The larger difference in 1927 could possibly be due to an error 
somewhere in,either of the estimates, although the calculation$ 
in Table A-2 were re-checkea. 

The figures for'other grains could not be reconciled 
so easily. The proporti9n of o~ts apd barley sold commercially 
was very low~, and sorne allowance would have to have been made 
in Farm Income. Ho~r, the allowance was evidently not the 
sarne as the one u~ed in this appendix (which was taken from the 

• 1, ' 

Report on theGrain~Trade of Canada). It seems clear, nonetheless, , 
, 3 

that differences in~the treatment of the commercial and non-com-
mercial,pFoportions of the grain cro~'accoun: for the di~fer­
ences bétwe~,n t.he two ~ts o~o estimates. 

, It is useful'also to explain the, differences between -" the data from the Report on the Grain Trade ûsed in calculating 
Table A-2 and the data in EGAR 'and the bensus. 'Tlle resul ts in 
Table A-2 cannot themselves be directly cornpared with the fig­
ures in EGAR and the census because Table A-2 estimates farm 
cash receipts while EGA~ and the census estimate the vaiue "of 
farm output. H~wever, the Report does contain an estimate of 
the gross ~alue of each crop, and this can be compared with the 

1 

other two sources. 
The value of field crops as reported in EGAR is great-, 

er than the sarne statistic, in the Report by an average of 11.b 
per c~nt for the years 1918 to~1930. (The range of di~ference 
is from~.,O to 16.8 per cent.) The da,ta in EGAR weFe obtained 
in part~rom forms mailed to farmers, only 20 to 25 per cent of 
whom returned t~e forms. The areas harvested ~~re estima~ed from 

6 The reader will recall that our object is to calcu-, 
late purchasing power whereas the Farm Incorne estimates include/ 
aIl ~orms of income" whether or,not they ,represent purchasing 
power, Thua, the non-commercial proportion of the grain crops 
may fairly be considered incorne for the latter purpose since c 

farmers consumed most of that proportion aso seed, animal feed, 
or food. \ 

." -.-
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62 
these returns, and then multiplied by the average yields per 
acre as reported by the Dominion government's crop correspon­
dents. There is no indication o~ what priees were used to ar­
rive at the value of output.? The EGAR ~igures, then, are rather 
rough estlmates, likely to contain a substantial element of er-

_ 0 

ror. Moreover., the figures do not include any distinction be-. 
tween commercial and non-commercial proportions .. 

The data in the Report, on the other hand, were based, 
on observations o~ grain movements, and although total produc-
tion cannat be determined in this w~y since some grain is re­
tained by ~armers, d~ta on grain shipments can be used to cor­
roborate production figures. For the years 1922 ta" 19308 the 
di~ference between the quantities of whéat produced and the 
quantities shipped or in storage amounted ta an average of only 
3.4 per c~nt--a satisfactorily small error. _ l 

The value of field crops as given in the Repo~t also 
differs from the census value for every fifth year. For 1920 

and' 1930 the values in the Report exceed those in the cel1'sus by 
, 13.1 and 14.5 per cent, respectively, but for 1925 the value in 

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 baseç o~ crop years, which ran from August 1 to July 31, 
while the census is based on a calendar year. Furthermore, the 
data'in t~e census were obt~ined directly from farmers by census 
takers, ,but tew f~mers 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,'. 

7 Monthly Bulletin of Agricultural Statistics (March, 
1922), p. 89; Canada Year Book, 1933, pp. 226-2? 

8 The appropfia~~ statistics were not available ta 
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] fo~ the best set of financial records. T~e re- ~ 
"sponse was very meigre and only 15 sets of records co~~d be 
said 'to be accurate accounts." Agricul tural Progress on the 
Prairie FrontieA (Toronto 1 Macmillan, 1936), p. 74. 
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Animal Products and Livestock 
The statistics on grain are detailed enough, for the 

most,part, t~ permit us to reconcil~ or explain discrepancies 
between sources. The sarne cannot be said for animal products and 
1ivestock statistics , and the results here are little better 

1 

/ 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 part of total iqcome by a large margine ~able A-7 shows 
what proportion of total farm'income was derived from grains 
(column A) in the perio,d covered by Farm Incorne. The table also ~-;-­
shows the proportion by which the estimate of total incorne would 
have been off if the animal produçts and live stock figures in 
Farm Incorne had been greater than they actually are by 10 per 
cent (column B), 25 per cent (column C), or 50 per cent (column 

1 

D). The assumption is that the estimates of,income from grain 
(""~ c,orrect. 

Table A-7 
Income frorn Grains as a Proportion of Total Incorne from Farm 

Products in the Prairie Provinces, and Estimates of the Error 
in Total Incorne Resulting from Errors in Animal Products and 

'Livestock Income, 1926 to 1930 
(% ) 

A B C D 

1926 
GI/TI 10% 25~ , 50% 
78.3 2.2 5· 10.9 

1927 80.1 2.0 5·0 9.9 
1928 78.9 2.1 5·3 10.6 
1929 70.1 3·0 7.5 14·9 
1930 '61.0 3·9 9.8 19·5 

" 
me an 73.7 2.6 6.6 13.2 

Notes. 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. !h C, 
and D are the proportions by which the estim~te 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 Incom~, pp. 50-5! Table A-2. 
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The errors are satisfactorily small. The largest'error--19.5 per , 
cent-- occurs in 1930 when grain accounted fo~ the smallest pro-
portion of prairie farm incorne ever, and.with the assumption 
that livestock and animal product~income figures are otfby 50 
per cent. Thus, 20 per cent can,probably be ~aken to be the ex­
tre~e boundary of error on the total income estimates. 

There are several problems with the animal prGducts , . 
an~ livestock figures. One is that detailed, year-by-year stat-
istics arePonly available for sqme qf the products in this cat­
egory. Anothe~ is that there i8 a wide divergence between the 
sources, and sinc~ the data are less detailed ~nd comple~e, it 
is not possible to identify the reasons tor the ditferences, as 
was possible with the grain figures. Table A-8 shows the income 
trom animal products and livestock for 1920, 1925 and 1939 from 
three different sources. 

1920 
1925 
1930 

Census 
118,694-
108,196 
99,868 

Sources: Same as Table A-l . 

EGAR 
105,710 
146,093 
136,361 

Farm Income 

l 

\~ 1"" 

86,957 

. A further problem is that it is not possible" to separ~ 
ate sales to the public and sales of live animaIs 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-f~ sales of animals.represented a small frac­
tion of farm income. -

The estimates of incarne,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 MonthlYoBulletin (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 
by .2 to obtain the estirnated ,sales. The value figures w~re cal­
culated by D.B.S. by multiplying the numbe~--o:f cattle and the 
average price per head"Th~ latter i~ a w~ighted average of the 

~. diff'erent categories of cattle (heifers, steers, calves',' etc.). 
Statistics are available on the value of milch cows 

. from 191) (Table A-l0, p. 92) and on farm cash recéipts' from the' 0 

sale of dairy products from 192~ (Table A-ll. p. 9)). To esti- .. 
'. . 

mate the incorne from dairy products for the years 191) to 1919, 
cash ~eceipts from dairy products as a proport~on of' the value 
of milch cows was calculated for each province for t~ years 
1920 to 19)1 (Table A-12, p. 94). The mean of these proportions 
was then applied to the val~e of milch cows for 191) to 1919 ta 
obtain the e~timated revenue from dairy products for those 
years (Table A-l), p. 95). 

Aside from beef,and dairy pr~ducts, data are only 
available for minor products in the animal and live stock cate- ' 

r gory, such as thè va~ue of horses export~d. Table A-14 is a c~m­

parison of the SUffi of revenue from dairy products and beef as 
calculated above with total incarne from animal products and live­
stock as reported in Farm Income for 1926 to 19)0. 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 P~ducts and Li~estock as Reported in Farm Income, 

Prairie Frovince~, 1926 to 1930 
-f ($'000) 
A B 

Dairy Products AlI Animal A as % 
and Beef Income of B 

1926 9,710 2),0)5 42.15 
1927 11,176 26,692 41. 87 
1928 11,7.58 26,,560 44.27 
1929 12,721 27,)11 46.~8 
19)0 9,998 21,069 47. 5 
mean 44.46 

Sources 1 Farm Income, pp. 51, 5), 55; Tabl.es A-9 and A-l1. 
/' 
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AlI th~ values in the third calumn are within a narraw range 
bounded by 41.8 and 47 • .5. And although th~se figures arê hard~y 
a random sample, 'they do represent more than a quarter of the 

, '. 

18 years in the period 191.3 ta 19.30. -'It therefore seems reasan-
able--keepigg in mind our earlier remarks about the leeway for 
errer in animal products and livestock es~imates, page 6.3--to 
estimate incarne in this categ'ary by simply doubling the sum of 
revenue from dairy praducts and revenue from bee!. Ta judge, 
~rom our five year sampIe, the resulting estirnate will, on av­
erage, be equal to about 90 per cent of an estimate based on 

, 
full data, as.in Farm Incame. The residual 10 per cent or so 
that ia being excluded may be considered an ad-hoc correction 
t'or inter--farm livestock sales. 

o 

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 sa far 

inclu~e potatoes, vegetables,~\ grains other than the five major 
varieties, and fore st products. Table A-15 gives the income 
from'these sOÜrces in the prairie provinces for 1926 ta 1930 as 
reported in Farm Income. The table also shows the share of these 
products in total agricultural incarne. Table A-16 gives the 
same information from census data, except that 'other field 

~ 

cro~s' are not included in income from other sources. Except in 
, ' 

the Depression year of 1930, income from other products never 
seems tOflave amounted ta more than two or three.pet cent of 
farm income. -,' ------ Table A-15 

Farm Incorne Estimates of Other Agricultural Incarne, 
Prairie Provinces, 1926 ta 1930 

($'000) 
As a % of 

Other Incarne Total tncorne 
1926 9,,381 2.0 
1927 9,079 1.8 
1928 9,537 1.9 
1929 9,,13.5 2.4 
1930 ,7,'21.2 3.2 

Source 1 Farm Incarne, Pf1. 50-5. 
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1910 
19.15 • 
1920 
1925 
1930 

Table A-16 

Other Produc'ts 
4-,608 

~'6,573 
11~212 
12,243 
12,913 

/ 
th the 

As a % of' 
Tètal Value 

2.1 
1.1 
1.8 
1.7 
J.8 

67 

Sources 1 Census of Agriculture, 1931, pp. 5,36-7, 588-9, 660-1, 
Canada Year Book, 19~9, p. 273. 

Because incarne from other sources was clearly such a 
, 

small proportion of total incarne, it will simply be ignored in 
our estirnates. 

Total Farm Income 
The estimates of total f'arm income are presented in 

Table A-2, 1 page 38. These are simply t?e sums of estimates -:for 
grains and estimates f'or animal products and livestock. It has 
been.argued that the' estimates are satisfactorily accurate, and 
that, as a result, even if the animal products and live stock 
estirnates are out by a fairly large rnargin, the error in the 
estimates o:f total incorne is p~obably weIl below 20 per cent. 

-
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Q 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

, 
OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

BAR LEY 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta~ 

FUX 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

,II m 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

TOTAL 

,/ 

Produc­
t±t:>n 

('000 Bu.) 

30,773 
252,500 
171,286 

25,767 
142,526 
101,160 

)6,717 
27,129 
12,000 

~, 198 
, J, .37.3 

202 

2.215 
7,941 
.3 1 1.31 

71 

, ' 
Table A-2 (cont'd) 

e of Prairie Farms ~rom the Sale of Graân 

Farm 
Priee 

($) 

Qross Farm 
Value 

($) 

32,619,.380 
244,925,290 
167,860,280 
445,404,950 

.,t 

.5~ 12,88.3,500 

.44 62, '711,440 

.44 44,510,400 

.64 ' 

.61 

.58 

1.59 
1.52 
1.60 

.82 

.79 

.78 

120,105,.340 

2),498,880 
16,548,690 

6,960,000 
47,007,570 

1,816,.300 
6,27.3,.390 
2,442,180 

10,5.31, 870 

\ 

Comm. 
Prop.' 

1 
.1.351 

• .3217 

·,.7.382 

.9516 

( 
Farm 

Incorne 
($) 

16,22 ~2J1 

15,122,3.35 

10,022,127 

414,481,9.30 
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} Table A-2 {cont'd~ 

Prairie Farms 
/ 

AgF!regate Income of from the Sale of Grain 1 

, 

.' 192? 
, 

Produc-, Farm Gross Farm Comm. Farb 
tion Price Value Prop. Income 

('000 Bu .) ($) ($) ($) 
'" 

t 
WHEAT 
Man. 47,1,3 1.09 51,374,970 
Sask. 219,6 6 1.08 2J7, 217,680 
Al ta. l1J,986 1. 0.5 11é!68.2!îOO 

40 ,277,950 .8190 3J4, 379,640 
li' 

OATS 
'M'âiï." ~ 52,778 .4J 22,694,540 
Sask. 110,193 .42 ' 46,281,060' 
Alta. '57,479 ,J8 21! 842, ~20 \l, 

90, 817; 20 .0919 8,346,139' 

BAR LEY 
Man. 50,880 .49 24,931,200 
Sask. 21,891 ',4.5 9,84°,950 "", 

'«..~ Alta. 9,146 .42 ~!8 11~20 
.:: 3, 623,'70 .4625 17,863,J55 

FLAX • 
Man. 2,051 1.62 ),)22,620 
Sask, ),744 1.60 5,990,400 
Alta. 83 1.50 124! 200 

9,437,520 .8221 7,758,585 , 

RYE 
Man. ),563 .76 ' , 2,707,880 
Sask.' 5,454 .74 4,035,960 
Alta. 1,)74 .68 gî4'î2O 

7,78,160 .801) . 6, f52d1O 
Q • 

TOTAL 374, 500,229 

.... ,-

0 
, , 

.' 

\, , 

, ,~ 
;:{ 
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Table A-2 (cont'd) 
o 

Aggregate Incorne o~ Prairie Farms trom the Sale ot Grain 
z 

WHEAT 
Man. J 

Sask. 
Alta. 

OATS 
Man. 

- Sask. 
Alta. 

BARLEY 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

FLAX 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Al t'a. 

TOTAL 

Produc­
tion 

(1000 Bu.) 

)9,453 
240,.5.51 
102,9.55 

1) 

<) 71,770 
174,967 

75,.517 

52,156 
27,061 
14,924 

1,164 
7,439 

35 

, .5,152 
4,.512' 
1,881 

Farm' 
Price 

($) 

1.18 
1.10 
1.09 

.)4, <, 

.)3 

.)1 . 

.49 
., .45 

.43 

2.10 
1.96 
1.94 

.73 

.64 

.62 

.. 

Gross Farm 
Value 

($) 

46,554, .540 
264,606,100 
112, 20à,830 
423,)6 ,470 

24,401,800 
57,739,110 
23,410,2~O 

105,551,1 0 

Comm. 
Prop. 

.8840, 

.1843 

25,556,440 
12,177,450 
6,417,320 . 

~44,151,210' }.4Z71 

2,444,400 
14,580,440 

67j900 
17,092,740 .6728 

,..------î, 

3,760,960 
2,887,680 
1,166,220 
7, 814, 8.60 

> .4)53 

Farm 
Incorne. 
" ($) . 

19,45),082 

18,,85Q,982 ' 

3,401,809 

427,469,598 
J 
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Table A,-2 {cont'd~ 

Aggregate Incorne' -of Prairie'Farms from the Sale of Grain 

( 
1924 

Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm. Farm 
tion ' Priee Value Prop. Income 

('000 Bu.) ($) ( $) ($) 

WHEAT 
Man. 41,464 1.24 51,415,360 
Sask. 132,918 1.21 160,830,780 
A:lta. 61,312 1.20 ~~! ~Z4, 400, 

.7840 2 5, 20,540 224,083,300 

OATS 
Man. 70,729 .47 ~3, 242,630 
Sask. 97,345 .43 1,858,350 
Alta. 55,251 .41 22!6~2,~10· 

97,753, 90 .1298 12,688,455 

BARLEY 
Man. 40,923 .70 " 28,646,100 
Sask. 17,360 ,'63 10,936,800 
Alta. 12,347 .59 ~!284, ~~o 

4, 867 ,30 .'4201 19,689,091 

FUX 
, Man. 3,403 1.94 6,601,820 .-Sask. 6,119 1.95 11.932,050 

Alta. 56 1.90 ' 106! 210 
18.640,080 .8559 15 • 954, 044 ; 

" 
" 

\ RYE 
" 5,'875,000 Man. ~:~6~ 1.00 

Sask. .95 2.381,650 . ) 
Alta. 2,744 .97 2! 661! 680 () 

.4586 10.918,330 ~!00Z!146 

-----""-
TOTAL 277,422,036 , 

'--: 
''. 

--~-- ~ --- - - -~ -. -~- -- -- ~-......--~ 

() ~ " 
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. f Table A-2 (cont'dl 

t 
0 

A/i!./lX'egate Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain 
i ~ ~ 

1 
. ~, 

Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm. Farm 
tion Priee Value Prop. Incorne 

(r000 Bu.) ($) ($) ($) 
.j WHEAT t Man. .. 35,804 .67 2)',988,680 

Sask. 244,622 .65 176,544.,)00 /' 

, Alta. 1 ,8,34 .65 24 212z100 
...-- ,,-=--. 294,685.080 .8246 242.997,)20 \ 

) OATS ~. 

. Man. 58,704 .)0 17,611,200 
, Sask. ,21,8,075 . .25 54,518,750 
Alta. 114,~77 .24 222:224 2480 

99,724,4)0 .2~24 2),175,958 , 

j' BARLEY 
2'5~ 726 "'" " Man •. ·37 9,518,620 

Sask. 19,278 ·35 6,747,:170 "-

Alta. 14,774 • 3J. - 4,845,420. 
"~ .2,823' 5,968,220 21,1 1,410 

, \. 

.... 
FLAX ~ 

Man. 1,395 ,1.e9 2.636.550 
~ask. 5,494 -1.75 9.614,150 
Alta. \ 156 1 ~ 6) -.254'.1 280 , 

12.,504,980 .6495 .. 8,121,984 
" 5., 

~ RYE 
Man. 4,,620 ·52 2,402.400 

:Sask. 8,582 .45 3.861,900 
Alta: 7,640 .40 .210561000 

y 9,)20,)00 .3599 'îl J54 i JZ6 
cf> 

TOTAL . 283,617',858 

" .-

"- ~, Q ., 
~ llt_ 

''0 "1-', 

" 
f 

" . ~ .' l~ 
, 

.' 1 1 ".'! ,. 
1-

'" 

., ../" " " " ~ ~, -,. 
1. 

'{t~: 
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Table A-2 (cont'd) 
\ 

Aggi;:egate Income of prairie' Farms frém the Sale ,of Grain 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

"J 
OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

BAR LEY 
Man. 

1 Sask. 
Al ta .. 

FUX 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

TOTAL 

Produc­
tion 

('000 Bu.) 

60,051, 
250,167 
64,976 

Farm' 
Price 

($} 

.8) 

.85 
·77 

74,433 ,.31 
179,708 .29 
35,519 ,~)5 

~~--
28,863 
18,511 
6,238 

r 

734 
4,079 

89 

7,078 
16,164 
6,187 

.41 

.38 

.42 

.) , 

1. 80 
1. 7~, 
1.52 

',6'1 
.63 
·55 

~ 
Gross ku-m 

Value', 
($) 

49,842, ))O~: 
212,641,950 
50,031,~20 

312,51,5,00 

23,074,,2)0 
,52,115,~0 
12,431,650 
,87, 621,200 

11,833,830 
7,034,180 
2,619,960 

21,487,970 

1, )21,200\ 
6,975,090 

134,824 
8,431,114 

',.1 

4,)17,,580 
10,183, )2Q., 
),402,850 

17,90),750 

\ . 

Comm. 
Prop. -

l ' -': 
.3229 

,'3959 

Farm 
Income 

($) 

2)8,918,))0 

. " 
6,938,465 

7,088,095 

271,301,389 

i , 

i • 
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Table A-2 Cêant'd) 
, A~~~ate Income-of-Prairie Farms fram the Sale of Grain 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask. 
Al ta., 

OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

BAR LEY 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

, 
FUX 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

TOTAL 

\\ 
-~.!radue­

tian 
<'000 Bu.) 

89,054 
188,000 
53,044 

49,443 
170,513 
64,192 

19,682 
13,343 
11,657 

545 
3,230 

171 

3,565 
-<,~3, 546 

1,999 

Farm 
Priee 

($) 

.30 

.24 

.24 

.43 

.36 
·32 

1.50 
1.38 
1.28 

.79 

.67-

.62 

1 

1921 

Grass Farm 
Value 

( $) 

81,039,140 
142,880,000 
40,~5~,800 

264,7,940 

14,832,750 
40-,923,120 
15,406,080 
71,161,950 

8,463,088 
4,803,480 
'~,730,240 
1 ,996,808 

817,050 
4,457,400 

0' 218,880 
.5,493,3.30 

2,816,113 
9,075,820-
1,239,380 
13~131,J1J 

• 

Comm. 
Prap. 

.7964 

.1334 

.2778 

.6855 

.2939 

Farm 
Incame 

( $) 

210, 787, 1~ 

9,493,004 

4,721,713 

, -

2,32,626,810 

,-

, " 
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Table A-2 (cont'd) 
Aggregate Income af Prairie'Faims from the Sale of Grain 

1.920 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

BAR LEY 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

FLAX 
Man. ' 
Sask. 
Alta. 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. , 

TOTAL 

Produc-
tian 

('000 Bu .) 

37,542 
113,135 
83,461 

." 

17,520 
10,502 
12,739 

1,158 
5,705 
.' 726 

2,:319 
2,535 
3,420 

Farm 
Priee 

($) 

1.83 
1.55 
1.52 

.56 

.41 

.36 

.80 

.66 

.62 

2.25 
1.82 
1.83 

1.35 
1.26 
1.25 

Gross Farm 
Value 

($) 

68,701,860 
175,359,720 
126,860,720 
370,922,JOO 

14,016,000 
6,930,990 
~,8~8,180 

2 ,8 5,170 

2,605,185 
10, J83 110,0 
1,328,~80 

14,:216,65 

J'~tJO, 110 
J, :1.-9'4, 100 
4,275,000 

10,599,210 

Comm. 
Prop. 

Farm 
Inc'ome 

($) 

.8015.r, 297,294,220 

.2307 

.2997 8,644,897 

.6630 9,492,081 

.3652 ),870,831" 

349,698,086 

\ 

... 

. , 
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Table A-2 (cont'd) 

•• &1Ii,& Il Il. Il ln •• 4 , 
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Aggregate Incarne of Prairie Farms frorn the Sale of Grain , .' 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

BARLEY 
Man'. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

FLAX 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

TOTAL' 

Produc­
tion 

('000 Bu.) 

40,975 
89,994 
34,575 

57,698 
112,'157 

65,725 

17,149 
8,971 

10,562 

52-0'i 
4,490 

222 

4,089 
2,000 
1,173 

Farm' 
Priee 

( $) 

2.40 
2.32 
2.Jl 

.72 

.70 

.64 

1.17 
1.08 
1.09 

4.26 
4.14 
4~ 15 

1. 28 
1. Ji 
1.42 

1.2.12 

Gross Farrn 
Value 

($) 

98,340,000 
208,786,080 
~g' 868,.250 

3 .994,3.30 

41,542,560 
78,509,900 
42,064,000 

162,116,460 

2Q,064,33Ô 
9,688~180 

11,512,280 
41, 261~ 590 / 

/ 
/'. 

!' 
2,,-215,200 

18!~ 588,600 
( 921, 300 

,21,725, 100 

5,2JJ.92Q 
2,620,009 
1,665.660 
9,5191580 

Comm. 
Prop. 

.8172 

.1902 

.2448 

* .6734 

,.J454 * 

Farrn 
Incorne 

($ ) 

316,251,770 

.30,8.34,551 

10,i01,816 

14,629,682 

3,287,825 

375,105,640 

* Not available. Figure given is average of 1917, '18, '20, '~1. 

1-' 
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.Tabli'A-2 (cant'd) 
• 

Aggrègate Incarne of Prairie Farms fram the Sale' of Grain 
1918 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. , 

BARLEY 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

FLAX 
Man. 

~ ..-' Sask. 
Alta. 

'Produc­
tion 

('000 Bu.) 

48,191 
92,493 
23,752 

Farm' 
Priee 

($) 

2.06 
1.99 
1.~2 

54,474 .71 
107,253 .70 

60,323 .73 

1,091 
4,205 ' 

480 

fi" 

.89 

.88 

.97 

).15 
).10 
).12 

Gross- Farm 
Value 

($) 

24,887,070 
10,461,440 
it~~~20 Ir,7~)0 

Comm. 
Prop. 

.7790 

.0719 

.2406 

Farm 
Income 

($) 

'256,242, 990 

10,314,962 

'1 
l 

,...;:;.; 
\ ; 

-
i 

·3932 7,065,706 / 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

TOTAL' 

,. 
),936 
1,420 

826 

1.41 
1.50 
1.41 

5,549,760 
2r,139,000 
§t\164,660 

,844,420 

~I~, 
.2142 1,894,475 

286,863 J 190 

/ 

.t • ,~l 
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\",- Table A-2 {cont'd~ '1 
1 -Aggregate Incorne of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain ,1 , 

, , 
; 

121.1 
\ 

Produc- Farm / Gross Farm Comm. Farm 
tion Price Value Prop. Income 

('000 Bu,) ($) ($) ($) 

WHEAT 
Man. 41,040 2.0.5 84,1~2,000 
Sask. 117,921 1. 9.5 229 ,9 .5,.950, 
Alta. .52,992 1.74 22, 206! 080 

~. 77:31 406,284,0)0 :314,\098,180 

OATS 
iVië.il. 4.5,)74 .. 67 :30 J 401,250 
Sask. 123,21 .62 76 J 392,680 
Alta. .86,289 .6:3 0 g4z î 62,020 ,1 

1 1.156,000 .11:30 18,210,628 ' 
/" 

BARLEY 

~ 1.5,930 1.07 17,04.5,100 
Sa - . 14,068 1.00 14,068,000 
Al ta. 10,)86 .98 10 1 128 ,286 ~-

41,291,380 .1967 8,122,014 j 

.-
/' FLAX 

Man. 147 2.à5 418,950 
Sask. 4,711 2.60 12,248,600 
Alta. 979 2.78 2! 221 1620 

1.5 , )89, 170 .8521 13,113,112 

RYE 
Man. 638 1.62 ' 1,03:3,560 
Sask. 998 1.6:3 ,1,626,740 

. Al ta. 1 631 ' 1.50 ~49,500 ~'~ ,>'~ -

1 1 :3, 09,800 .477 1,222!622 
1 
1 ! -.-

'TOTAL :355,267,610 

" 
"')' , ~l\ , 

, . ......... !!. ~,l~r" 

() . 
.... _ ",\'Je 

! 
"::,,,~, 
1':'«, ~-
l!~J: H' ~ 
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. Table A-2 (cont' d) 
.Aggregate Incorne of'Prairie Farm~ frOID the Sale of Grain 

1916 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sa~k. 
Alta. 

OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

BARLEY 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

FUX 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

TOTAL 

Produc­
tion 

('000 Bu .) 

29,667 
147,559 
,65,088 

, 48,439 
163,278 
102,199' 

-13,729 
9,916 
9 .. 774 

210 
6,692 
1,310 

557 
·548 
440 

Farm 
Price 

($) 

1.23 
1.28 
1.33 

.49 

.46 

.46 

.80 , 
. .77 

..71 

. ~ 
2.13 
2.23 
1.06** 

1.06 
1.10' 

.95 

Gross Farrn 
Value 

($ ) 

3,6,490,410 
188,875,520 
86,567,040 

311,932,970 

23,735,110 
75,107,880 
47,011, 540 

145,854..530 

447,300 . 
14,923,160 
1,388,600 

16,759,060 

590,420 
.602,800 
l1-18,000 

'1,611 ;22"0 

Comm. * 
Prop. 

.8002' 

.1444 

.)239 

Farrn 
Incorne 

($) 

249,608,760 

21,061,394 

8,278,256 

12,681..581 
Q 

1 

78';,375 

292,413,366 

*Not available. Tne tigures gi;~n are average s' ai the figures' 
for 1917 ta 1930. 

, \*It would seern that this is 'a 'rnistake', and that the proper 
figure should be 2.06. However, using this higher) value 
would increase the estirnate of Total Farrn Incarne by anly 
o • 33 per cent. \ " \, 
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Table A-2 (cont',d) . . 

Aggregate Incorne of Prairie Farms from the Sale of Grain 

121.2 

Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm. * Farm 
tion Priee Value Frop. Income 

('000 Bu .) ($) ($) '($) 

WHEAT 
Man. 69,.3.37 .90 62, 40.3 , .300 / 

Sask. 224,.312 ·91 204,123,920 
Alta. 66,538 .88 58 2 5~J ,440 

325,0 0, 560 .8002 260,129,540 

~ OATS -
Man. ~0,750 .35 17,762,500 
Sask. 1 5,066 .J2 '46,421, 120 

.. Al ta. 83,876 .JO 251 162 ,800 .- 89,346,420 .1444 12,901,623 
~. 

, 
BAR LEY 
Man. t 16,658 ·51 ·8,495,580 
Sask. 9,523 .46 4,]80,580 
A~a. 9,822 .44 4 f î21, 680 

17,197,840 .3239 5,570,380 
~~,.) 

FLAX 
Man. 120 1.61 193,200 
Sask. 5,255 1.51' 7,935,050 .~ 

Al ta., .le 670 1.44 264 ,800 
9,093,050 .7567 6,880,71 1 

.., .~ 

RYE . 
Man. 208 .80 166,400 
Sa,sk. 203 .64 .).29,920 
Alta. 375 .62 2)2 f ~oo 

>528,20 .4862 2:222 112 

~~C?J TOTAL 285,739,366 

o *Not available. The fi~JXes given are averages df/the 'figures 
for 1917 ~o 1930. . "'"'4 

1 



" 1 

*Not available. The figures given are averages of the figures 
for 1917 to 1930. 
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Table A-2 (cont'dl 
Aggregate Incorne of Prairie Farms frorn the Sale of Grain 

--- 12.1.î 

Produc- Farm Gross Farm Comm.* Farrn 
tion Price Value Prap. Incorne 

('000 Bu.) ($) ($) ($) 

WHEAT 
Man. .53,J31 .71 37,865,010 
Sask. 121,559 .64 77,797,760 
Alta. ;4, J72 .61 20 2 *66 2 *20 

136.29,90 .8002 109,331,080 
" 

OATS 
56,759 Man. .28 15,892,520 

" Sask. 114,11.2 .24 28,528,0~ , 
,Al ta. 71,542 .2 12,lZ0 z080 

61,590,6Q.O .1444' 8,893,683 

BARLEY '" Man. 14,J05 .34 4,86J,700 
Saskf 10,421 ·30 ),126,300 
Alta. 6,J34 ·31 1 2 26J,:240 1 

9,.953,540 .3239 J,223,952 

FLAX 
Man. 632 1.05 663,600 
Sask. 15,579 .95 14,800,050 
Alta. 1,155 1.19 1!~Z4!450 

16 ,3~, 100 .7567" 12,741,390 , 

---RYE ç ., 
Man. 103 .58 ·59,740 
Sask. 68 .40· 27,200 
Alta. 398 .J.t.6 18:22 080 

270,020 .4862 lJ1! 284 

TOTAL " lJ4, 321,389 

*Nat available. The figures given are av~rageœ of' the figures 
for 1917 ta 1930. 

,,, 

• 

/' 
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Table A-2 (cont'd) 
Aggregate Income of Prairie ,Farms from the Sale of Grain 

i , 

1912 

Produc- Farm G~.oss Farm Comm.* Farm' 
tion Priee Value Prop~ Incomë-

('000 Bu.) ($) ( $) ($) 

f WHEAT 
-.' 67 

1 
Man. 6:3,017 42,221,390 
Sask. 106,960 .56 59,897,600 1 

1 

Alta. )4,303 .54 18, ~2îz 620 
120,42, 610 .8002 ' 96, .538" 217 

OATS 
Ma'n." 57.154 .28 16,00),120 
Sask. 11:7.537 .2) 27,03),510 
Alta. 67.630 .24 16 2 2~1 e 200 

59,2 7,830 .1444 8,558,,275 
(1 

BARLEY 
Man. 15.826 ·37 5.855,620 

- Sask. 9,595 .)) ),166,35Q 
... .r'- - Alta . 6.179 .3J 220g2!0~0 

11,0 1,0 0 .3239 ),582,671' 

~"< 
FLAX 

1,252' L~ Man. 1,302,080 
Sask. 2),033 .89 20,499,370 
Alta. 1,693 .92 1! ~~Z2 ~60 

fj,359,010 .7567 17,675,763 
1 

RYÈ 
( Man. 105 ·58 

'- Sask. 57 .56 -, 

Alta. 377 .56 
',> .4862 1422 ZZ6 , 

" 
TOTAL ..---// 126.502.702 

'.,,) 

*Not available. The figures given are averages of the figures 
for 1917 to 19,)0 . 
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Table A-2 (eont'd) 
",' , 

Aggregate'Income of Prairie Farms from the Sale o~ Grain 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask'·. 
Alta. 

OATS 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

BARLEY 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

FLAX 
Man. 
Sask. ' 
Alta. 

RI! 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

TOTAL 

Produc­
tion 

62,820 
109,,32) 
)6,554 

60,011 
107,542 
58,985 

14,967 
8,658 
4,349 

1,149 
13,039 

1,116 

104 
61 

394 

Farm 
Priee 

($) 

·32 
.29 
.28 

.48 

.47 

.41 

1.76 
1.50 
1.20 

.70 
·53 
.61 

Gross Farm 
Value 

($) \ 

42,089,400 
~3~407,J40 
22,663,480 

,12,8,160,220 

. 2,022, 2lt,O 
19,'558,500 
1,339,200 

22,919,940 

Col'nm.* 
Prop. 

.8002 

.1444 

.)239 

72,800 
32,J30 

240 '440 ' 
345, 70 .4862 

Farrn 
Incorne 

($) 

102,553',810 

167,968 

13J, 949, 122 

*Not available. The figurés given ar~ averages of the figures 
for 1917 tcr·-1930. 
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Table Â-2" (cont' d) 
~ J 

Aggregate Income of Prairie Farms from the Salle 'of c;rraln 

,'II! Produc-

WHEAT 
'Man. ' . 

Sask. 
-Alita. 

OATS 
Ma:il. 

1 Sask. 
Alta. 

BARLEY 
.} Man. 

Sask. 
Alta.> 

tion , 
('000 Bu.) 

34,127 
, 66',979 

9,060 

]0,347 
58,92.3 
16,894 

6,517 
3,061 
.2,480 

Farm 
Price 

($) 

1 .84 
• 75 
.74 

\ 

Gross Farm 
Value 

-($) 

,,28,666,680 
50, 23~, 250 
6,~04!400 

85, 05,)JO 

.33 10,014,510 

.]0 ,c 17,676,-900 

.34 0 5;243,960 
33,435,370 

'.45 
• 42 
.43 

Comm.* .s 
" Prop. 

.8002 

.1444 

, 

, 
Farm 

Income 
($ ) 

88 

1 12,932,650 
1,285,620 . 
1,066,400 
5,284,670 .,3239 1,711',705 

.~ 
Man. 
,Sask. 
Alta. 

, \ 

RYE 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

Q 

TOTAL '. 

177 2.19 
3,89.3 '2,10 

78 . ''-2.07 
1 

.. 29 
. 12 
109 

\. 

.70 

.5,3 
·55 

.> 

-fi, 

387,630 
8,175, )00 

161,460 
8,724,390 
l~ v 

20,)00 
" 6, )60 

~, '59,950' 
,~ 

.. r 
< 

1.4862 

\ . 

,', , 

*Not available. The figures given are average-s of the f.igures" 
:for 1917 ,to 1930. : 
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~ Table A-2 (eortt'd) 

, ' , 

, Aggregate Income of Prairie FarIns from the Sale of Grain 
i 

WHEAT 
Man. 
Sask. 
A~ta. 

OATS 
Man. 
Sâsk. 
Al.ta~ 

BARLEY 
Man. 
Sas1ç. 
Al ta •. 

FLAX 
Man. 
Sask. 
Alta. 

< 

RYE 
Man. ~ 
Sask. \ 
Alta. "' 

TOTAL 

Produc­
tion 

(r000 Bu:~ 

50,269, 
;4,742 
6,842 

44,711 
29,20,5 
22,802 

17,093 
1,952 ' 
J,881 

281 
1,144 

74 

101 
. 41 
200 

Farm 
Priee 

.8; 
• 75 
.67 

, ·32 
.29 
.28 

·39 
·39 
.33 

.97 

.99 

.75 

.60 

.58 

.58 

Gross Farm 
Value 

($) 

41,72J,270 
26,056,500 
4,584,140 

72,36;,910 

14,307,520 ' 
8,469,450 
6,384,560 

29,161,5]0 

6,666,270 
761,280 

1,\280. 7~0 
.8,708,2 0 

272,570 
1,132,560 

g5, ~OO 
1,4 0,]0 

60,600 
23,780 

116,000 
200,380 

co~* 
Frop. 

.8002 

.1444 

·3239 

.7567 

.4862 

t" , 

Farm 
Incorne 

57,9'05,601 

4,210,,925 

2,820,612 

1,105,259 

97,425 ' 

66,139,822 

*Not available. The figures given are averages-of-the figures 
" .for 1917 to 1930. /, ,,'. 

SourceS) Repor.t on ths Grau!" Trade of 'Canada, varl.OUS years; , 
Hàndbook of Agrieul tural Statisties, Part l s Field Crops, 1908-
1958. 
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Estimated Sales of Beef, Prairie Provinces; 19'13 'ta 1930 
($"000) 

1913 
1914 
191.5" 
1916 
1917 
1918 
1919 
1920,~ • 
1921~ 
1922 
1923 

-1924 
1923 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
1930 

Value of 
. Cattle 

46,912 
7:3,605 
83,157. 

156,969 
191,794 
236,217 
218,364 
\137,274 
10.5,761.1 

86,116 
80,166 . 
91,212 
98,842 

j 84,490 
122, .581 
131,907 
13.5,108 
101,006 

Es~im.ated 
Sal~s 

i 

9,382. 
14,721 
"16,631 
31,394 .' 
38,359 
47,243 
43.673 
'27,455 

. ~ 21, 152 
3.7,223 
16,033 
18,242 
19,768 
16,898 
24d516 
26,381 
27,022 
20,201 

Note 1 Estimated Sales = .2 times Value of Cattle . 
Sourcesl Canada Year Boôk, 1~13, Ibi~., 1914; Monthly Bulletin 
of Agricultural Statistics ( eb., 1922), Ib~d. (Feb., 1926); 
Ibid. (Feb., 1929); Ibid. (Feb., 1932). 
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Table A-l0 
. jridue 

, 
of Milch Cows, Prairielprovin~esz • 

" ' 

($'000) 4, ,"'1 

, ' 

Manitoba Saskatchew§Yl 
, ' " , ,1,9,13. '6,150 8,427 N . . , , 1914 ,9,675 1~,472 

'". .- ' 1915 1.0,237 1 ,606 
~ 1916 . 14,427 .e3,3.58 

.1917' 17,842 . ,30,2.13 
19t'~ 20,622 ,32",122 
1919 . 20,609 ' ,34,040 
1920 . 15,698 25,8,79 

, e 1:921 ' 111,378 20,577 ' 
.. ' " 1922 . 10,Se9 1$,405 

, 1921· 10,170 f5,64g 
19? " 1",248 19,19 

: 192.5 ' 10,229 20,357 , 
".19?6 " 11,~11 17,968 

, , ; '1927 14, 02 23,576 
1928: .17,433 27,203 
1929 1~,.325 27,;00 
19;0'. 13,5°2 24,882 

. ' 
'Sources-. Same a~ ,Table A-9. 
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1913 to 1930 

Alberta \ 
7,260 

. 11j887 
12,602 
21,.359-29,Or 
;0,,5 9· 4 
29,9 7 
21,698 '\ 

20,,312 
14,724 

, 15,808 " 

10,.332 
18, ~18 
~7, 46 
20,966 
23,427 
25',598 
20',334 
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I! Tablie A-ll , 

Il Farm,Cash ReceiBts trom Dai!I Produots,. 

" Prairie Provinces, 1920 to 1931 li. 
($'000 ) 

'" Man. Sask. Alta. Total 
1920 6,483 6,701 8,278 21,462 

*' 1921 .5,109 .5,107 6,164 16,380 
1922- 4,792 4,879 6,161 1.5,832 
192~ 4,9.53 ' .5,.549 6,985' 17,487 
192 5,476 6,099 7,966 . 19, .541' 
1925 6,087 7.770 8,423 2~,280 
1926 ,6.421 7.,.528 8,097 22.046 
1927 6,-416 6,69R- 7,357 20,467 
1928 

() 

6,,400 6,88.5 'f J 15, 20,440 
1929 7,108' 7;9~8\ 7,6'6 22,690 
1930 5,707 6,681 6,832 19,220 
1931 6,088 6,73.5 6,930 19,7.53 

Source. Statistios Canada. Handbook of A~icultural Statistics. 
Part,VII, Dairy Statistics, 1920-1973. Catalogue number 21-51.5 • 
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. - Valué of 

1920 
1921 
1922 
192~ 
192 
192:5 
1926 
1927 
1928 
1929 
19)0 
1931 

/ .- ... --- ~ 

me an 
. s ' 

~ . 

\ 

/ 

~ -

\ 

'\ 

Man. 
• 1 

.413 
• 449 
.453 
,487 
',5 )1+ 
,595 
'a6S

' ' 33 
'467 
. 64. 
.42) 
,554 
.478 ~ 
,070. 

Notel- s:='standard deviation. 
Source 1 Tables A-lO "and A-ll. 
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Provinces 
\ 

\ 
\ 

:" ,~ita. Sask. 
" 

.,'-.382 (, 

.~O)· 

. 18 9 

" ' 

\ 

/ 

.) .442 
... )1 .488 

'482 ~ .460 
, 19 .464 . 

.. 284 q .).51 
,25)' ,305 
.290· ..... .299 
. 269" .))6 
.362', ·369 

p .)09 ,J85 
,057 .068 
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1913-
1914 
1915 . 

_ "1916 . 
1917 
1918 . 
1919 

'll .. 

.\ 

., 
Estimated Receipts from,Dai~ Products,· 

praîrie Provinces, 1913 to 1912 
1 ($' 000) '. 1. 

" Manitôba, 
2,940 
4,625 
4,893 " 
6,896 
8,528' 
9,857 

\ 9 , 851 

Saskatchewan 
2,604 ~ 
4,163 . 
4,,513 
7,218 
9,336 
9,926 

10,518' 

( 

Alberta 
< 

. '8', 339 
i3 .. 364-
14,258 

,22,'335 
29,061 
;1,552" 
31, 90 f , 

/ , 
Note 1 The above values were obtained by multiplying the value 
pi milch cows in each-province, as given in Table A-10, by a . 
-coeff~cient derived in Table A-12, namelyl .478 {Manitoba}, 

.309 (S~tchewan) and .385 (Alberta), . ' - ' 
Sourcest Tables A~lO, A-li and A-12 . 
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