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Preface to the American Edition

"Sophisms of Free Trade,” now for the first time presented to the American public
through the medium of an American edition, is a volume which has long been famous
in England, and deserves a widely extended circulation in this country, especially at the
present time, when the questions here brought under review are attracting so great a
degree of public attention. The first English edition appeared in 1849, the ninth in
1870. Almost from the first hour of its appearance it took rank as one of the most acute
and vigorous treatises within the entire range of economic literature, and it is not
asserting too much to say that it holds that position at this moment. Neither have its
arguments been successfully answered.

The author, the Hon. Sir John Barnard Byles, Knt Bachl., is a man who would occupy
an eminent position in any country. Born at Stowmarket, Suffolk, 1801, he was called
to the bar at the Inner Temple, 1831; went the Norfolk circuit; was appointed recorder of
Buckingham, 1840; serjeant at law, 1843; was made Queen's serjeant, 1857; and
judge of the Common Pleas, 1858, an important post, which he still continues to fill and
to adorn. Upon occasion of being called to the bench, he received the honor of knight-
hood. Besides the present, he is the author of a volume "On the Usury Laws" and a
"Treatise on Bills of Exchange." The last-named is well known to the bench and bar of
Great Britain, the United States, and all English-speaking countries, as a work of the
very highest merit and authority. The "Sophisms" will now, it is believed, make his
name and fame familiar to a large body of thoughtful Americans beyond these limits,
who are ardently and earnestly working for the wealth, prosperity and happiness of
their country, and believe that these results are to be arrived at only by building up and
sustaining throughout our broad land, and among its ingenious and enterprising
people, a thoroughly diversified industry.

H.C.B.
Philadelphia,
Feb. 22,1872.

Preface to the First Edition

Whoever contemplates, on the one hand, the enormous powers of production in the
United Kingdom, and on the other, the misery which nevertheless grinds down masses
of the population, will necessarily conclude that the circumstances which ensure or
promote the creation and due distribution of wealth, are yet unknown or mistaken. He
will see the science which assumes to teach these things, discredited, helpless, and
utterly at fault. There must be something fearfully wrong or essentially deficient in the
prevailing system: there must necessarily be some error in theory. No adequate
practical measures of relief can be devised till it is discovered.

The following sheets are not written to aid a party, but to assist, if possible, in reaching
the truth on a very complex and difficult subject. Protectionists will find no defence of a
high price of subsistence, and free- traders no acquiescence in their recommendation
of unlimited and indiscriminate imports. [begin page [iv]

If any who profess the doctrines of modern English political economy, should
condescend to cast their eye on these pages, they will, no doubt, dissent from nearly
all that is said on free-trade, population, pauperism, wages and currency. But among



political economists,” as well as among their opponents, in England, France, Germany,
and America, are to be found those who cherish the true spirit of scientific inquiry. That
spirit is a simple devotion to THE TRUTH, whatever it shall turn out to be, and an entire
indifference to the results of inquiry, so that they be but TRUE.? Criticism and
correction by such are not deprecated-they are respectfully and earnestly invited.

The vulgar, however, on both sides are incapable of independent judgment, take their
opinions on trust, and mix up abstract and scientific truth with strong party feelings and
predilections. They begin to read with a secret but irresistible wish beforehand that a
particular doctrine should prove true. The discovery of truth is not given to such a
disposition. On complex and really disputable subjects, what a man earnestly wishes
to be true, he will find true. Reading and enquiry only serve to entrench him in his
notions. Whether those notions be truth or error is the result; not of really free and
unprejudiced inquiry, but of previous accident. [begin page v]

An apology is due from a lawyer who presumes to meddle with subjects out of his own
profession. He is, it is said, a man of narrow mind, and necessarily limited information.
It is not for him to say (perhaps he could not say) that the imputation is unjust. But, by
way of compensation, he has, on a subject of this nature, some advantages over
others. That narrow and microscopic vision with which he is charged, does not
altogether unfit him for the minute and steady examination of the abstract theories of
political economy. He has no interest, except in the general welfare; and living, as a
mere lawyer does, retired from the world and general politics, he has a chance of being
in a measure exempt from the prejudices of party, and from that fanaticism, which in
politics and political economy, as well as in other things, sometimes, like an epidemic
seizes the people, high and low.

In France, Germany, Holland, and the United States, the general opinion of educated
men on these subjects is very different from that which yet reigns here. Indeed, until
lately, no Englishman, who should have ventured to dispute the passionate persuasion
of the public, could have hoped for a fair and candid hearing. It was necessary to wait.
As a brilliant Frenchman once said of fanaticism of a different sort, " 1l faut attendre que
I'air soit purifié."

No one is more conscious of the defects to be found in these pages, than the writer.
He is sensible that a more popular tone has been adopted than is perhaps quite
appropriate to the severity of such inquiries. But [begin page vi] it was necessary. A
mere dry dissertation, in the better style of political economists, about yards of cloth
and quarters of corn, would never have had even a chance of being read. He trusts,
however, that he has not been betrayed into any disrespectful or uncandid language
towards those who think differently, and who are perhaps better informed.

London October 31, 1849.

[iv/*] Mr. Mill is an example.

[iv/t] To be indifferent which of two opinions is true, is the right temper or the
mind that preserves it from being imposed on, and disposes it to examine. This is
the only direct and safe way to TRUTH." - Locke.
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Sophisms of Free-Trade and Popular Political
Economy Examined.

Chapter I.

"Political Economy is a Science."

The fallacy seems to lie in using the present tense, instead of the future tense. Political
economy will be a science. The political economy of Munn and Gee in 1750 was very
different from the political economy of M'Culloch and Mill® in 1850. But, perhaps, it was
not more different than the political economy of M'Culloch and Mill now is, from what
will be the political economy of 1950.

If by a science be meant a collection of truths ascertained by experiment, and on which
all well-informed men are agreed, then political economy is manifestly not yet a
science.

If by a science be meant a subject on which some little has gradually become known,
but the great body of solid knowledge yet remains to be discovered by experience,
observation, and patient thought, then, indeed, in this lower sense, political economy is
a science. [begin page 14]

But if political economy claim to be a science at all, she must abate much of her
pretensions, much of her dogmatism, descend to a lower rank, and adopt a more
modest and inquiring tone; she must learn to tolerate doubt, to endure contradiction. If
she aspire to learn in the book of experience, she must expect as she turns over the
leaves to meet with problems wholly unexpected, and ultimate solutions at variance
with all preconceived notions; she must make up her mind to see theory after theory
supported by great names, and confidently propounded, yet after all rebuked and
exposed by experiment; she must remember that there are twenty wrong courses of
public policy to one right one, and that all the erroneous ones are often tried before the
right one can be demonstrated by experience to be right.

A slow, painful, humiliating road to knowledge - but the only true one. Other paths may
lead to conjecture or opinion more or less plausible; this alone to certain and
demonstrable knowledge. But what we want is, not to conjecture, but to know in the
forcible language of the father of experimental philosophy, "haud belle et probabiliter
opinari, sed certo et ostensive scire."

What experimental science is there in which the whole truth was discovered at once, or
in the course of a few years? Much less are we to suppose that we have been favored
with sudden and preternatural illumination on a subject so complex and difficult as
political economy.

If we would form a just estimate of our modern English notions on this matter, we must
look backwards, look around us, and look forward; or we shall resemble the rustic,
whose history and geography are circumscribed by his own life in his own parish.

We must look backwards into times past. When modern political economists are
spoken of as [begin page 15] if nobody knew anything before them, and as if nobody will

: [13/*] 1 desire to speak of Mr. Mill with the utmost respect, and the more so
because on other recondite subjects, where he thinks himself to have been in error,
he has the candor to say so.



discover anything of moment after them, we may be sure that we hear the language of
empiricism, not of science. "Vixere fortes ante Agamemnona." There are many writers
before Adam Smith, of whom posterity win form an estimate more favorable than is
now entertained. Bacon, Montesquieu, Fénélon, Petty, Swift, and Voltaire win not
hereafter be less esteemed because they did not use the parade of scientific terms,
and were not embarrassed by modern and doubtful theories.

The need of a political economy, very different from the inert and barren system now in
fashion, is but too apparent to anyone who looks around him. Modern society presents
to the serious observer, as the consequences of past and present systems of political
economy, practical results by no means flattering. The immense progress of physical
science has multiplied a thousandfold the means of producing wealth. There is in the
overflowing and exhaustless bounty of nature, not only enough, but a superfluity for
everyone of the children of men. Yet some mysterious and invisible but impassable
barrier impedes its distribution, and shuts out the masses from the promised land.
Portentous and gigantic social evils, present and approaching, mock the wisdom of the
wise.

Political economists Look at England's boundless wealth and hopeless poverty; at
Ireland's dearest children escaping for their lives, like Lot from the cities of the plain! at
the periodical. alternations of manufacturing prosperity and manufacturing depression
and starvation at the expanse of untilled or half-cultivated lands, spread abroad amidst
a starving, idle, and congested population! at your own differences and disagreements
about rent, population, currency, wages, profits! at the theories opposed to yours (not
only in fashion and in power) in France, Germany, Russia, and [begin page 16] America,
but supported by the most original thinkers and greatest writers. Some of these writers
have been unjust to you. They affirm that instead of a science, solid and practical, you
are but the authors of a literature, unsatisfactory, obscure, presumptuous, and which
would be dangerous, were it not eminently tedious.

But we must also look forward with courage and confidence. The imperfect and
rudimentary condition of the science of political economy, while it accounts for present
evils, is for that very reason the sure ground of hope for the future. It is manifest that
we have not yet hit on the true theory. But in the meantime, the tools and implements
with which the new and true political economy is destined to work, are beginning to
multiply around us. The Steam-engine, Steam-navigation, Railways, Mechanical
Inventions, the Electric Telegraph, Modern chemistry, have not appeared for nothing. A
science of political economy will yet dawn that shall perform as well as promise - a
science that will rain the riches of nature into the laps or the starving poor. Men do not
even yet dream of the prosperity which is in store for all orders of the people.

As in other sciences, so in political economy, each accession of knowledge will not only
be a step to further, but to greater acquisitions. True and solid knowledge will not only
advance, but advance in a continually increasing ratio. The world now presents a
variety of communities far advanced in civilisation; the field of experience is enlarged
and diversified. But, besides ordinary experience, there is an artificial experience,
which is called experiment. At this moment the anxious and vigilant attention of
theoretical and practical men is invited to vast experiments now in progress. It were to
be wished that some other community, and not the British Empire selected as the vile
[begin page 17]

corpus of experiment. We shall suffer much, and what is worse, the innocent will be
the sufferers. We shall probably lose a large portion of our possessions. But we shall
be wiser. We shall finally adopt the true policy, and after much tribulation enter a better
state of things.



Is it more correct to say that political economy is already a science, or that it will be
one?

Chapter I1.

"Legislate on sound principles.”

Which, being interpreted, means, "surrender yourself to the spirit of system" - "carry out
your theories."

The spirit of system, a fertile Source of error, fertile in most sciences, is peculiarly so in
political economy. It is a foe to solid knowledge; the more insidious and fatal because it
usually accompanies superior mental capacity, being very nearly allied to that love and
relish of truth which distinguishes minds of a superior order.” The spirit of system
consists in a tendency to reduce all phenomena to a few general rules, and to find a
greater degree of order, symmetry, and simplicity in the natural, moral, or political world
than really exists, or can exist. Instead of expanding the mind to the rich and endless
[begin page 19]

variety and subtilty5 of nature or art, it would contract that variety to the narrow limits of
the human understanding. It finds ready acceptance with all men; for it flatters both the
pride and the indolence of human nature. It is much easier to comprehend and apply a
few general rules than to understand the complicated structure and regulations of
human society. Any man may make a parade of knowledge by dogmatising about
imaginary general principles, but to master facts, details, and the results of experience,
is a long, toilsome, and humbling occupation.

Men are not often undeceived who worship a few general principles, however
erroneous. When a man has grown grey in the honest assertion of doctrines which he
believed to be right, has spent in the endeavor to disseminate them his best years,
depends on them for his reputation and self-approval, what a cruel fate to be
undeceived - to discover that they are not only erroneous, but mischievous! Besides
there is no longer vigor of mind left to straighten the erroneous bent of early life.
Accordingly, we find that erroneous general principles last for a generation; that to
expect an inveterate theorist to abandon his theories is as reasonable as to expect him

[18/*] History shews that it is not the learned only whom the spirit of system
fascinates and misleads: it is sometimes an epidemic passion, or fever, maddening
all ranks down to the very populace.

Republican government has the charm of simplicity. The English and French
nations have accordingly been seized, each in their turn, with a fanaticism for it.
Straightway the blessings of prescriptive and stable government were sacrificed,
and blood poured out like water, for an impracticable political theory.

So, a few years ago, England was fascinated with the specious and simple theory
of free-trade. The agricultural interest, the colonies, the shipping interest, the
whole kingdom of Ireland were dust in the balance; the manufacturing towns, who
were the most clamorous for the change, little dreaming that they would be the
first and greatest sufferers. The enthusiasm is beginning to evaporate, and men
will soon marvel how they ever came to be under its influence.

[19/*] Subtilitas naturae subtilitatem sensas et intellect(s multis partibus superat.
- Nov. Org.



to slay his children. The seed of truth must be sown in the fresh and grateful soil of a
new generation.

Lord Bacon® warns us of this tendency of the human [begin page 20] mind to expect a
greater degree of order, regularity, and conformity with general rules than really exists.’
He calls it, in his poetical but most appropriate language, an idol, and charges mankind
in general, and philosophers especially, with gross idolatry at its shrine. Without saying
of modern political economy, as of the city of old, that it is wholly given to idolatry, it
may, without any breach of charity, be doubted, whether the worship of idols is
anywhere more prevalent, or the sacrifices more costly.

Reader! will you accompany me on a pilgrimage to the shrines? Let us essay to visit
them, not on the one hand as blind devotee, nor on the other as reckless [begin page
21] scoffers and iconoclasts, but as unprejudiced and candid inquirers.

As in all such cases, we shall be overwhelmed with obloquy. Our understanding and
our motives will both be called in question. If we should be tempted to recriminate we
will endeavor to resist the temptation.

6 [19/f] The following observations of Professor Playfair seem especially to
deserve the attention of political economists:

"The idols of the tribe, or of the race, are causes of error founded on human
nature in general, or on principles common to all mankind. 'The mind, Lord
Bacon observes,' i.e. not like a plain mirror which reflects the image of things
exactly as they are: it is like a mirror of uneven surface, which combines its own
figure with the figures of the object it represents.’

"Among the idols of this class we may reckon the propensity which there is in
all men to find in nature a greater degree of order, simplicity, and regularity, than
is actually indicated by observation. Thus, as soon as men perceived the orbits of
the planets to return into themselves, they immediately supposed them to be
perfect circles, and the motion in those circles to be uniform; and to these
hypotheses, so rashly and gratuitously assumed, the astronomers and
mathematicians of all antiquity labored incessantly to reconcile their observations.

"The propensity which Bacon has here characterised so well, is the same that
has been, since his time, known by the name of the spirit of system. The
prediction that the sources of error would return, and were likely to infest science
in its most flourishing condition, has been fully verified, with respect to this
illusion, in the case of sciences which had no existence at the time when Bacon
wrote. When it was ascertained by observation that a considerable part of the
earth's surface consists of minerals disposed in horizontal strata, it was
immediately concluded that the whole exterior crust of tile earth is composed, or
has been composed, of such strata continued all round without interruption; and
on this, as on a certain and general fact, entire theories of the earth have been
constructed.

"There is no greater enemy which science has to struggle with than this

propensity of the mind; and it is a struggle from which science is never likely to
be entirely relieved - because, unfortunately, the illusion is founded on the same
principle from which our love of knowledge takes its rise."”
[20/*] Intellectus humanus ex proprietate sua facile supponit majorem ordinem et
&qualitatem in rebus quam invenit. Et cum multa sint in naturd monodica, et
plena imparitatis, tamen affingit parallela, et correspondentia, et relativa, qua non
sunt. - Nov. Org.



Chapter II.

"Let things alone-Laissez faire, laissez passer.”

One of the most common and invincible fallacies is this - that things are good by nature
and spoiled by art. So said Rousseau of man as an individual, so many still say of
human society. It is a common error most young men fall into it, and are only
undeceived by bitter experience. It is invincible, for, having its root deep in human
nature, it springs again with every fresh generation.

But it is nevertheless an error. Everything may be improved by culture. Nothing is so
natural as art. The indigenous sloes and crabs and weeds of England, when cultivated
and improved in orchards, and gardens, are plums and apples and flowers. Man
without artificial culture, without intellectual, moral, religious education, is a stupid,
sensual, ferocious, and disgusting savage. Such is natural, uncultivated man, not as
poets paint him, or philosophers imagine him, but as travellers actually see him. The
same human creature, subjected to early culture, instructed, disciplined, Christianised,
is but a little lower than the angels.

Nor is artificial regulation less necessary to man in the aggregate than to man
individually. Life, personal liberty and inviolability, family, property, reputation, are
guarded by laws, complex and artificial, in proportion to the advanced stage of society.
Personal injuries, if not entirely prevented, are nearly extirpated, by an artificial system
of penal sanctions, and further diminished in number and intensity by the compensation
which in [begin page 23] most cases the injured party is entitled to exact from the
aggressor. The jealous and despotic supervision and enforcement of the marriage
contract by the state® is the artificial source of the endearing and humanising
relationships of father and child, brother and sister, of family duties, family education,
family restraints. Withdraw the interference of the law, leave things alone, and families
no longer exist, society relapses into barbarism. The institution of property, the spring
of all industry and improvement, leans entirely on an artificial system of laws, civil and
criminal, defining its limits, protecting its enjoyment, and securing its peaceable and
certain transmission.

The vulgar eye, surveying the surface and admiring the achievements of modern
society, penetrates not to its anatomy - to its secret but complex mechanism. Much
that is due to art is attributed to nature.

But a still deeper and steadier insight into the constitution of society will disclose not
only artificial political arrangements, but commercial and fiscal ones, tending to the
virtue, the happiness, the wealth, the power, the grandeur, and the duration of states.
The possibility of such artificial regulations is agreeable to analogy and conformable to
experience. But both analogy and experience forbid the expectation, that increase of
wealth and its fair and equitable distribution, by the full, various, and permanent
employment of the people, will flow from the let-alone system. On the contrary, there is
too much reason to apprehend that the natural course of things will here, as elsewhere,
be a vicious one; that the sum of national wealth will not increase, as it might be made
to increase; that its distribution will be imperfect; that land will be but half cultivated;
that employment will be precarious and wages scanty; that the bulk of the people will
not be [begin page 24] clothed, fed, be and might be.

8 [23/*] Unhappily relaxed since these observations were written.



Let us incline ourselves before the teachings of history.

What triumphs has the let-alone system to show since the world began? On the other
hand, history is full of the marvellous achievements of industry forced into artificial
channels by the foresight and power of wise governments.

Ancient and modern history each presents examples of an artificial direction of industry,
not only assailing and subduing the apparently invincible infecundity of the soil, but
compelling it ever after to feed successive generations, and sustain the power of
mighty kingdoms.

What was Egypt by nature? - a sterile and moving sand. It has been well observed that
its noble river, full of black mud, too filthy to slake the thirst or wash the person, was
once of little use, except to the rats, the insects, and the hideous reptiles.

Immense labors at length achieved a dominion over it. Canals, reservoirs, and
multiform contrivances for irrigation, led it at length to every door - the minister of
health, cleanliness, and fertility. Now there was, and ever since has been, corn in
Egypt. Ever since, in spite of bad government under the Pharaohs, the Persians, the
Ptolemys, the Romans, the Caliphs, the Mamelukes, and the Pachas, it has been the
land of plenty. What would Egypt have been all this while, if, three thousand years ago,
our modern theories had been in fashion there?

The cry of our wise men would have been, "Don't attempt to force labor and capital into
artificial channels, and at such an expense to bring into cultivation sterile lands. Buy at
a cheaper rate from your neighbors, the Arabs, the Numidians, the Carthaginians, the
[begin page 25] Syrians, the Sicilians. As for your means of purchase, let them take
care of themselves. Laissez faire, laissez aller; in other words, remain as you are.”

Ancient Egypt's parallel and antitype is modern Holland.

In Holland, below the level of the sea, and the surface of adjacent rivers and canals,
have been created by human art, fat pastures teeming with flocks and herds, rich
artificial garden land, nourishing the industrious and thriving population of innumerable
cities, towns, and villages. The very coast is an artificial fortification against the ocean,
the ancient and natural monarch of the country. Here he is defied by leagues of
artificial sea banks, - there by miles of granite masonry. Rivers and canals are made to
run many feet above the level of the country. Armies of indefatigable windmills are
perpetually pumping and draining. Amsterdam and Rotterdam, populous, opulent, and
splendid cities, rest but on piles driven into the mud. This concentration of native
industry and art on the most unpromising of soils, resulted not only in agricultural, but
commercial prosperity. The seventeenth century saw Holland the greatest of maritime
and commercial powers, under the most enlightened of governments. When religious
bigotry disgraced and depopulated alike Catholic France and Protestant England,
Holland became the sanctuary of religious liberty. From Holland English Puritans set
sail for North America, and founded a yet greater state, where the same industrial
maxims prevail, and as everywhere else, with the same results. From Holland came
the power which sustained in England itself, not only civil liberty and the Reformation,
but a highly artificial commercial policy, enduring for a hundred and fifty years, and
leading to the grandest consequences. At this day, therefore, even we ourselves, and
our children beyond the Atlantic, are debtors to what would now be deemed to be the
unscien- [begin page 26] tific and misdirected industry of the seven United Provinces.

Compare this artificial legislation in ancient Egypt, and modern Holland, with the let-
alone system in Ireland - the most fertile country under heaven.



Well may a living French writer and statesman of incontestable ability and experience,
for he has been Prime Minister of France, M. Thiers, exclaim of the let-alone system
(that system which would always and everywhere leave labor and capital to their own
course), in stronger language than literary courtesy will justify us in using, that it is " a
system of indifference, inaction, impotence, and folly."

But, in truth, the natural course of commercial affairs uninfluenced by legislation is
impossible. You must have a revenue; you must have customs and excise duties.
Your fiscal regulations may destroy or may create - will decisively harm or help a
hundred sorts of industry. Will the least harm and the most good surely spring from the
least possible care? It has been well observed that you might as well say, "Shoot
without taking aim, and you will be sure to hit the mark." [begin page 27]

Chapter IV.

""Foreign commodities are always paid for by British commodities.
THEREFORE, the purchase of foreign commodities encourages
British industry as much as the purchase of British commodities’"®

Unhappily the first proposition is untrue, as we now too well know. Nevertheless, let us
here assume the premises to be true; yet the conclusion does not follow.

Supposing every foreign commodity imported to be paid for in British commodities, it
may still be for the interest of THE NATION to buy British commodities in preference to
foreign. In other words, home trade is more .advantageous than foreign trade.

On this text, hear the apostle of free-trade himself, Adam Smith:-

The capital which is employed in purchasing in one part of the country in order to sell in
another the produce of the industry of that country, generally replaces by such
operation two distinct capitals that had both been employed in the agriculture or
manufacture of that country, and thereby enables them to continue that employment. . .

. When both are the produce of domestic industry, it necessarily replaces, by every
such operation, two distinct capitals, which had both been employed in supporting
productive labor, and thereby enables them to continue that support the [begin page 28]
capital which sends Scotch manufactures to London, and brings back English
manufactures and corn to Edinburgh, necessarily replaces, by every such operation,
two British capitals, which had both been employed in the agriculture or manufactures
of Great Britain.

"The capital employed in purchasing foreign goods for home consumption, when this
purchase is made with the produce of domestic industry, replaces, too, by every such
operation, two distinct capitals, but one of them only is employed in supporting
domestic industry. The capital which sends British goods to Portugal, and brings back
Portuguese goods to Great Britain, replaces by every such operation only one British
capital. The other is a Portuguese one. Though the returns, therefore, of the foreign
trade of consumption should be as quick as those of the home trade, the capital
employed in it will give but ONE-HALF THE ENCOURAGEMENT TO THE INDUSTRY
OR PRODUCTIVE LABOR OF THE COUNTRY.

’ [27/*] See M'Culloch's Principles of Political Economy, p. 152.



"A capital, therefore, employed in the home trade, will sometimes make twelve
operations, or be sent out and returned twelve times, before a capital employed in the
foreign trade of consumption has made one. IF THE CAPITALS ARE EQUAL,
THEREFORE, THE ONE WILL GIVE FOUR-AND-TWENTY TIMES MORE
ENCOURAGEMENT AND SUPPORT TO THE INDUSTRY OF THE COUNTRY THAN
THE OTHER."*

What does Adam Smith mean by the expression - ‘"replace capital?" It is an
expression not to be passed over in haste, but well deserving to be attentively
considered and analysed.

He means, that the whole value of a commodity is spent in its production, and yet
reappears in the shape of the new product. That in its production there is an
expenditure not of the profit merely, but of the entire value,™* and that the whole of that
expenditure not only [begin page 29] maintains landlords, tenants, tradesmen and
workpeople, but furnishes an effective demand and market for other productions. He
means that the clear gain, the spendable revenue, the net income of the producing
nation, is increased by the amount of the entire value of the domestic product, and that
the nation is so much the richer; for while producing, it spends the entire gross value,
and, nevertheless, after it has produced, it yet has the entire gross value left in another
shape.

He then goes on and says, that if with British commodities you purchase British
commodities, you replace two British capitals; but if with British commodities you
purchase foreign commodities you replace only one British capital.12 That is to say,
you might have had the entire gross value of two industries to spend, and thereby also
to create and sustain markets; but you are content to have the value and the market of
one industry only.

These observations of Adam Smith, though demonstrably true, derive additional weight
from the quarter from which they come. They are the admissions of the founder of the
existing school of political economists, on a point of vital importance, so vital that it
affects the entire theory of free-trade.

At the risk, therefore, of being charged with prolixity and repetition, | venture to invite
the candid and serious attention of the reader to a further consideration of this problem.

The entire price or gross value of every home-made article constitutes net gain, net
revenue,™® net income [begin page 30] to British subjects. Not a portion of the value,

0 [28/*] Adam Smith's Wealth of Nations, book ii. chap. 5.

' [28/1] Say asserts the same thing, as we shall presently see.

2 [29/*] Say maintains the same position. "The commerce interieur est le plus
avantageux. Les envois et les retours de ce commerce sont necessairement les
produits du pays. IL PROVOQUE UNE DOUBLE PRODUCTION." Liv. i. chap.
9, vol. 2, p. 6, 4th edition.

[29/1] Say concurs in this view. See Traité d'Economie Politique, liv. ii. chap. 5,
vol. 2, p. 69, 4th edition. He analyses the price of a watch, and shows how the
whole of it is distributed as net income or revenue among those who have
contributed to its production. He then observes, "C'est de cette maniere que la
valeur entiére des produits se distribue dans la société. Je dis leur valeur TOUTE
ENTIERE." He then gives another illustration, by tracing the distribution of the
value of cloth, and adds, "On ne peut concevoir AUCUNE PORTION de la valeur
de ce drap, qui n‘ait servi a payer UN REVENU. Sa valeur toute entiere y a été
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but the whole value, is resolvable into net gain, income, or revenue maintaining British
families, and creating or sustaining British markets. Purchase British articles with
British articles, and you create two such aggregate values, and two such markets for
British industry.

Change your policy-purchase foreign articles with British articles, and you now create
only one value for your own benefit instead of creating two, and only one market for
British industry instead of two. You lose by the change of policy the power of spending
the entire value of one industry which you might have had, as well as the other, and
you lose a market for British industry to the full extent of the expenditure of that
superseded industry.

A small difference in price may cause the loss, but will not compensate the nation for
that loss. For example, suppose England can produce an article for £100, and can
import it for £99. By importing it instead of producing it, she gains £1; but, though she
pay for it with her own manufactures, she loses (not, indeed, by the exchange itself, but
by the collapse of the suspended industry) £100 of wealth which she might have had to
spend by creating the value at home; that is to say, on the balance, she loses £99
which she might have had in addition, by producing both commodities at home. [begin
page 31]

Nor can it be said that what the producer loses the consumer gains. The producer
loses £100, the consumer gains £1. The nation, moreover, loses the markets which
that superseded industry supported.

Let ns examine a little more in detail the position, that the entire price or gross value of
every home-made commodity constitutes net national gain or revenue,- net income to
British subjects, such revenue as a man may spend with his tradesmen, and maintain
his family upon, and yet the nation grow no poorer. 14

Take a quarter of English wheat. Suppose the price to be 50s. The whole of this 50s. is
resolvable into net income. A portion, say 5s., goes as rent to the English landlord, and
is to him net income, which he may spend with his tradesmen in maintaining his family.
Next 30s. go for wages. Those wages are the net income of the English laborer. Then
10s. go for rates, tithe, rent-charge, and taxes. The first contribute to the net income of
the poor; the second to the net income of the English clergyman, or impropriator; the
third to the net income of the government. Then 2s. 6d. go for implements of
husbandry, the whole of which 2s. 6d. is also, as we shall presently see, resolvable into
net income to some person or other. The residue, being 2s. 6d., we will suppose is the
net profit of the farmer, and would be net income to him, but that half of it, viz. 1s. 3d.
goes as interest to a friend who has lent him money. This last 1s. 3d. is, however, net
income - not, indeed, of the farmer, but of his creditor. Trace home, with stubborn
attention, every penny of the price, and you [begin page 32] will find that every penny at
last assumes the shape of net income. The whole 50s., therefore, it is manifest, is an

employee.” And subjoins in a note, "Méme la portion de cette valeur qui a servi
au rétablissement du capital du fabricant. Il a usé ses metiers par supposition. |l
les a fait reparer par un mécanicien: le prix de cette reparation fait partie du
revenu du mécanicien."

[31/*] The attention of the reader is particularly invited to this part of the inquiry.
He will observe that the expression "net income™ comprehends the spendable
revenue of the whole community, from whatever source derived. The net profits
of trade are but a part, and a very small part, of the net income of the nation. The
wages of the laborer are his net income. The rent of the landlord, and the interest
of the mortgagee, are also net income.
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addition to the net spendable income of the country. The whole 50s. answers two
purposes: first, it maintains the ultimate recipients and their families ; and, secondly, by
means of their expenditure it creates a home market to the extent of the entire gross
value or price of the quarter of wheat.

But is the sum of 2s. 6d:, which we have just supposed to be spent for agricultural
implements, also resolvable into net income or revenue?

Itis! And though we should be still more guilty of repetition, let us patiently inquire how.

Suppose the 2s. 6d. spent for a spade. It may be that the money is laid out with the
retail ironmonger in the next market-town. Sixpence, we will suppose, is the
ironmonger's profit. A second sixpence is the cost of a wooden handle. That second
sixpence is expended in this way:- One-fourth of it, or three halfpence, goes as rent to
the owner of the copse from which the rough wood comes; threepence goes as wages
to the laborers who cut or fashion the wood; and the remaining three halfpence goes as
profit to the dealer in wooden spade handles. One shilling out of the 2s. 6d., the entire
price of the spade, is thus traced back, and found to be net income.

The remainder of the price of the spade, viz. 1s. 6d., goes for the iron part of it, and has
been paid by the retail dealer in spades to the wholesale dealer in the iron part of
spades. Part of this 1s. 6d. is the retail dealer's profit, part goes to the manufacturer.
The manufacturer's portion, when analysed, is again resolved into his profit - his
payments for implements or machinery (also resolvable into net income) - his rent - and
the cost price of the iron. The cost price of iron is, lastly, paid to the iron-master, and
by him distributed to himself as profit, to his workmen as wages, to his landlord as rent.
[begin page 33]

The whole price and value of the spade is thus net gain or income to some person or
other, available, like all the rest of the price of a quarter of English wheat, first, to the
maintenance of British families, next, through their expenditure, to the creation or
maintenance of British markets for cotton, linen, woollen, and hard ware, bread, beef,
beer, tea, soap; candles, buildings, and furniture.

Take any article you please, agricultural or manufactured, patiently analyse the ultimate
distribution of its price, and you will find that the whole gross value denotes the creation
of so much wealth in the nation in which it is entirely produced, enabling that nation to
spend15 and enjoy an equivalent to that whole gross value, without being the poorer for
the consumption, and conferring on that nation the further advantage of a home
market, equivalent to that expenditure.

To express the same truth in a formula, intelligible and familiar to political economists,
the whole gross price of any article is ultimately resolvable into rent, profit, or wages:
rent, profit, and wages are respectively national net income, and create markets where
they are spent.

> [33/*] La valeur toute entiére des produits sert de cette maniére & payer les gains

des producteurs. CE N'EST PAS LE PRODUIT NET SEULEMENT, QUI
SATISFAIT AUX BESOINS DES HOMMES. C'EST LE PRODUIT BRUT, LA
TOTALITE DES VALEURS CREES -Say, Traité d'Economie Politique, liv. i.
chap 2, vol. i. p. 18, 4th edition. The careful attention of the reader is solicited to
this passage. Though it be true and accurately expressed, yet it must in candor be
admitted, that Say, like Smith, is in other parts of his book inconsistent with
himself.



Now, suppose a nation which had produced both the exchanged values at home, or, to
use Adam Smith's expression, had replaced two domestic capitals, should alter its
policy, and should thenceforth import one of those values from abroad, giving for it the
other value as before (which we will suppose the foreign nation [begin page 34] ready to
take), that alteration of policy would entail on the country adopting it a loss of national
net income equivalent to the entire value of the commaodity formerly produced at home,
and now produced abroad, and the sacrifice of a home market to the same amount.
But, to descend from the abstract to the concrete, let us illustrate this by an example.
Suppose stockings to the value of £500,000 a year are made in Leicester, and
exchanged annually for gloves to the amount of £500,000 a year made in Dover, the
landlords and tradesmen, and workmen of Leicester and Dover enjoy together an
annual English net income of a million. Suppose now, that for some real or supposed
advantage in price or quality, the Leicester people, instead of exchanging their
stockings for gloves from Dover, exchange them for gloves from the other side of the
straits, say from Calais, thus depriving; the Dover people of their. Leicester market.
What is the consequence? It is this, that Dover loses what Calais gets; that England
loses and France gains half a million a year by the new locality of the glove
manufacture - by its transference from England to France. Englishmen have half a
million a year less to spend: Frenchmen have half a million a year more to spend.
English markets, of which Dover used to be one, fall off to the extent of half a million a
year. French markets, of which Calais is one, are augmented by half a million a year.
The English glove manufacture, with its half million of national net income, is gone from
England, where it used to maintain Englishmen and English Markets - to France, where
it now maintains Frenchmen and French Markets. Nor does the mischief end here. On
the Dover glove-makers were dependent bakers, millers, grocers, butchers, tailors,
shoemakers, with their servants and families. The migration of the glove trade from
Dover [begin page 35] to Calais ruins all. They are destroyed like a hive of bees.

The illustration of Dover, which is on the confines of a neighboring State, has been
chosen to make the case still clearer. Suppose, now, instead of the glove trade being
transferred from Englishmen to Frenchmen, the Dover tradesmen and workmen
crossed the straits along with their manufacture to Calais, and there carried it on; then
nobody can doubt that England would lose half a million a year, and France gain it.

Indeed this latter supposition of the people themselves migrating, along with their
industry, though setting the loss in the clearest light, would, of the two cases supposed,
probably be the most advantageous for England; for if the trade migrated without the
people, a nest of paupers would be left behind. It is said that the Dover people if left in
England could turn their hands and their capital to some new employment.16 Alas! this
is one of the things easier said than done. To find productive employment for the
people is just the very thing which is so supremely difficult, as to be often pronounced
impossible. It is the problem remaining for the true political economist to resolve. Its
solution will be an event not less brilliant and far more important to mankind than the
discovery of the solar system.

Now, under a system of free-trade, if the Leicester people can buy their gloves one
percent, or a minute [begin page 36] fraction percent, cheaper from abroad, they will do
so. By so doing English glove consumers may gain £5000 a year; but the nation hands

' [35/*] Mr. M'Culloch has here fallen into a transparent error. He says, in his

Principles of Political Economy, p. 151, "that the displaced artificers would be
employed in the production of the articles that must be sent as equivalents to the
foreigner. But that is not so. It is the Leicester stocking-makers who are
employed in producing the equivalents; but they were employed before. They
used to deal with Dover, now they deal with Calais.



over its glove trade to the French, and will lose half a million a year, minus five
thousand pounds (that is, £495,000 a year of national net income), by the half million
worth of gloves being now produced in France, instead of being produced as formerly,
in England. England, for a small percentage, sacrifices a principal sum. The English
nation also loses a home market equivalent to its loss of national net income. What
England loses by the migration of the glove manufacture, France gains. All this may
happen even under a system of reciprocity, so far as one industry is concerned, without
any disturbance of the currency.

The Leicester people gain no new market by sending their goods to France: they had a
market to the same extent before in England. There is no improvement in the condition
of the Leicester people to compensate for the ruin of the Dover people. Reciprocity
itself, therefore, in the particular exchange, is no compensation to the English people at
large.

Do the English consumers gain what the English producers lose? No. The producers
lose ninety-nine percent, and the consumers gain one percent.

What, then, would be a compensation for the invasion of the English market by foreign
goods?

Nothing short of a corresponding invasion of the foreign market by English goods.
When the French invade our markets and displace our industry, even though they
should take our goods in payment to the full amount of their importation, that alone (as
we have seen) is no compensation at all. They must, over and above all this, allow and
enable us to invade their markets, and displace some other industry of theirs to the
same extent, and on the same terms. The Frenchman must not only provide for the
Leices [begin page 37] ter people a new foreign market equivalent to their former home
market at Dover, but he, or some one else, must also provide for the Dover people a
new found foreign market as substitute for their lost home market at Leicester. here
must be not only reciprocity, but complete reciprocation.l7

Nothing short of a NEW DOUBLE foreign market-a foreign market for both the
domestic industries that used to interchange their products will suffice. This is admitted
by Mr. Ricardo;'® and it is the truth, as a little consideration will evince. [begin page 38]
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[37/*] This can seldom be had except under the same government.

[37/1] Mr. Ricardo, in combating Adam Smith's position, that a capital employed
in the home trade gives twice as much encouragement to the industry and
productive labor of the country as a capital employed in the foreign trade-the trade
with Portugal for example - makes these observations:-

"This argument appears to be fallacious; for though two capitals, one Portuguese
and one English, be employed, as Dr. Smith supposes, still a capital will be
employed in the foreign trade DOUBLE of what would be employed in the home
trade.

"Suppose that Scotland employs always a capital of a thousand pounds in
making linen, which she exchanges for the produce of a similar capital employed
in malting silks in England, two thousand pounds, and a proportional quantity of
labor, will be employed in the two countries. Suppose, now, that England
discovers that she can import more linen from Germany tor the silks which she
before exported to Scotland, and that Scotland discovers that she can obtain more
silks from France in return for her linen, than she before obtained from England,
will not England and Scotland immediately cease trading with each other, and will
not the home trade of consumption be changed for a foreign trade of



consumption? But although two additional capitals will enter into this trade - the
capital of Germany and that of France - will not the same amount of Scotch and
English capital continue to be employed? and will it not give motion to the same
amount of industry as when it was engaged in the home trade?" - Principles of
Political Economy, chap. 26.

It will be observed that Mr. Ricardo admits, or, more properly speaking,
assumes, that if Scotch industry loses its English market because England buys
from abroad, the Island of Great Britain is not compensated by the foreign trade
unless a DOUBLE foreign market can be found; unless Scotland can find a
foreign market for her linen, as well as England a foreign market for her silk.

The case may be illustrated by a diagram. The original state of things, when
Scotland sent linen to England, and England sent in return silk to Scotland, will be
thus represented:

Scotland
Linen £1000.
|
Silk £1000.
England

Great Britain has to spend as rent, profits, and wages, £2000. Now, suppose
England, instead of purchasing with its silk linen from Scotland, purchases (but
still with its silk) linen from Germany; then the state of things will be thus
represented:

{ Scotland None.
Silk £1000  ------------- linen £1000 }
England Germany

Scotland will have lost its market for linen, and thereby its power of production
and consumption to the extent of £1000. Great Britain will have lost this £1000.
Germany will have gained the £1000 which Great Britain will have lost.

The opening of the German market to English silk is no compensation to Great
Britain for the loss of its Scotch linen manufacture.

Great Britain has now to spend as rent, profits, and wages, but £1000. in the
place of £2000.

The only adequate compensation to Great Britain for the loss of the Scotch trade
is a DOUBLE foreign market. Another foreign market, over and above the
foreign market for English silk, must be found for Scotch linen. Then, indeed, the
state of things would be thus represented:

Scotland France.

linen £1000 ------------- linen £1000

Silk £1000  -----mmmmmmm- linen £1000 }
England Germany



When two domestic producers mutually exchange their products, each creates a value
equivalent to the gross price of the product, and, moreover, each makes a market for
the other. But if one, instead of buying as heretofore at home, now buys abroad, and
finds in return a foreign market abroad to exactly the same extent as his former
domestic market, that one is compensated. But what has become of the other? The
other has lost his home market, and does not find a foreign one. To be compensated
by foreign trade there must be a double reciprocity, this other also must find a new and
co-extensive foreign market. [begin page 39]

So that if you layout ten millions a year abroad, which you used to layout at home, you
are not compensated by a foreign market to the extent of those ten millions a year; you
must, in order to compensation by the foreign market, find In the aggregate a new
foreign market to the extent of TWENTY millions a year. So says Adam Smith, and
such is the truth.

To illustrate this by the former example. You lay out half a million a year with Calais
which you used to lay out with Dover, but Calais takes your Leicester stockings in
payment. Leicester, which used to send its stockings to Dover, is how compensated for
the loss of its home trade with Dover, by its new foreign trade with Calais. But this new
foreign trade does not com- [begin page 40] pensate Dover. There is reciprocity for
Calais, but where is the reciprocity for Dover? Dover, too, must find another new
foreign trade to the extent of half a million a year more before Dover is compensated.
But the NATION is not compensated by the foreign trade unless both Leicester and
Dover are compensated. When, therefore, the nation lays out half a million a year in
foreign gloves, which half million it used to lay out in English gloves, the nation is not
compensated by a new foreign market of half a million a year. To be compensated by
the foreign market, the nation must find a new foreign market of a MILLION a year in
the whole.

It is obvious, no doubt, that one town does not exclusively deal with another in the way
we have supposed in order to simplify a problem of extreme complexity.

It may be objected that, according to us, this incomplete reciprocity may injure both
nations at one time by a displacement of industry in each, so that both may complain.
And so it may. And so two nations do complain at this moment.

Thus it appears, that perfect reciprocity itself, in the case or the superseded
industry only, is no compensation to the nation for dealing abroad instead of at
home. There must also be reciprocity in the other industry which is deprived of
its customer. A DOUBLE foreign market must be found.

In other words, when you are about to take away one home market, you must
open two foreign ones. You must find a double equivalent.

Mr. Ricardo says that this will be done-that two foreign markets will be found.
But that is to assume (what is contrary to -experience) that the foreign market is
always as large as we require it to be. We cannot even find the single foreign
market.

Mr. Ricardo's illustration involves another fallacy. Why should France buy
Scotch linen when, according to the supposition, German linen is cheaper? Why
should Germany buy English silk when, according to the supposition, French silk
is cheaper?



The result is, whenever you import instead of producing, you may be losers by the
change till your additional exports double the value of the new import.

What, therefore, we set out with venturing to submit, seems to be correct, viz., that
even if the premises contained in the axiom at the head of these observations be true,
the consequence does not follow.

The truth is this:-
The gross value of every product of industry is national net income.

When one product is exchanged for another, if you [begin page 41] have produced both
products, you have created two such national net incomes. If you now change your
policy, and produce one only, and leave the foreigner to produce the other, though he
should fairly exchange with you, you create but one national net income and sacrifice
the other. You, even in that case, sacrifice the principal on the part of the producer to
gain a percentage in favor of the consumer.

But if these things be done in the green tree, what shall be done in the dry? So far
from being able to find a new DOUBLE foreign market, we cannot even find a new
SINGLE one commensurate to the enormous increase of our imports. If such may be
the consequences where there is reciprocity, what will be the consequences of that sort
of free-trade which does not compensate either industry, but tends to supersede both?

The public at present entertain very inadequate conceptions of the devastating

consequences.20

Chapter V.

"Buy in the cheapest market."

A recommendation perfectly sound, provided you are sure that every one will be as
fully and profitably employed in producing the means of purchase as he was before. In
that event, to buy in the cheapest market, though it should be a foreign one, is the
manifest pecuniary advantage of each individual and of the whole community.21

But if the foreign market for exports be (as it always is) limited, so that the preparation
of exports will not employ the whole industry that was before employed, then the case
is at once changed. To buy in a cheaper foreign market will still be the immediate

Y [40/*] This loss will, as we have seen, be less by the percentage by which the

foreign article is cheaper than the domestic one.

[41/*] This last sentence was written more than twenty years ago. The public
are now better able to judge, notwithstanding that in the meantime vast
discoveries of the precious metals, the expenditure of 500 millions on railways,
and the reckless operations of the new joint stock companies, created in the
meantime a temporary and deceitful prosperity.

[42/*] That is to say, regarding immediate pecuniary considerations only, and
disregarding considerations of more moment, such as the variety, the constancy
and security, the salubrity, the moral and political tendency of the employments of
the people.

20
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interest of individuals, but it ceases to be even the pecuniary interest of the community
as a whole.?”

Capital employed in production is spent, yet reproduces itself. It feeds, lodges, and
clothes the industrious workman with his family, and pays the employer and the
landlord. It constitutes the spendable income of the nation. Yet, having done all this,
after being entirely consumed, like the phoenix, it rises again imme- [begin page 43]
diately from its ashes in the shape of the new finished product. We behold, in the place
of the spent capital, a new and reproduced but equal capital.

This is the true explanation of the phenomenon that meets one constantly wherever a
new and successful manufacture is established. We see that wealth springs up
suddenly, as by magic, not from paltry savings, but in huge masses. The truth is, that a
new income is at once created for everybody concerned in it, which income they may
every year freely spend, and by that expenditure create markets for other people. Yet
the nation is no poorer for this expenditure, for there still remains the finished product,
which is an exact equivalent for what has been spent:- the price of it remains if it have
been sold, or the value of it if it have not, provided there be a market for it.

And where the markets are not only good but close at hand (which is a great
advantage in many other ways), the capital may be turned over several times in a year,
and this spendable income created, and these hungry markets supplied afresh every
time.

Wherever, therefore, a commodity is produced by the t aid of capital, TWO CAPITALS
or values are to be regarded. There is, first, the capital or value spent and consumed
in production; and there is, secondly, the capital or value reproduced.

It is the capital SPENT that remunerates the laborer, the landlord, and the dealer-that
pays wages, rent, and profits. It is, moreover, this spent capital that creates
MARKETS. For It confers on the laborer, the landlord, and the dealer, the revenue they
severally have to spend.

Every act of domestic production by the aid of capital, enables a nation to expend
safely the whole value or price of the finished article among laborers, landlords, and
dealers, in the shape of wages, rent, or profit. This expenditure further creates a body
of consumers [begin page 44] with money in their hands - in other words, an entirely
NEW MARKET to the extent of the WHOLE PRICE. Yet the nation is no poorer for the
expenditure; for it still has the new-made article of the same value.

The nation or empire, therefore, that has the privilege of producing at both ends of the
exchange, has the benefit of spending two consumable capitals instead of one. It pays
a double set of laborers, dealers, and landlords. It gets a double amount of rent,
profits, and wages to spend. It doubles its net income. It doubles its home markets for
all other commodities.

We must, at the risk of repetition, remind our readers that in strictness, FOUR
CAPITALS have been engaged where an exchange of the products of industry takes
place.

Two CAPITALS are to be considered in production. First, the capital spent in
producing, next the new capital produced. It is capital SPENT which forms the income

2 [42/tf] We are perfectly aware that it is a doctrine of political economists that the

pecuniary interest of individuals and the pecuniary interests of society coincide - a
maxim wherein it is proposed to examine carefully hereafter.



of the producers. This is the capital that pays rent, profit and wages. This capital
creates markets. The new capital produced enables you to spend the other without
loss. The new capital also, as well as the consumed capital, creates markets.

When, therefore, two productions are mutually exchanged, FOUR CAPITALS are
engaged. Two spent capitals, one consumed on each side, paying rent, profit, and
wages, and creating markets. Two new reproduced capitals, enabling the two other
capitals to be entirely spent without loss, and also themselves mutually creating
markets for each other.

When, therefore, the exchange of two domestic productions takes place, two sums
together equivalent to the gross value of the products on both sides are national net
income. Two home markets are opened by the expenditure of those two capitals in
rent, profit, and wages, together equivalent to the gross value of both. Two other new
home markets are also opened [begin page 45] by the two new reproduced capitals.
Each forms a home market for the other. You create by this process two national net
incomes, and you open four home markets.

Now, if you interpose an obstacle to the mutual exchange of the two new reproduced
capitals, you may thereby destroy the market which those two new reproduced capitals
used mutually to provide for each other, and stop production on both sides. The nation
then loses the opportunity of consuming, without loss, as national net income, both the
capitals that otherwise would have been spent, and it moreover loses both the markets,
or, rather, both the series of markets which those two consumable capitals, if spent,
would have created.

The expression series of markets may invite reflection, and lead to some difficult and
recondite inquiries; for the acquisition or loss of a market is a benefit or injury not
stopping with itself but extending to an indefinite and incalculable extent.

Part of the capital spent in production pays wages. This payment makes a market for
labor. A portion of the wages so received, buys, we will suppose, a bedstead. The
very same value which has just found a market for labor, now finds a market for the
upholsterer. The upholsterer spends part of the self-same sum with the butcher, and
so finds him a market. The butcher does the same for the baker; the baker for the
brewer; the brewer for the blacksmith; and so on ad infinitum. Create one market, and
you create others, and stimulate and nourish production in an infinite series.

So, on the other hand, the loss of a market is felt and propagated through a similar
series. Market after market fails; production after production ceases. The whole
structure of industry was a house of cards: touch one, and many fall. [begin page 46]

The nation is now recklessly scattering that vast capital abroad. Well-grown and
intelligent Englishmen are wandering about in the receipt of poor-rates, and other
nations create and spend the riches.

Men will find, that for some mysterious and unaccountable reason, they cannot get a
living; they will, with the present facilities of locomotion, be tempted to desert their
native country; but it is the healthy, the industrious, the thrifty, the enterprising, that will
go; the halt, the old, the debauched, the pauper, will be left behind, not to bear, but to
swell, the national burthens, and ensure the national degradation.23

This sort of emigration reacts again on the national wealth, and still further diminishes
it; for such emigrants take out not only their industry and skill, but their property.

2 [46/*] This passage was written in 1849.



Ireland has already reached this point - having, indeed, taken no property, because she
had none to take, but sending property back to encourage still further emigration;
England and Scotland are approaching it.

And all this mischief and ruin are perpetrated while there exist in England, Scotland,
Ireland, and the Colonies and dependencies, the neglected means of producing within
the empire, if not supplies of food, yet raw materials of all kinds at a moderate rate,
super- abounding and all sufficient, not only for the existing population, but for an
infinitely larger one; means not only ample to fill every mouth, but to employ every idle
pair of hands in the most natural, healthy, virtuous, and contenting occupations; means
not only of procuring plenty of cheap bread, but (what is much more important) of
putting into every man's hand the wherewithal to buy it. It is said that all the capital and
labor displaced by the invasion of foreign industry will find other and more profitable
employment.

[begin page 47]

Let us dissect this bold assertion, and compare each portion of it with the FACTS.

Take first the displaced capital. Unhappily the wretched condition of capital, seeking
employment and finding none, is not only not uncommon in this country, but it is one of
our notorious social miseries. The competition of capital for employment is here so
intense that the profits of trade are already driven down below a living and honest
standard. The manufacturer is driven to inferior workmanship or adulteration. The
anxious father is afraid to place his son in trade; his experienced eye descries, through
the low profits and the bad debts, the vista that conducts straight to bankruptcy. Want
of employment for capital, and the consequent low rate of profit, necessarily next
superinduce a low rate of interest. Accordingly we find capital lent on discounts at the
rate of two percent per annum. Ever and anon the impatience of the capitalist, to find
at least some employment for his idle capital, bursts through the restraints of prudence.
Now you have loans (many of which turn out to be gifts) to foreign States; next you
have joint-stock companies not only ruining their projectors, but engulfing the public
and their property. Such is the want of employment that awaits any circulating capital
displaced by the invasion of foreign industry. Much worse is the doom of fixed capital,
such as mills and machinery, so superseded. Its value evaporates at once; or, if any
value remain, it is eaten up by poor-rates.

Nay, the insuperable difficulty, the absolute impossibility of finding profitable
employment for vast masses of capital, is so undeniable that it has driven some
political economists into the paradox of asserting that there is too much capital in these
lands. That is the same thing as saying that we possess too many valuable things; that
there are, in the aggregate, too many houses and buildings-too much improved and
culti- [begin page 48] vated land - too many docks, harbors, and ships - too many
railways and, locomotives - too many spades, ploughs, looms, and steam-engines - too
much wheat, barley, oats, cotton, wool, iron, timber, leather, hemp, tea, coffee, sugar,
specie, oxen, sheep, pigs, horses, and vehicles; for it is the aggregate of such visible
and tangible things, that constitutes the national capital. To say that we are distressed
because we have too much capital, is to say that we are so poor because we are so
rich. But to say that we have much more capital than we can (as things now are)
productively employ, or, in other words, that vast masses of capital do not, and cannot
find productive and remunerative employment, is, alas! too true.

Precisely what we have not got, and sorely want, yet cannot get, is this - sufficient
employment for our capital, the power of bending it to reproductive uses. To tell us,
therefore, that capital displaced will necessarily find not only employment, but more
profitable employment than before, is to bandage our eyes with a theory. A glimpse of
the real facts discloses the transparent emptiness of the assertion.



Why, if you act on the principle of always buying in the cheapest market, should this
certain and more profitable employment of displaced English capital be to be found?

Where is it to be found?
How is it' to be found?
When is it to be found? We have been looking for it for twenty years.

Will not displaced movable capital that can find no profitable employment in England,
migrate?

Will not vast masses of capital be destroyed?

These are the searching interrogatories with which, in every case, the practical man,
whose capital has been displaced, will cross-examine the political economist.
[begin page 49]

Learned professor! the industrious but displaced and starving artisan, also, humbly and
respectfully implores an answer to these questions. He admits that he has now a
breakfast-table free enough, but unfortunately it is free, not so much from taxes as from
food. What you take away is an enormous aggregate value, and a certainty. Your
compensation must not be a phantom.

But even this is not all. If space sufficed it would not be difficult to show that the
injudicious displacement of any portion of the national capital is not only a wound that
will not cure itself, but a gangrene and leprosy, threatening other portions of it.

So much for the first branch of the assertion, viz., that displaced capital will necessarily
find other and more profitable employment.

Let us now look at the other branch, viz., that displaced labor will necessarily find other
and more profitable employment.

The union workhouses and the poor-rates in England and Ireland afford but too solid
an answer.

The Dorsetshire laborers, Bethnal Green, the Spitalfields weavers, and the Irish poor
re-echo the refutation.

Nor is it labor of the lowest order only that vainly craves employment. Let a clerkship in
a bank, or at a railway station, be vacant, straightway you have five hundred
applicants.

The difficulty, amounting as yet to an impossibility, of finding employment for the
population, is the plague not only of this country, but more or less of all old Europe. To
say, therefore, that labor which has been deprived of employment will necessarily not
only find it, but find more or better than it lost, is to fly in the face of the best-established
and universal facts; it is to presume on the indolent credulity of the public.

[begin page 50]

When it is said, if home trade will not necessarily employ displaced capital and labor,
foreign trade will employ both.

But we have already shown that if you buy abroad what you formerly produced at
home, you must, in order to compensation, find a DOUBLE foreign market. But the



facts are, that so far from finding a DOUBLE foreign market, you cannot even find a
SINGLE one.

In one sense, indeed, this objection is true, but capable of being retorted with
damaging effect. Foreign trade will perhaps find employment for British capital and -
labor, but it will find it abroad, and not here. It is but too true that not only labor but
capital which survives the shock, and can extricate itself from the spreading and
universal ruin, will fly to some foreign country where capital is cherished and protected.

It will next be said, that however it may be with particular nations, if all countries
practised free-trade, the world at large would be a gainer.

But, first, that is not the question now before us. The question is, must every nation be
a gainer, or must WE, therefore, as you say we must, NECESSARILY be gainers,
should such an Utopia be found?

And, secondly, if it were the question whether the world at large would be a gainer by
such a system, it must not be assumed that the true answer would be in the affirmative:
some reasons, out of place here, will presently be adduced, tending to evince that the
true answer would be in the negative.

But, lastly, when the world at large agrees to practise universal free-trade, it will be time
enough to discuss what the effect on the policy of this country should be. The
discussion may be postponed without much inconvenience for a thousand years.

"Then it will be said - If protection be good for a [begin page 51] country, for the same
reasons it must he good for a county, or a department.

By no means. Production to be good, cheap, and profitable, must be on a large scale -
must require and remunerate expensive machinery, expensive processes, large capital
- must feed on large markets. All these a large kingdom or empire with its colonies and
dependencies can well supply, but a county or a department cannot. Yet it does not
follow that the larger the area of mutual exchange the better, even if all countries
practised free exchange, still less in the case now under consideration, when they do
not.

The true and advantageous area of mutual international exchange is not a subject for
dogmatism; it is a very complex problem, varying with circumstances - a problem for
the great practical statesman to solve.

Lastly, it is objected, that according to these principles, England should grow wine in
hot-houses, though it would cost thirty times as much as foreign wine.

Not at all. The moment the price of the domestic commodity exceeds by a very large
proportion the price of the corresponding foreign one, the main reason for producing at
home ceases.

Take the supposed case of wine. Assume that it would cost £100 to produce in
England wine that would cost from abroad only £3. By importing instead of growing it,
you must gain £97. You could lose but £3, at the outside, even supposing the whole of
your wine-producing land, labor, and capital, utterly and for ever thrown out of
employment. You can actually afford to throwaway 97 percent of your former wine-
growing capital; you are insured to that extent. Moreover, an article of luxury,
superfluity, and partial consumption (like wine in England) could employ but a very
small proportion of the capital of the country; so that the whole of what is set at liberty
has a much [begin page 52] better chance of employment. In a word, the gain is large



and certain; the risk is small, and such as it is, it affects but a small value. Hence,
luxuries and superfluities, for whose production the soil and climate of a country are
unfit, are among the true and legitimate subjects of foreign trade.

If the views advocated in this and the last preceding chapter be correct, we may expect
to see countries where the rule of buying in the cheapest market has not prevailed, rich
and flourishing, and countries where it has prevailed, poor, stationary, or retrograding.
And this is exactly what we do behold: not that we who are blinded by theory will see it;
for of us it may truly be said, " Eyes have they, but they 800 not."

[begin page 53]

Chapter VI.

If all countries practised free trade all countries would be gainers.”

By dint of perpetual repetition, without contradiction, this assertion is almost universally
believed. Itis even assumed without proof as an axiom, or self-evident truth. But if the
candid reader will suspend his judgment till he has pondered the evidence on the other
side, peradventure he may be induced to doubt it very much. Nay, it is possible that he
may arrive at the opposite conclusion. He may be convinced that a protective policy is
not only eminently conducive, but absolutely necessary to the diffusion of industry and
wealth over the surface of the globe, and that the absence of artificial regulations tends
to concentrate both in a few favored spots, and to leave the greater portion of the earth
and the majority of mankind without either.

There are some few countries in the world which enjoy peculiar facilities for the
production of particular commodities: such as the south of France, for wine; Cuba, for
sugar; some districts of England, for coals and iron. But the immeasurably greater
portion of the surface of the habitable globe consists of countries moderately - and but
moderately - adapted for the production even of the necessaries and comforts of life, of
food, clothing, and lodging. These countries can, in every single article that they
produce, be surpassed and undersold by some country or other. [begin page 54]

Put the case of such a country, with moderate facilities for the production of most
things, with extraordinary facilities for the production of nothing. It can grow wheat, but
not so cheap as Poland; it can grow wine, but not so cheap as France or Spain; it can
manufacture, but not so cheaply as England. First, imagine that country under a
system of protection, so strict as to be jealous, and, if you please, injudicious. The
nation cultivates the land, and works up the produce. It creates wealth at both ends of
the exchange. Its manufactures exchange with its agricultural products. Native
industry can and does supply it with the necessaries and comforts of life. A numerous
population may be employed, fed, clothed, and lodged. Industry and plenty reign. All
this may be, and is, done under great natural disadvantages, both of soil and climate.
Human art and industry triumph, nevertheless, over every obstacle, and can raise, as
in the case of Holland, a great and powerful state in a morass. Foreign trade will in the
end be introduced, supplying luxuries and carrying away superfluities.

Now, imagine that country under a universal system of free-trade and unrestricted
imports. Except in a few favored spots, it cannot grow wheat; for Poland will be able to
undersell it, not only in foreign markets, but in its own. It cannot manufacture; for in
cottons, hardware, woollens, and other products of manufacturing industry, England
can undersell it abroad and at home. It cannot grow wine; for France or Spain can
everywhere undersell it. Neither can it continue to import its corn, its manufactures, or
its wine from abroad; for, its own industry being superseded and smothered, it has
nothing to give in exchange. It becomes, then, in this condition - it can neither grow nor



make for itself, nor yet buy from abroad. It goes without; or, if not entirely without, it is
scantily and wretch- [begin page 55] edly supplied.24 A starving and ragged population
derive a wretched and precarious subsistence from half- cultivated land. It has neither
domestic industry nor foreign trade.

Such is the natural capability of a very large proportion of the countries in the world.
They enjoy moderate facilities for the production of everything necessary for the
sustenance of a population; extraordinary facilities for the production of little or nothing.
With a generally-diffused system of judicious and discriminating protection,
concentrating the industry of each country on its own soil and indigenous materials,
industry flourishes, wealth increases, commerce follows, population multiplies,
throughout the globe. But without such artificial regulations, population, industry, and
wealth have a tendency to concentrate and confine themselves to certain favored
spots: there, indeed, they may flourish, but over the vast area of the world at large they
have a tendency to dwindle and decay; but Protection wisely regulated, instead of
being, as has been represented, a blight on universal industry, is a system of universal
irrigation, diffusing industry where industry would otherwise never have flowed, and
making even the desert rejoice.

Suppose France, at the close of the war, fifty years ago, had repealed the laws
protecting the manufactures of cotton and hardware, where would now have been the
industry of the banks of the Seine, of Rouen and Elboeuf? What would have become
of the thriving population of Tourcoing and Roubaix, and Mulhausen and St. Etienne?
Manchester and Birmingham, and Glasgow and Sheffield would have prostrated all,
and turned the banks of the Seine and half of the thriving [begin page 56] towns of
France into a desert. But the loss to France would have been so enormous that her
power of purchasing would have been well-nigh destroyed. We should eventually have
gained little in comparison with the prodigious loss of France. Then England might
have flourished, but France, except in her wine districts, would, so far as manufactures
are concerned, have been laid waste.

What France would not do, Ireland has done. The Act of Union provided for the
gradual and total extinction of the then existing protection to Irish manufactures against
English ones. But France acted otherwise, and her manufacturing industry now rivals
ours.

Mark the result!

Belfast is an exception. But that manufacture was founded and nurtured by protection
and government grants for a long series of years.

According to received theories, it is immaterial, though the cotton-grower live five
thousand miles from the cotton-spinner and weaver, and the farmer as far from the
miller, baker, or consumer.

But a careful examination will discover immense advantages in the mutual vicinity of
various producers. Let the farmer, the flax-grower, the gardener, live close by the
miller, the woollen manufacturer, the linen manufacturer, and then the cultivator finds at
his own door a sure market, not only for his corn, hay, wool, cheese, flax, hops, but for
his more perishable articles, his beef, mutton, and pork, not salted and half-spoilt, but
fresh; for his poultry, eggs, fruit, and fresh butter. The manufacturer finds all around
and near him, not a speculative, but an explored and safe market for coats, shirts,

2 [55/*] Like Ireland, which for many years has had perfectly free-trade with the

greatest commercial country in the world.



gowns, and stockings. Nay, the very filth and ordure of the neighboring town create the
fertility and beauty of the adjacent country.

Agriculture, manufactures, and trade no longer merely fringe the seashore and the
rivers, but penetrate [begin page 57] into the interior, and add a solid and tenfold value
to the most retired and inaccessible glens.

But it is not merely every square inch of territory, and the products of every industry
down to its very refuse, that are thus utilised by mutual vicinity. In her human
creatures, as well as in her other animals and plants, great Nature everywhere
luxuriates in variety. In every place she presents you, not only with the young, the old,
the middle-aged, of both sexes, but with every variety and combination of bodily and
mental capacity and inaptitude. The variety of the occupations open to the people
utilises all human gifts and talents. Let agricultural and manufacturing industry flourish
side by side, and you have everywhere occupation fit for every body. There is
appropriate employment for stolid strength, for manual skill, and dexterity, for inventive
genius, for the active and the sedentary, for childhood as well as youth and mature
age, nay, even for caducity and decrepitude.

Everybody's industry, instead of superseding, furthers and helps the industry of
everybody else. Each country thus gains that double set of producers, that double
production of wealth, that double set of home markets, which, as we have seen, are
everywhere insured by the reduplicative operation of the home trade.

The framework of industry, compact, self-supporting, all embracing, knit, morticed, and
clamped together, not only defies, but moderates even the storm of political convulsion.
Industry is thus not only developed everywhere and spread over all lands, but
distributed to all persons and perpetuated to all time. Capital may be turned over and
reproduced, not only every year, but sometimes every month.

But, besides natural disadvantages, there are temporary and accidental ones, against
which it is necessary [begin page 58] that the industry of many countries should be
artificially assisted.

What will be in the highest degree advantageous and profitable to the next generation,
or even a few years hence, is not so now. Immense future gain may require a present
and temporary sacrifice. Individuals will never make that sacrifice; private enterprise
looks only to the present, or, at farthest, to the next year or two. It is public wisdom
alone which must overrule this blind cupidity, and provide for the future, and for
generations yet in the womb of time, by artificially directing industry into those channels
which will be ultimately and permanently beneficial. Such was, as we have seen, the
public wisdom of ancient Egypt and modern Holland; such was the wisdom of Lord
Burleigh, and Cromwell, of Colbert, and Napoleon. Such was the wisdom of Peter the
Great; such is still the traditional wisdom and inflexible policy of his successors.
Contemplate the grand result. Over the immerse extent of Russia, all the industries of
all nations are beginning to thrive. Russia is at this day preparing her own cotton-fields
in Central Asia and on shores of the Caspian. Silently and deeply are being laid the
foundations of an independent and self-sufficing power, before which (when our vain
theories are forgotten) the earth will admire and tremble.

One of these temporary and accidental disadvantages against which public wisdom
has to guard, is the necessary and invariable inferiority of infant manufacturing industry.
No matter that the infant is capable of soon becoming not only a man, but a giant, if not
protected during infancy, he will languish and die.



Established manufactures enjoy the factitious advantages of great capital, skill, and
experience. Production on a large scale, in immense quantities, creates a cheapness
which unprotected infant establishments else where [begin page 59] though their natural
advantages may be much greater cannot rival. They are smothered as soon as they
are born. Accordingly all manufactures, however great, have been and ever must be,
cradled in protection. Go to the Great Exhibition and find, if you can, those that were
not. So far from protection producing monopoly, it is protection alone that can prevent
the first- established manufactures from enjoying an unjust and undeserved monopoly.
It is protection alone that can establish a wholesome rivalry, or even secure the certain
development of manufactures, where there are the greatest natural advantages.

Nay, this is a case where protection is essential to ultimate CHEAPNESS as well as
plenty. Mr. Burke's maxim is here no paradox, - "Make things dear," says he, "that they
may be cheap."

But it is not only new states or new industries that require protection for their
development-old states, and old industries sometimes require it, for the preservation
and very existence of their most valuable industry.

In old countries, the land which cannot run away. ever has been, and ever will be, the
obvious and convenient subject of taxation-the sure resource of the ; Minister of
Finance in the crisis of the State. Accordingly, in England, we see it loaded with tithe,
land-tax, income-tax, hop-tax, malt-tax, poor-rates, church-rates, highway-rates,
county-rates.25 So in France, it is ¢ crushed under all immense weight of direct
taxation.

If by a compensating duty the price of corn is raised to a corresponding amount, and no
more, then these taxes fall where they ought to fall on the nation at large. But if not,
and if corn comes in from new or more fertile countries, where it is only necessary to
scratch the Boil, and the price consequently falls too low, huge tracts [begin page 60] of
the old country may become unprofitable under tillage, and be smitten with an artificial
barrenness. The people then lose a large portion of their natural and healthy
employment; the independence of the State is compromised; the stamina and physical
vigor of the race itself is touched. Corn is cheap enough, the loaf if big enough, but
where is the money to buy?

Moreover, the true gain of every country is ample wages to the laborer. The laboring
classes are THE NATION. They are the producers, and they are, moreover, the
greatest consumers. Their expenditure makes the great home market.

But in the fierce struggle of universal competition, extending over the whole earth, the
remuneration of the laborer must be everywhere beaten down to the level of the worst-
paid laborers in the world, whether free-men or slaves. The industrious and virtuous
English workman must starve, unless he win consent to be, with his wife and children,
as badly fed, clothed and lodged as the most wretched of his competitors.

But it is objected, if free exchanges be good between two provinces of the same
country, why not also between different countries? If they are good between the Pas
de Calais and the Department of the North, between Suffolk and Norfolk, why are they
not good also between France and England, or between Germany and England?

This objection is an example of that reckless and head-strong generalisation, which, to
carry out a theory, will overlook or overleap broad distinctions.

?  [59/*] This passage was written, it may be remembered, in 1849.



First, suppose that one province should lose, and another province of the same country
gain, what is that to the country of ,which they are both members? Its aggregate gain
is exactly the same. But, suppose France or Germany to lose, and England to gain by
unregulated [begin page 61] exchanges, this is all very well for England, but not for
France or Germany.

But there are good reasons why, in ordinary cases, two provinces of the same country
will both gain by free and unregulated exchanges, though of two countries politically
and geographically distinct, either or both might lose.

An extensive area of mutual exchange is essential to production on a large scale.

The taxation, the climate, the soil, the style of living, the rate of wages, being very
much alike in two provinces of the same country, neither province is matched unfairly
against its neighbor.

There is still that mutual vicinity of consumers and producers which, as we have seen,
is essential to variety of employment, to the utilisation of all products and of all hands.

But there is a distinction between an extensive area for unregulated exchanges and an
unlimited one. An extensive area is essential to the development of production on a
large scale, and at a cheap rate; but an unlimited one is not. On the contrary, an
unlimited one endangers the security and certainty of the home market, and the wages
of the laborer. Various German states have recently greatly augmented their mutual
industry by joining the Zolverein. But if they had gone further and thrown their markets
open to England, they know very well that at that time they would have impoverished
and ruined themselves. Now their protected industry begins to supersede ours.

Nay, that free exchanges even between provinces of the same empire are good, is
itself a rule not without exceptions. Before the Union between England and Ireland,
there were not only Irish linen manufacturers, but Irish wool-combers, Irish carpet
manufacturers, Irish blanket manufacturers, Irish hosiers, Irish broad-silk loom-
weavers, Irish calico-printers; for there existed be- [begin page 62] fore the Union, Irish
protection against English manufactures. That protection was by the Act of Union
gradually withdrawn. These last industries are now all extinct. Ireland has certainly
lost something by the change. Has England gained? It may be doubted. Ireland is
now not so much a customer as a pauper dependent on English alms. No one desires
to see the old state of things restored, but it raises some serious questions, as we shall
see by-and-by.

To conclude, then, because an extensive area of mutual exchanges is beneficial, that
therefore the larger it is the better; and that an unlimited area of unregulated
exchanges must necessarily be best of all, is to conclude without reason and against
facts. On the contrary, to determine the extent, and the component parts of that area of
unregulated exchanges, which will best nourish production and best distribute its
results, is a most difficult problem. In almost every case its true solution varies. In
every case it is the problem for the great statesman.

Then it is objected; if each country produce what it is by nature fitted for, industry will
everywhere be more productive, and everybody will have more.

Alas! we have seen that many countries would at once cease to produce at all. In
order to gain in one or two places one or two percent in favor of the consumer, you will
sacrifice in scores of places 98 or 99 percent, which the producers used to have, and
used to spend every year, and often many times a year. The ultimately cheapest
manufactures will be often prevented or destroyed by the mere monopoly of priority.



Instead of multiplying the sum-total of the products of human industry, you will not only
greatly diminish them, but contract the area over which they extend. And the most
numerous and important class of all, the laborer, instead of having more, will - by being
every- [begin page 63] where driven to compete with the most wretched competitors -
necessarily almost everywhere have a great deal less.

Next it is objected that, looking at the different climates and different capabilities of
countries, it is manifestly the intention of Providence, that there should be universal
free and unregulated exchanges. It is unfortunate for this assertion that for the
thousands of years during which man has existed on this earth, such exchanges
should not have existed.

Each nation, by regarding its own interests, has promoted, and will promote them, and
so the general interest of the whole human race will be effectually furthered and
secured.

Let us, as Englishmen, look to the interests of the United Kingdom, let us, at any rate,
secure British and lIrish industry, leaving other countries in the same way to secure
theirs. This practical division of solicitude and labor will conduce far more to the
general diffusion of industry and wealth, and the solid advancement of mankind, than a
Quixotic and presumptuous assumption of the care of Providence over the whole
human race. We do not, in ordinary social life, find the doctrines of professed
cosmopolites either very exemplary or very useful. It is by the conscientious
performance of his own duty on the part of every individual in his own family and
humble sphere, that the happiness of the whole mass is best promoted; it is by the
undivided attention of every workman to his corner of the building, that the most
magnificent edifice rises. So it is by the care of its own industry on the part of every
European country, that population, wealth, industry, commerce, science, learning, and
the arts have been diffused and will be maintained throughout this glorious Europe.
[begin page 64]

Lastly, it is said the artificial regulation of the areas within which exchanges take place
will destroy international trade.

Experience has already demonstrated the contrary. The places and the subjects
mutually beneficial exchange on terms advantageous to both sides. We are still to
import our wine, our cotton, our tea, our dyes, our sugar, our spices, our timber; nay,
even the corn and provisions, and everything else that we really want. But by proper
regulation, we are to take care that these imports shall, as far as practicable, come
either from our own Colonies, or at least from countries that will deal with us again.
Imports will thus have their corresponding exports. We shall thus double and not
diminish the international trade. And it will be everywhere a commerce, not between
wealth at one end, and indigence at the other, but between opulent and populous
nations, emulating and rivalling each other.

Perhaps the candid reader will not now think it quite so certain, that if all countries
practised free-trade, all countries would necessarily be gainers. It is possible he may
be disposed to believe that many, perhap