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IN LIEU OF A PREFACE.

Certain manifestations of impnlées and wants or reflexes of unfailing
ideas are always found accompanying man, even in the lowest stage, -
and are never observed with the brute, even the most intelligent, or
in the highest stage of development. There is, regarding these mani-
festations, no transition from the bruté to the man, such as exists with
reference to many other things, which have induced philosophers to
believe that ¢ there is a difference in degree, indeed, between man
and the brute creation, but not in kind.” Animals build, gather and
store, join, and, in a certain degree, show division of labor; but no
brute animal ever speaks, if by speuking is meant the conscious com-
bination of certain signs, especially oral signs, for the intentional con-
veyance of something thought or felt; no animal ever manifests a
sense of the beautiful, not even a desire of mere ornamentation,
without which the lowest tatooing savage is never found.

We may call thercfore these manifestations the Practical Charac-
teristics of Humanity. There are seven or eight of these strictly
dividing Practical Characteristics, and one of the most prominent of
these is Exchange. Men always exchange, even the very lowest
Papoos; and brute animals never exchange, not even the most saga-
cious beavers, nor the considerate elephant possessed of a manifest
imaginativeness, nor the mostcultivated dog, while the relics of the
pre-historic people prove that those low beings produced and ex-
changed; for weapons and utensils are discovered, of such materials
as could only have been brought by exchange to the place where now
found. '

Man, consequently, has been called an Exchanging Animal; he
alone of all creatures exchanges, and his civilization is intimately
wound up with this 'exclmnging disposition and urgeney.

There are two apparently cruel but essentially beneficent laws
which made exchange necessary from the beginning—laws which de-
velop exchange more and more to world-wide comprehensiveness, as
men advance in the career of civilization.



. 4

The ono of these fundamental laws is that man is placed, it would

geem, on this earth more helpless than any brute animal, and the
“cub of none is so frail and unprotected by nature as the child of man,
The brute is always a finding or purely gathering animal. It finds
what it wants, and the lower the animal is, the nearer and readier
round about it, does it find all it needs. The oyster lives forever on
one spot, in secluded self-sufficiency, more than the Diogenes of
nature, But man, not covered with any fur; not provided with any
claws; less swift than the running creatures; less agile than the
monkey, with weaker and less direct instincts, has far more de-
sires, wants and urgencies than the single-appetited brute. Neither rai-
ment, nor shelter, nor even much food is given him ready for use or
consumption. He must skilfully catch his fish, and prepare the decr-
skin. He must cultivate Lis grain. DMan is essentially not a mere
gathering or finding, but a producing being. No brute animal pro-
duces. But owing to the different opportunities and requirements
men produce of one kind of food more than they want for themselves
individually. The fisherman catches more fish than he wants for
himself. He dries a portion of them and offers it for things which he
desires, but has no opportunity of producing, Thusis man by nature
a producing being, and production leads to exchange; indeed exchange
is part of production. Production would very rarely answer were it
restricted to the individual wants of the producer; the lower men
stand in the scale of civilization, the more they produce for direct per-
gonal consumption and the less they produce for exchange.

The first of the two laws, then, we will call the Law of Apparent
Natural Destitution of Man, and the consequent Necessity of Produc-
tion and Exchange. - .

The other law is the comprehensive Law of Inter-Dependence. The
Economy of Civilization rests on this seemingly hard, but in truth
kindly law, that with all the differences of races and climes, there is
a pervading uniformity of the many human nceds and likes, or of the
Wants of Necessity, Comfort and Culture, on the one hand; and, on
the other hand there is the greatest diversity in the fitness of the
earth and the conditions of men to satisfy these uniform appetitions.
This is the civilizing Law of Inter-Dependence, and the farther men
advance, the more intense as well as extensive becomes its action,
while the cravings of men multiply with every progress. First the
members of the same family depend upon one another, not to forget
that organic law, according to which the period of dependence of the
children on their parents far outlasts the period of lactation, and does
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80 with no other mammal; then districts, then countries; and at last,
whole hemispheres depend on one another, *

For brevity’s sake the second law may be called the Law of Uniform’
Wants, and diversificd Fitness to satisfy them. Barter, Division of
Labor and Trades, Commerce, the greater portion of the Law and the
whole Law of Nations, all Politics and the Spread of Civilization are
based on this Inter-Dependence. . Meon were forced by it into the
career of civilization, which they would never have entered had they
been made for self-sufficient isolation.

The uniformity of wants covers the whole globe; the spots fit to
satisfy them can be easily marked on the map. :

Iron, fish, fur, sugar, coal, cotton, rice, wool silk, wheat, gems,
guano, whalebone, fmuts, tobacco, linen, indigo, cochineal, meat, wine,
oil, drugs, copal, spices, salt, potroleum, hemp, timber, zinc, lead,
cocoa, pepper, figs, tea, coffee, hides, copper, gold and silver, bamboo
and pearls, and the thousand manufactured articles—all are desired
by nearly all, ut few spots only produce or manufacture them. Ilow
can they be obtained ? In but one way—by Exdnno*c—by the offor
and Lxchange of one product for another product. Ile who interferes
with free exchange, and consequently with free consumption, interferes
with the divine law of Inter-Dependence.  “ Love”—not worry, still
less hate—“one another.” All men stand in need the one of the
other, for food, health, comfort and enjoyment, for safety, knowledge,
skill, for justice and virtue, truth and religion, for the fine arts, for
consecutive progress, and for the whole deveiopment of humanity;
and as men advance, so does this mutual need increase,

F. L
- New Yorx, January, 1870,

* The Report from the United States of America to the International
Statistical Congress at the Hague, Part I, 1869, by Samuel B. Ruggles, shows
-this magnificent fact in magnificent numbers. It is sincerely hoped and warmly
urged that this Roport be now issued in a popular style.
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P . Favrracy Fimst,

Protection of American Capital against Cheap Foreign Capital.

At the beginning of the American system, so-called, the most
favored argument of the protectionists was the American Capital argu-.
ment, Capital, it was said, is dear in America; that is, high interest
must be paid for it. In Europe capital is cheap, consequently the
manufacturer can produce cheaper; therefore we must keep those
cheaper products out of our country. It was the argument most
popular in 1827, when I first lfmdul in America. It was Daniel
Webster's chief argument when he’ took the protectionist side. In
1824 he was still a champmn of free trade, a statesmanlike and patri-
otic defender of unshackled exchange and free, unstinted consump-
tion.

The reply to this fallacy is, that no protection of capital is wanted,
since no one assails capital or capitalists. The fact that higher inter-
est is paid for capital here than elsewhere is sufficient proof that no
privilege is required, were it even justifiable, on the fundamental
principles of politics, to grant a privilege of this kind, Whence is
derived the right of granting prerogatives to the capitalists above
other producers, workmen and farmers, at a high cost to the latter ?
For, if products are kept out of the country, because cheaper than
they could be produced by American capital, in that case, of course,
the consumers, that is the people at large, of whom the straitened
and needy are always the great majority, have to make up the sum
given to the capitalist or to the monopolist. It was a simple matter
of undue privilege, not in accordance with our public law, and incon-
sistent with the spirit of individual independence pervading our whole
polity. ‘

The name protectxomst claimed by those who openly proclaimed
that their object was to favor American capital, was therefore, in this
case, as it is in all others, chosen with peculiar lack of skill. ,Pro-
tectionist is a term which does not mean a person who desires to
protect some thing or some one against some attack or injury, but it
means exclusively a person who desires to favor one branch of busi-
ness or set of men at the cost of therest. The protectionist is always
an assailant, and obstructionist would be the fitting name for him;
but we must use the term as it is used in common language, though
not without a protest.

When the argument founded on the protection of domestic capital
was here in vogue, the favorite protectionist argument in England
was that taxation in England was much higler than on the Continent,
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which, consequently, could produce cheaper than Great Britain;
therefore, the cheaper productions of the Continent must be excluded
from England; thatis to say, from the English consumer, who is also
made to bear higher taxation; at all events, the price of the articles
he desires to consume must be raised, in order to benefit the compara-
tively small class of manufacturers, or actually, to create a privileged
class of manufacturers. This argument i3 now, when the heavy war
debt is weighing on us, frequently used in our country.

Farracy Seconp.
\

Hostility to Foreign Capital.

If American capital was too dear for domestic manufacture in -
general, yet certain branches could be advantageously pursued in this
country at that time, then if it was not desired to grant preroga-
tives to the American capitalist, the question presented itself at once:
Why do you not burrow foreign capital, which can be had at a much
lower rate of interest than American?

It was answered that it is bad to work with foreign capital; it
makés the borrowing country dependent upon the lending country;
the interest which must be paid-for the capital is so much money
leaving America, and therefore lost; so that working with borrowed
capital is tantamount to impoverishing & country. General Jackson,
in a message to Congress, the spirit of which was for moderate pro-
tection of certain branches by discriminating duties, within the limits
of a revenue tariff, or a judicious tariff as it was then called, expressed
himself strongly against working and producing with eapital borrowed
_ from the foreigner. 'Wherr a conflagration consumed the larger por-
tion of Charleston, in 1838, and South Carolina allowed the city to
borrow several millions, some would-be patriots blamed the corpora-
tion for preferring foreign capitn], which could be had at five per cent,
interest, to domestic capital, which could not be had at less than seven
per cent. at the North, and eight or even more than that at the South.

Every merchant will confirm that by far the greater portion of all
the commerce in the world is necessarily carried on by borrowed or
with anticipated capital. Lvery farmer in the West will testify that
its magnificent agriculture begins with borrowed capital. Whether
the lender of the capital is abroad or not makes no difference; it is a
great benefit to a country if foreigners gladly lend their money. If
loans can be made cheaper abroad than at home, it shows that capital’
finds better employment at home than abroad; that it is more pro.
ductive in the country of the borrower. Was it or was it not a benefit
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to our country that foreigners readily bought our bonds, created by
Congress to carry on our great war ?

With reference to capital, as to every other cconomlcnl question,
there is no difference in respect to honesty, expediency, or profit, be-
tween private and public financial questions; and the most compre-
hensive national transaction is only a vast multiplication of minor
affairs, as, on the other hand, national wealth does not designate any
wealth separate from private wealth, but simply the sum total of all
the wealth possessed by the individuals composing a nation, plus the
productive property which the government may possess, and which is
o mere minimam with all eivilized nations. This latter is called pub-
lic property, but also national ploperty The word national is taken
in different meanings, but national wealth never means anything but
the sum total of all the wealth—of all the gardens, mills, roads, fields,
manufactures, mines, houses. implements, goods, money, and what not
—possessed by all the individuals. .

Borrowing from the foreigner does not make us dependent upon
him, Iow should it?" He cannot send us to jail. In international
affairs, it is the lender who is dependent upon’ the borrower, rather
than vice versa.  Spain and Mexico may serve as illustration. - As to
the presumed loss sustained by the interest of the borrowed capitat
being payable abroad, we shall say more further on. |,

Farracy THirp,
National Independence.

Nearly as old, in our country, as the theoretical hostility to foreign
capital, is the argument founded on the desirable or necessary inde-
pendence of this country. It was a favorite argument of John Quincy
Adams. America—republican America, must not be dependent on
Europe—monarchical Europe. What would become of us in time of
war if we depend for every martial requisite on Europe? Ilow shall
we have cordage for our men-of-war if we do not protect Xentucky
hemp? '

The mixing up of monarchy and republicanism with iron, hemp,
and cloth, resembled much the demagogue’s garniture of a poor argu-
ment misrepresenting Chinese seclusion and exclusion for civilized and
dignified independence. We might as well speak of Baptist produc-
tion, or Presbyterian labor, i

The whole economy of our species and of the globe on which it
lives is founded upon mutual dependence—on that greatest of laws,
that while all human beings have nearly the same desires, appetites,
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and wants, and while this agreement of wants becomes more decided
with the extension of civilization. the fitness of particular regions and
the ability of particular people to satisfy the uriform cravings are in-
finitely varied, and become more exclusive with the progress of our
kind. Al men stand in need of iron, desire silk, are pleased with
indigo blue; but very limited regions only produce them. This is the
way the creator enforces inter-dependence This is the law which
necessitates and more and more promotes international good will, and
leads to the great Commonwealth of Nations,

If protection, unfitly so called, enriches a few at the expense of the
many, who must purchase the product they stand in need of by the
labor of more days, it does not increase our national wealth, but dimin.
ishes' it, and consequently diminishes our fitness to war with other
nations, if that becomes necessary. Lven the ancients called money
with reference to war, the nervus rerum gerendarum (the nerve of deec:
doing); and Frederick II. of Prussia said, “he who can pay the las
grepadier will remain master of the field” (*We must change this}
said Joseph Bonaparte to me: “He who can pay the last newspaper,*
&e.) .

If then, in peace, we impoverish our country, we ill prepare it for
the time of war. With plenty of wealth and brave sons to defend

" our country on land and sea. we need not feel nervous about the hemp
for cordage. Besides, there is no nation whose soil produces all the
various articles of war,

The martyr-patriot and greatest statesman of the Netherlands,
Cornelius De Witt, showed in his paper, which bears in the English
translation the title, ¢ The true Interest and Political Maxims of the
Republic of Holland,” in the middle of the seventeenth century, that
the Netherlands, though producing not a bushel of wheat, ate the
whitest bread in all Europe; and though not producing a sheaf of
hemp, a single plank, or any iron, had the best fleet which then ruled
the sea, because Ilolland had wealth to pay for those commodities,
and possessed this wealth because its trade and all exchange was left
unfettered, unimpeded, unlegislated upon, and by this free trade the
Netherlands became both the most peopled and richest country on
earth, so that loans could be effected there for lower interest than
anywhere else.

Although De Witt does not say so, I felt when reading this fore
ranner of the whole free-trade literatnre, that a time will come when
the bills of rights of advanced nations will contain a provision that
no attack on free production, free exchange, and free consumption,
unde: the name of protection, shall be permitted, for the reason that

1* s
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men, having been created exchanging beings, production and exchange
are natural, primordial, indefeasible rights, because original and
inherent duties.

Peace is the normal state; war the exception. DTeace is the natural
state, not war, obbes to the contrary notwithstanding; and it is not
reasonable to sacrifice the entire normal state to the exceptional,

So far the martial independence only to be obtained by prohibition
has been considered, but the protectionists extend this argument and
maintain that national independence in general requires isolation;
they call it “depending upon the forcigner,” if products are bought
of him. If, it is argued, we buy sugar of Cuba, we depend on Cuba.
In what this dependence consists is not possible for us to discover.
Does the buyer depend upon the seller in our common domestic inter-
course ? Do I depend upon my bookseller because I buy my books of

_him, any more than he depends upon me for buying his books ? Buy-
ing and selling are two words naturally differing in meaning, for com-
mon intercourse; but there is no intrinsic difference between the two
in a'scientific sense. If A buys grain of B for ten thousand dollars,
then B likewise buys ten thousand dollars of A for grain. All trade
exists in exchange, in which both parties must be supposed to gain.
If both did not gain the trade could not be carried on for any length
of time. All trade whatsoever, domestic or foreign, resolves itself
into barter—goods for goods; products for products. 1f a cargo of
coffee is bought of the foreigner for money, how is the money obtained
if not by the sale of some product? No one, neither individual nor
nation, can enter the market as purchaser without first baving pro- .
duced that with which he means to purchase, and the seller of the
goods or products desired by the buyer is as dependent, speaking with
scrupulous exactness, on the latter as he is on the former. .

It is not flattering to the power of apprehension and analysing
capacity of the protectionists to suppose that when they urge the
necessary independence upon the forcigner, they have an idea as
though the foreigner might at any time shut up his shop and decline
selling us his commodities; it is not flattering, yet this idea is some-
times in the protectionist minds. What else can the independence on
the foreigner mean? But is the foreigner, the so-called seller, not as
dependent upon us, the so-called buyer, as we are upon him? We are
quite as much sellers to him as he is to us, All transactions are com-
puted and expressed in money, but there is very little money in the
world compared to the amount of commercial transactions, and if
really coin is sent to purchase foreign goods, that coin must first have

been purhcased by some commodity or product in foreign trade, as
1
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much so as in domestic transaction, and the so-called buyer is no more
dependent on the so-called seller in international transactions than in
domestic acts of exchange; or, which expresses it more truly, in
domestic as well as in international transactions of exchange both ex-
changes are dependent on one another in precisely the same degree.

Farracy FourTo.

Protection of American Republican Labor against European Pauper
: Labor.

The argument that American capital must be protected against
cheaper European capital did not long retain its hold on the Ameri-
cans, if indeed it ever was popular, It came speedily, therefore, to be
supplanted by what, for brevity’s sake, we will call the Pauper Labor
argument, . This it is: wages in Europe are miserably low; hardly
sufficient to furnish sustenance to the workmen, whose Jabor, there-
fore, is called pauper labor. Now the products of this ill-requited
labor can be furnished for a far lower price than American products,
because we pay higher wages to our workmen; and ought to do so,
since our workman is a citizen of a republic, who ought to live in a
fair degree of independence, and to be able to clothe and educate his
children well; therefore let us prevent the competition of European
pauper labor with our American labor by levying a high duty on the
products of the former, or let us exclude them altogether. This argu-
ment became very popular, and is to this day one of the staple argu-
ments of our protectionists. It was the favorite argument of the late
benévolent and distinguished Dr, Channing. Daniel Webster, and all
who have acted with him, left the American Capital argument and
adopted the anti-pauper labor idea. Nevertheless, it is mere fallacy ;
and possibly no other argument of our protectionists is so fallacious
as this, their most popular because most insinuating argument. The
errors and inconsistencies involved in it are so numerous that little
more can be done here than barely to enumerate them,

All that is meant by American labor in this case is the manufactur-
ing and mining labor and that of the artizans—the workmen, as they
are styled. DBut is the farmer not a working man? There are far
more laborers engaged in farming than in manufacturing and handi-
crafts—I believe twice as many.* All these citizens of our republic

*According to the Census of 1860 there were five farmb;.js to seven manufac.
turers, artizans, and ¢ professional men.” But the latter suffer directly with
the farmer, There were engaged:
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are left unprotected against the protected workmen; for the farmer
has to pay & higher price; that is to say, he must work scveral days
more for what he stands in need of than he would had not our legis-
laturé privileged a particular class called workmen. The farmer can-
not spend the product of so many days’ labor, of which he is robbed
for the supposed benefit of another class, on better schooling or more
respectable dresses for his children, more comforts for his wife, more
books for himsclf, or the improvement of his farm, If by aristocracy
is meant a class privileged above and to the injury of others, then our
_anti-panper labor theories create an aristoeracy of the workmen; and
if the American people consider anything odious it is an aristocracy ;-
a workman-aristocracy as much as any other. Why should an aristo-
cracy of workmen be better than an aristocracy of land-holders. The
modern protectionist aristocracies which the world has seen are thesc;
first the English land-owners; then the American manufacturer; the
French would-be patriotic exclusionist of everything and everybody
not French; and lastly the American workmen's aristocracy, joined
by the miners producing coal and iron at an exorbitant rate.

But why do the manufacturers and mechanics lay exclusive claim to
the title of workmen here and in Europe? Not only is the farmer a
workman, but the physician, the lawyer, the schoolmaster, the poor
minister, all are hard workingmen, I am surethatI have worked many
more howrs in my long life-than any carpenter or printer. All men
work at the same time with their hands and brains; and the difference
lies only in the proportion of one to the other. Now, will it be
claimed that they are workmen only with whom the brains are a
minimum in the performance of their work, and that #hese workmen
shall form an aristocracy ? Does the tailor cease to be a workman the
‘moment he becomes a foreman ?

' Suppose, however, for argument."s sake, that the products of the so-
called pauper labor ought to be kept from competing with the products
of our highly-paid labor, how is it that you allow the importation of
the European pauper labor itself to compete with the American labor?
Or has any protectionist ever waged war against immigration? Is
there any oue who would dare to do s0? If not, then there is a great
inconsistency in alowing th: present vast immigration of onr own
race, which indeed is the modern, and peaceful Migration of Nations,

In Agriculture, about.... PR 1 < 1 N ¢
R £-5 LR T O 2,385,000
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on the one hand, and the exclusion of products of foreign, cheaper
Iabor on the other hand.

This argnment, consistently carried ou*, would Iead us logically to
the times \vhen there existed in England, wide-spread hostility to ma-
chinery, but especially agricultural machinery, and would make us
hostile to all labor saving, while in fact, all civilized people are steadily
engaged in finding out new processcs of saving labor, therefore cheap-
ening labor. The whole large edition of the Weckly Tribune, of New
York,. is most ingeniously folded and pu! in wrappers by a swift
machine attended by a few young persons. Ilow many lands were
required to fold some 150,000 sheets before this machine came to
interfere with these workingmen?

.The whole name of pauper labor is wrong. DPaupers are people
“who receive alms: The European workman produces, and -reccives
wages, and if he produces certain articles cheaper, his labor in point
of political economy, is like the climate, which also produces certain
commodities cheaper in certain countries. We have no right to de-
prive our fellow citizens of the benefit of either. These arguments
never fail to remind us of Bastiar’s exquisite petition of the Pavisian
lamp manufacturers to the Chamber of Deputies, for the exclusion of
sunlig..t, because, by furnishing light free, the sun very grievously
interferes with ‘the nccessity of lamps, and consequently with the
manufacture of them.

Even if the farming and’ fishing population were not far greater
than that of the manufacturers and artizans, no one, and especially
not our Government, has a right to sacrifice the one to the other.
Doing it, on account of the imagined welfare of some one, is the
repetition of the argument in favor of slavery. The large laboring
population, it was said, is deprived of its rights, even of the right of
personality for the general welfare, which genm al welfare was the
presumed welfare of a few.

Our argument, however, does not stop here. Regarding production,
men are divided indeed; some produce by skill, some by accumulated
values, called capital, some in this way, some in another. Regarding
consumption, however, men are one undivided number. All men con-
sume, and all consume the same staple articles. All must eat, all
must dress, all must dwell in houses. The workman, therefore, in
whose suppozed favor the price of labor was raised, has, as consumer,

.1o pay higher prices in the market for his clothing, for his books, for
his recreations; and suflers along with the rent, from the advanced
prices. !

The fallacy-of protecting American labor is cloxcly connected with
2
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that extravagant idea of “organizing labor,” so dear to communists,
Organizing labor! Why not organize agriculture ? Why not organize
vegetation ? But more of this further on, and I conclude my argu-
ment against the protection of American labor with a quotation from
a passage in a speech of DaxEr Wenster's, delivered ecarly in 1824,
against Mr. Cray, then Speaker. Mr. WepsTER said:

“ Mr, Speaker seems to me to argue the question as if all domestic
industry were confined to the production of manufactured articles—
as if the employment of our own capital and our own labor inthe
occupations of commerce and navigation were not as emphatically
domestic industry as any other occupaiion. Some other gentlemen,
in the course of the debate, have spoken of the price paid for every
foreign manufactured article as so much given for the &ncouragement
of foreign labor, to the prejudice of our own. DBut is not every such
article the product of our own labor as truly as if we had manufac-
tured it ourselves? Our labor has earncd it and paid the price for it.
1t is so much added to our national wealth.

““'There is no foundation for the distinction which attributes to cer-
tain employments the peculiar appellation of American industry ; and
it is, in my judgment, extremely unwise to attempt any such discrimi-
nations.” -

Summing up the. argument against the popular Protection of
American Labor, we have this statement :

1. Whence does the protectionist derive the right to interfere with
the primitive right of free man to buy where he thinks best?

2. A workingmen’s aristocracy would be as bad as any other aris-
tocracy.

3. Interfering with free consumption and free exchange is presump-
tuous playing at Providence, and leads, like all unnatural things, to
mischief.

4. The “protected” workingman suffers with the rest as con-
sumer.

5. Protected labor, that is artificially high labor, drives whole
branches of industry out of the country, as, at present no one comes
to the United States to buy machinery and engines, while formerly
New York was a market for steam engines,

6. If pauper labor, so-called, produces cheaper, this cheapness is
a fact of which we make use as we do of the warmer sunshine in the
tropics, and we impoverish pro fanfo the American citizens, all
round, if we prevent them from buying cheap things.

7. Artificially excluding products, needed by us, surely leads in
most cases to a degeneracy of our corresponding productg. American
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steam engines are no longer bought by the West India planter, be.
cause they have become much dearer and much inferior to English
engines. )

FALLACY FIFTH,

That « Free Trade is good in Theory but not in Practice ; and if

others would adopt it, we would.”

To judge by the frequent use of the following arguments, the one
must be still very popular, the other must have been so.

Your free trade, we are constantly told, is true or excellent “in
the abstract,” or “ in principle,” but it does not answer in practice,

Our reply is: In political economy we know nothing in the abstract,
That which is not true in practice is not true at all. Let us hear no
more about being true in theory but not in practice; the theoryis
necessarily false that is not verified in practice, or derived from real-
ity and actuality.

The other argument was, that free trade would be very good if
Englandwould adopt it; but as long as England does not adopt it, we
cannot. To this it is only neccssary to reply that England has
adopted free trade, and we have not adopted corresponding measures,
On the contrary, we have rushed forward, we might almost say, with
increasing fury, in the career of isolating the United States, and ex-
tending a kind _of economical slavery over the whole land. But if
England were plundering us a little, ought we, thercfore, to authorize
privileged classes here to plunder us more 2 What does the whole ar.
gument amount to, if not to this: certain foreigners put a high duty on
certain products of ours, and injure us so far, therefore let us injure
ourselves still more by not allowing our people to buy certain articles,
they stand in need of, of that foreigner. Whatever may be written
about offering the cheek, it is nowhere commanded that when, if a
man receives a slap in the face, he shall forthwith, himself, slap the
other cheek.

In addition, it may be said, and it ought never to be lost smht of,
that free trade is no theory, no system, no conglomerate of whims and
artificialities. By free trade nothing is understood but unclogged ex-
change. Man, born more destitute than animals, especially in propor-
tion to his more numerons wants, and not having been made to live as
a mere finding animal, is ordained to produce and to exchange. 1lis
Maker wants him thus; his very nature demands it. To let men
have their exchanging course, especially when they have coalesced
into political bodies, is called free trace, Protection, on the other
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hand, is a conglomerate of fancies, artificialities, theories, presump-
tions, miscalculations, and egotistic contrivances,—some well meant,
but mostly born in the brains and purses of men, not derived from
the nature of men and the essential characteristics of things.

The enumeration of these many fallacies prove this. I am by no
means sure that it would not have been better to call what we discuss
Free Consumption instead of Free Trade.

Since the foregoing was written, a party, if thus it can be called,
has arisen in Dnvlund called by the formidable name of Reciproci-
tarians—working men, who proclaim hostility to free trade with all
forewners who have not adopted free trade toward Great Britain.
Our arguments are against all * Reciprocitarians” ; we have, therefore,
nothing to add here.

FavLacy Sixrn,
« AN Countries have bequn with Protection.”

“ England, Germany, and France—all have begun with protection;
so must we.” ~

Ouaght we then, indeed, to begin with protection on that account ?
All the countries belonging to our family of nations, except ourselves,
have had their Middle Ages, their Feudal system; ought we to pass
through the same because they have? All countries (except indeed
England, which prevented internal “ Evil Tolls” by her great chartar
of 1215,) have commenced with provincial and city tolls, with inter-
gection and interruption of domestic production and domestic trade of
all sorts. Shall we, on that account, go through the period of inter-
nal “evil tolls,” despite 6ur Constitution, which in Article 1, Section
9,_most fortunately prohibits them, although it does not use the tcrm
of bibilical grandeur, « Evil Tolls”?

What is actually observable as a uniform process, in the history of
human progress, is a stealy and universal removal of barriers and ex-
pansion of free intercourse between men. This is constant and uni-
form, We live now in the period in which internal or domestic free
trade at least has conquered and has at length becn established in all
the great and leading countries; a period characterized, moreover, by
the abolition of the many guilds and corporations which used to hamper
production, and of prescribed maximum and minimum prices, The
protectionist wants, indeed, to force prices, believing that by forced
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prices he can increase value, and along with it wealth; but the arbi.
trary prescription of prices, by authority, at least, is abandoned.*

And so is prescribed and enforced production, such as existed for-
merly in some countries, regarding certain agricultural products, the
Government prohibiting the culture of some products, unlcss a certain
amount of grain, say wheat, were cultivated.

Domestic free trade and domestic free production, and consequently
domestic free consumption, are obtained at any rate, or are inthe
process of attainment everywhere, where there is life and progress
among men, The Californian may eat New York salt, and Salt Lake
lies- “ unprotected” between San Francisco and Syracuse, N. Y. - It
took all the time since the downfall of the Roman empire to the
Revolutionary pe\riod./ We have free trade in our continental republie,
at all events; but even this some protectionists disrelish. And they
are right, if consistency of argument, from whatever error we may
start, makes right.

Our race is now going to enter the pericd of International Free
Trade: that is, of International Peace and Good Will. Indeed it has
already begun. The central portion of Europe, far the most peopled
portion of the globe, is rapidly approaching this most desirable end,
the close of short-sighted international sclfishness and unneighborly
illwill,

Historically, however, it may be said that political socicties do not
begin with prohibition or protection. Men are exchanging creatures
and they begin ever in childhood with exchanging. Interference with
exchange comes in later, first merely to obtain money, just as in some

* The absurd tyranny of prescribing prices which was universal in the Middle
ages, and which I have known in some instances in American towns, has been
illustrated in a recent work of great interest : ¢ Memorials of London and
London Life in the Tiiirtcenth, Fourteenth, and Fifteenth Centuries. Being a
series of Extracts, Local, Social, and Political, from the early Archives of ihe
City of London, A. D. 1276-1419. Selected, translated, and edited by HENRY
Taoxas RILEY, M. A. Published by order of the Corporation of London, under
the superintendence of the Libmry Committee, London: Longman,
1868.”

In 1333 a proclamation, in Norman I'rench by the Mayor, prescribed ¢ That
the best goose shall be 8old for 6d; the best sucking pig for 8d; the best capon,
61; a hen, 41.; the best rabbit, 4d.; a teal, 215d.; a river mallard; 5d.; four
larks, 1d.; a snyte (snipe), 1}4d.; a woodcock, 3d.; & perdriche, 5d.; a fesaunt, 2d.;
a spaude (shoulder) of roast mutton, 21;d.; a brusket of roast mutton, 2X4d.; s
capon baked in a pastry, 7d.; a roast goose, 7d.; the best carcass of muiton, 2s.;
the best loigne of beef, 5d.; the best pestelle (leg) of pork, 3d.; the best loigne of
poik, 3d.”
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countries people must pay a tax for marrying, or for entering as well
as going out of the country. At a comparatively very late period
vanity, ignorance and greed combined to produce the mock-providen-
tial system of protection, which as we have said already, vanishes
again with the real progress of nations. Simplicity is the genuine
stamp of real advancement in all things and thoughts; artificiality,
the sure characteristic of ignorance, vanity or barbarity.

If the protectionists are correct in their argument, it logically fol-
lows that the addition of California and the whole Pacific slope, was
a calamity to the East, and, what is usually the West, was, according
to protectionist doetrine, a misfortune, -

I am no extentionist, simple and pure. Far from it. Mere bodily
expansion is no more healthy to a body politic than to a fleshy body;
and the wise emperor Aprrax voluntarily contracted the limits of the
Roman empire, to make it stronger. But there are extensions both
natural and wholesome. If Nova Scotia be added to our common-
wealth,—not by war, not by beggarly purchase, not by men-selling
treaty, but by the manly action of the people, and by the equally
manly resignation of the British Government, it would be one of the
most brilliant and most characteristic facts of modern, and indeed, of |
all history. - Be this, however, asit may, we maintain that our pro-
tectionists, pressing heavily on the people by their coal tariff, quite as
heavily as the English protectionists did by their corn laws, and con-
sequent dear bread, must, might and main, object to the annexation
of Nova Scotia; or to the abolition of the high coalxduty now ex-
cluding Nova Scotia coal, after that colony should be annexed.
Either they are wrong in their present tariff, or they would be incon-
sistentin not teying to retain the “ EvilToll” on coal after Nova
Scotia should have become an American State, or two or three States.
Llse, where is the legerdemain work which makes a thing ruinous to
us, when Nova Scotia is called a colony of Great Britain, and painted
yellow on my map, but makes it natural and right so soon as Nova
Scotia is called a State of the American Republic, and painted blue
onmy map? -

Similar remarks apply to the discomfort which has prevailed among
the gardening farmers near New York, during this spring and summer,
(1869) owing to the increased facility of bringing market supplies from
distant portions of our country. Pears have actually been left un-
gathered. The New York market received them first from Florida;
then from Georgia and South Carolina, from Virginia and Maryland,
uantil the Jersey pears camne in, and the Long Island farmer found him-
self fairly forestalled. Iowever sincerely we may sympathize with
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him, as with every honest and hard-working man, whom unfavorable
combinations despoil of labor's fair reward, we have no right to inter-
fere with the facilitated intercommunication, and had we such a right,
would only make matters worse. Yot the protectionists are not con-
sistent if they do not try to cut off the supply of our markets coming
from a greater distance than a number of miles arbitrarily to be set-
tled by them. Under the administration of WarpoLe, the gardeners
around London indulged in scrious riots against Parliament, because
it had passed Acts facilitating the laying out of roads from dis”
tant points of the Kingdom to London,—roads which would bring
vegetables to the capital, and thus cheapen the commodity. The
protectionist and his narrow policy can never be more truly sym-
bolized than by the London gardeners under WarLpoLE.

Let one remark be added, not unconnected with what has been said,
a very simple remark, but the truth of which seems rarely to be con-
sidercd by the protectionists. Do what we may, occasional distresses
cannot be-avoided in this world of toil and distress; and one of the
greatest mistakes which men can commit is the constant resort to
Government for the redress of all evils and inconveniences. It pro-
duces moral, legal, and material mischief. That comprehensive dnd
“unfortunate phenomenon, Fashion, in the modern sense, is well known
by the economist as the occasional mischiefmaker, bringing hard-
ships, suffering, hunger, and death to many who have never risen
.above want, bpa change in trimmings. Yet the mischief would be
far greater, were Government to attempt—it never could be more
than an attempt—to regulate Fashion, or, as the communists would
probably call i, to organize Fashion.

Farnacy Seventa,
“ Is not the great Object of all Government that of Profection 27

Jouy QuiNcy Apaus, sagacious though he was, asked in the House
of Representatives, to which he had returned from the White IHouse,
why any one opposed protection, and whether the end and object of
all government was not the protection of all interests and persons ?
This argument i3 often repeated, a fact which imposes on us the obli-
gation to enumerate it among the Fallacies, which, otherwise would,
doubtless, not have been the case. )

“One of the main objects for which men live in political societies is,
the protection of their persons, property and interests ; but it is the
protection of all, not thefavoring of some at the cost of the rest.
There may be on record no more striking illustration of the mischief
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resulting from using an ambiguous word for what the logicians call
the middle term of a syllogism than this case. Let everything good,
essential, and right be protected; above all, let every natural right
and Characteristic of umanity be assiduously protected; let Ex-
change, Consumption, Intercommunion be jealously guarded, but do not
call monopoly, or the favoring of some, by the name of protection;
'do not give the name of protection to interests artificially created
by legislation, and then reason on this arbitrary term as though you
had to defend yourself against enemies.

.
. Farracy Escnri,
“ Look: at the Lowells and the busy Manufacturing Places.”

Strangely constructed, indeed, must be the man who can sail down
the Meuse, or fly along through the Elberfcld district, and along the
valley of the Wupper, without being filled with.-wonder at the human
industry thus visibly, loudly, and busily displayed beflore him. But
the questivn always remains, is there poverty in the background?
How many that are not seen are forced to contribute to this activity ?
If all is done in a fair and just way, such industry is a great good;
but not so if, by unjust lawe, the farming community, and indeed the,
population at large, the manufacturing people included, are obliged to
pay tribute to those establishments in the form of enhanced prices.
The manufacturing towns are seen, the steam-driven spindles are
heard, but no one hears or sees cach time, when a ma#®, be he poor or
rich, paysfifty per cent more besides its value for an article he stands
in need of., :

Is there a nobler sight than a great and healthy forest! DBut the
artificial forests which the I]nn'hsh despots raised on the fields of
civilization, doubtless, looked as fine as our western groves, and the
manly Magna Charta forced the king to disinforest these forests,
beautiful though they were to behold, -

There is no measure of extensive effort however calamitous, that
does not make the great fortune of some. Many bankers, most of all
the contractors, became rich in the times of Narovreoy, but his wars
were certainly not productive of wealth, Ile himsclf pointed at the
many millions of francs which he caused to flow into France from the
conquered countries, when people complained of the impoverishing
effects of his wars. As well might the Roman emperors have pointed
at the enormous fortunes of some senators, to show that the wars of
the empire were not pauperising all Italy and the whole of the
known world to an almost incredible extent,
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Those vases filled with gold and carried toilsomely by rows of
captives, in front of triumphal processions entering Rome, were no
symbol of increasing wealth, but only of transfer of gold and of swel-
ling riches of some, ruinous to the city and her dominion. Iow poor
did Rome and Italy become with all that influx of gold !

The fact is, accumulated riches, busy towns, and astounding amounts
of business done in single places, prove nothing of themselves. Real
wealth is always greatly diffused and not easily visible. Great riches
generally indicate wide-spread poverty. Not that the accumulated
riches are necessarily withdrawn from the poor, but the great accu-
mulations-of a few do not, in anywise, indicate the improved condition
of the whole people. '

Let things branch forth in their natural way, and let consumers
have Free Consuumption but do not force fortunes as fruits are forced
in hot houses, and do not take single busy manufacturing spots as
8 necessary indication of universal welfare. Faulty legislation may
have forced thousands of poor consumers to contribute their painful
share to create this pleasing hum. -

Farracy Nivta.
“ Drotection has a tendency to make things cheaper.”

This fallacy would not have seemed to deserve mention here, were
it not very frequently urged in discussions on protection. It was not
long ago one ofthe commonest arguments of the protectionists,

Protection, they said, raises prices, indeed; this leads to the inven-
tion of machinery ; machinery saves labor, and makes things cheaper.
In the same manner it used to be argued in England, even by some
prominent economists, that war had its good economic effects, despite
the enormous public debt, by driving the people to invent machines,

All that is necessary to reply to such incoherent argument is, that
if protection is recommended because it leads ultimately to cheapness,
we prefer beginning with cheapness. That is all.

As to the specious war argument, let no reader misunderstand us,
War is fur from being the greatest of evils ; and blood may flow for
things far nobler than itself; nor is physical well-being the highest of
things we can do without, but we solemnly protest against all untruth
and equivocation. It belongs to the émpossibilia 'of this earth to in-
crease wealth by war, directly or indirectly. When we must go to
war, let us manfully present to oursclves the cost: provide, like
honest men, for the expenses; and never listen, for a moment, to those
men who recommend war to us for any economic reason, whether

PA ’
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they are bungling thinkers or smooth-tongued sclf-seckers, nor to
those who wish to repudiate solemn engagements.

Farvacy Texrti,
The Anti-English Fallacy.

“ We hate the English,” or whatever other words may be used ;
¢ the English are in favor of free trade ; let us be for protection, for
seclusion. We don’t want anything English.”

. In these or similar words « fallacy is expressed, which is frequently
made use of, however irrational it may be.

The difficulty in acting upon this principle seems to lie in the fact
that we must begin with abolishing the English language, the Chris- -
tian religion, and the practice of wearing the nose in the middle of
the face ; for we have the two first in common ‘with the English, and
the English people wear their noses pretty much in the same place
where we are in the habit of wearing them.

Even if the adherents of this doctrine think they do right in sub-
stituting, “ Hate thy neig hbor as much as thou canst,” for the com-
mand, “Love thy neighbor as thyself,” and for the first principle of
the Christian law of nations, “ Peace and good-will toward man,” even
in that case they ought not to lay down the maxim, Ifate thyself as
much as thy neighbor ; and it does show disregard of self when the
advantage which necessarily results from simple exchange is wilfully
interrupted. But what can we say, when a leading protectionist
actually stated, not in passionate speech, but in the consideratencss
of printed words, that a ten years’ war with England would do us
great good! These men know better than the Creator, who made all
things, beings, and climes, for Inter-dependence and Inter-bene-
ficence. . i

Bitter as it is, it is a fact that this argument has been urged, and
continues to be urged, in the latter part of the nineteenth century,
and by people who profess o cosmopolitan religion of good-will and
Ppeace. .

’

Farracy ELEVENTH.
The Balunce of Trade.

By balance of trade is generally understood the balance between
exports and imports; and the protectionists say, if more is imported
than exported, it is clear that the balance must have been made up by
money, s0 that the country has lost so much as the exported money
amounts to.
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Mr. Levi Woodbury, Secretary of the Treasury to General Jackson
and President Van Buren, went so far as to show in a report, pub-
lished with one of the President’s annual messages, that ever since the
establishment of this Government the United States have imported
more than they exported, and that thus they have being carrying on
a losing business ever since. How the country managed to flourish
and how national wealth increased, or why people continued trade for
nearly a century, while it was all the time a losing business, cannot
be seen. This statement of Mr. Woodbury was made up from the
books of our custom houses. Now, if we carry on a prosperous trade,
the books ought to show importation greater than exportation, If a
thousand bales of cotton; valued at $50 each in the port of Charles-
ton, do not realize in Liverpool more than $50,000 and the freight,
they had much better not"be exported; but if they sold in Europe for
$65,000, and merchandise to the amount of this sum was imported, so
that apparently $15,000 worth more was imported than exported, then
it was most likely a profitable business. Yet the balance-of-trade
protectionists would wish us to believe that in this case $15,000 in
coin went out of the country, and that, therefore, the country was by
so much impovevished. Money, however, does not grow in the fields;
at least specie does not. In order to be able to pnrchase commodities
in Europe, we must first produce something to offer in exchange for
it. (Sce Webster’s words, in Fallacy 4.) The figurative gnestion
much in vogue at one time, “ Ilow can a man expect not to get poorer
from day to day, if he takes daily more money out of his
breeches’ pockets than he put in ?” is utterly futile. There is no such
thing as “ the people’s pockets.” Men must produce values to be able
to exchange them for other commodities which they desire. Here,
a3 elsewhere, we meet with the two truths, which it were well for us
had they never been forgotten.

He who interferes with exchange, natural and necessary, interferes
with the essential welfare'of mankind; and wealth cannot be increased
but by production. It is the only way. Wealth can never be legis-
lated into existence. Laws have indeed been passed, in the course of
history, calling & half dollar a dollai', but no law hasg ever been able
to make $2,000 out of $1,000.

If the people who carry on that peculiar and imiportant branch of
productive industry called commerce, and thosc people who furnish
them with the commodities which by commerce are exchanged, are
npt to be trusted with their own interests, and if Governments must
regulate their exchange, and indirectly their production, and if dis-

“astrous years, like 1837 and 1858, are held up as terrible examples of
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unrestrained importation, we ask who are the Government which is to
play a sort of sub-providence over us ? Are they not men like our-
selves? ' Have Governments never gone mad with ruinous specula-
tions? What is asked of Government on this point is directly hostile
to the principles of self-government, which we cherish so highly.
Why are all these Government regulations insisted upon merely for
foreign trade and foreign importation, and not also for New York trade
with New Orleans or Oregon? May the people of San Francisco not
overstock the market with Massachusetts goods, if left to themselves?
Are these markets unimportant? . Now, let a protectionist dare to
propose Government control in this case, and see how Boston and San
Francisco would blaze up in a fire of mdxgm}txon. Yet why ? If the
Government is expected to regulate for us what we shall import and
export, then we must go further, and let Government (whatever
that be) regulate, “organizé,” everything; in short, adopt communism
at once. Protective tariffs are partial and slightly-veiled communism,
The wider trade extends the steadier prices are, on the same principle
that averages, for instance of crime, become steady in the same
degree as the area of observation is extended. Perfect free trale in
grain would impart an almost unchangeable price to the cereals.

This idea of considering wealth to consist in the keeping of money
within our country, and which has led to the strangest legislation in
various countries, actually induced Mr. McDuflle, Senator of the United
States from South Carolina, who had been a fierce nullifier, and was
a loudly-professed free-trader, to declare in the Senate of the United
States that he must own there was no harm in war, economically
speaking, if all the articles required for war can be obtained within
the country of the belligerent, and the money can thus be retained
within the country. It is the exact argument of Louis XIV., that the
many millions squandered by his mania for building remained in the
country, and that no harm was done. 'On the contrary, he called the
building of Versailles the method of distributing charity appropriate
for kiugs,v and I must add, that I have heard cducated persons in
France say that Louis XIV., who nevertheless regretted on his death-
bed his mania for wars and building, was perfectly right, and that had
not the monarch put the many milliens into these spacious fabrics,
which continue to stand, they would be lost and gone by this time!

Spain, importing precious metals from her colonies for centuries,
and having a law prohibiting all exportation’ of precious metals, in
order to “keep Spain rich,” sank deeper and deeper into poverty with
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every decennium, because it would not produce. So much for keep-
ing “money” in a conntry.*

“Money, going out of the country,” used to be considered, and is
still believed by many, to be simple loss of wealth, So long as
the money being in a country was taken to constitute its wealth, this
was consistent.  Montesquieu, again, says in his immortal work, that
the amount of money, existing at a given time, in a given country, is
tantamount, to and represents its wealth, All this is now better under-
stood, and the modern economist must acknowledge that, most hap-
pily, mankind at large may become, and at present does become
wealthier, which could not be the case if money alone constituted
wealth. Ever since the discovery of the sea-way round the Cape of
Good Hope, down to our own {imes, it used to be maintained that, all
money of Europe going to the East, and the East not buying anything
of Europe, onc of two things must follow—either Europe must be-
come bankrupt, or she must send conquering armies to Further Asia,
to bring back the money. This is an anticipation of Mr. Woodbury’s
argument, by several centurics. What, however, is the fact? Eu-
rope has not been broken; Europe has not sent armies “to fetch
back ” the money; and Europe is incomparably richer now than-
she was in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, when the lamen-
tations about the money streaming eastward was highest.

* Long after the Fallacy on the Balance of Trade was written down, after my
delivery in a lecture, I became acquainted with the speech which Dariel
‘Webster made in the Senate, April, 1824, on tho Balance of Trade. The Canon
Law allows an appeal a papa male informato ad papam melius informendum. In
our case, we must appeal a Webster malc mfurmants ad Webster quandom melius
informatum. Mr. Webster gaid :

* Let us inquire then, sir, what i3 meant by an unfavorable balance of trade,
and what the argument is, drawn from that sonrce. By an unfavorable balance
of trade, I understand, is meant that state of thingsin which importation exceeds
exportation. To apply it to our own case : if the value of goods imported exceed
the value of those exported, then the balance of trade is said to be against us,
inasmuch as we have run in debt to the amount of this difference. Therefore it
issaid, that if a nation continue long in a commerce like this, it must be ren-
dered absolutely bankrupt. It isin the condition of a man that buys more than
he sells ; and bow can such a traffic be maintained without ruin? Now, sir, the
whole fallacy of this argument consists in supposing that, whenever the value
of imports exceeds that of exports, a debt is necessarily created to the extent of
the difference ; whereas, ordinarily, the import is no more than the result of
the export, augmented in value by the labor of transportation. The excess of
imports over exports, in truth, usually shows the gains, not the losses, of trade ;
or, in & country that not only buys and sells goods, but employs ships in carrying
goods also, it shows the profits of commerce and the earnings of navigation.
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Increasing civilization requires increasing consumption or expendi-
ture. Popular school systems alone consume millions upon millions,
If, therefore, mankind at large could not become richer, civilization
at large could not advance, nor could its field expand; and territo-
rial expansion, as well as increasing intensity, are plain character-
istics of European civilization from its Greck beginning.

A S

Farracy TWwWELFTH,

The Rights of Labor, and “ the Ri It to Labor?
Some ten or fifteen years ago a pamphlet was published by Mr,

Nothing is more certain than that, in the usual course of things, and taking a
sories of years together, the value of our imports is the aggregate of our exports
and our freights. If the valus of commodities imported in a given instance did
not exceed the value of the outward cargo, with which they were purchased,
then it would be clear to every man’s common sense that tho voyage had mnot
been profitable. If such commodities fell far short in value of the cost of the
outward cargo, then the voyage would be a very losing one ; and yet it would
present exactly that state of things which, according to the notion of a balance
of trade, can alone indicate a prosperous commerce. On the other hand, if the
return cargo were found to be worth much more than the outward cargo, while
the merchant, having paid for the goods exported, and all the expenses of the
voyage, finds a handsome sum yet in his hands, which ho calls profits, the
balance of trade is still against him, and, whatever he may think of it, he isin a
very bad way. Although one individual or all individuals gain, the nation loses;
while all its citizens grow rich, the country grows poor. This is the doctrine of
the balance of trade.

«¢ Allow me, sir, {0 give an ins!ance tending to show how unaccountably indi-
viduals deczive themselves, and imagine themselves to be somewhat rapidly
monding their conlition, whils they ougzht to be persuaded that, by that infalli-
ble standard, the balance of trade, they are on the high road to ruin. Some
years ago, in better times than the present, a ship left one of the towns of New
England with 70,000 specie dollars. She proceeded to Mocha, on the Red Sea,
and there laid out these dollars in coffee, drugs, spices, and other articles pro-
cured in that market. With.\this new cargo she procceded to Europe ; two-
thirds of it was sold in Holland for $130,000, which the ship brought back and
placed in the same bank from the vaults of which she had taken her original
outfit. -

“The cther third was scnt to the ports of the Mediterranean, and produced a
return of £25,000 in specie, and $15,000 in Italian merchandise. The¢e sumns
together, make $170,000 imported, which is $109,000 more than was exported,
and is thercfore proof of an unfavorable balance ot trade, to that amount, in this
adventure. We should find no difficulty, sir, in paying off our balances, if this
were the nature of them all.”
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Grzerey, under the title. “ The Tariff Question,” * in which the rights
of labor are discussed. Section 19 of that pamphlet is inseribed * The
Right to Labor.” The argument is pretty much that of the cornmu-
nists to this day. ‘““A man’s trade is his estate;” and he has a right
to see it protected, which protection includes and requires a protec-
tive tariff, or exclusion of products of foreign labor.

The brief space which can be allowed to these discussions in this
place will limit us to simple indications of our views,

Of course “a man’s trade is hLis estate” if he lives by it, and for this
very reason the trades of all ought. to be most attentively protected.
A'blacksmith’s trade is his estate. e must support himself and his
family by it, and for this very reason no one, may he call himself
King, Kaiser, Economist, Congressman, or whatever clse, has any
right to invade his estate, and make him work days and days more in
order to buy his necessaries or luxuries, whose prices a despotic tariff
may have raised, while at the same time the tariff has raised the price
of iron, consequently diminished its consumption and lessened the
fair income of the blacksmith.

A farmer’s acres surely are his estate, but let us suppose he insists
on raising grapes on a soil unfit for the vine, shall the government
protect this man’s estate in this particular, and has it a right to force
his fellow citizens to drink wine, which, to use the words of a high
and holy man of old, is ripened into vinegar without the transition
state of wine ? .

If labor has any particular rights, and if they are natural and just,
they ought to be protected by all means; not forgetting, however,
that this applics to all labor, and also to the effects or results of labor
—to saved and accumulated wages—to capital. That, too, has its
rights. Or would a master shoemaker like to see the capital which
he has earned, and which hag enabled him to set up for himself and
carry on his business, discard protection of the result of his labor so’
soon a3 he himself ceases to draw the wax-end ?

Doces Protection of Labor not include the Right of Production?
‘What else is labor good for, if it is not productive? But protective

tariffs interfere most seriously with production. Has forsooth the
- .

* The whole title is : The Tariff Question. Protection and Free Trade Con-
sidered. By HorACE GREELEY. While these pages are passing through the
press, & work of his, Political Economy, is advertised. The author of these
Notes has not yet seen it.



28

present tariff not cruelly interfered with our ship-building labor, once
so productively employed ?

If by right of labor is meant a special privilege of one species of
labor—that, for instance, of the manufacturing or artizan labor over
farming or trading labor—then we deny this right.

If by right of labor is meant that people have a right to produce

_what they like and in whatever quantity, without any reference to the
question of demand, and that the commonwealth must purchase the
undesired products, as the rights of labor were understood in France,
in 1848 and later, and as very many communists here understand it,
then we wholly disavow it, as we disavow and abhor all communism,
pretty much the most crushing of all absolutisms or despotisms. No
liberty and life without individualism.

All that each man is, he is in consequence of being an individual
and at thé same time a social being. In politics, in law, in morals, in
religion, in civilization, each man’s life turns around an axis, the two
poles of which are Individualism .and Socialism; or, each life is per-
vaded by the principle of individuality and the social element. Com-
munism, however, annihilates individualism, and is against our very
nature. Protection is veiled communism, as far as it goes.

‘What has Spartan communism done for men, by the side of Athens?

" Furnished Plutarch with some fine anecdotes of dying eoldiers.
Modern grenadiers know how to die as well. Waterloo and Gettys-
burg prove that.

In the year 1844 ALexaxpEr HuMsorpT said to me: “ Yéu are wrong
in your detestation of communism. ~ People like you and myself, who
write books which do not sell a hundredth part as well as many paltry
and even bad books, ought to be communists. We write books that
will not sell, poor books, no matter what books, and forthwith, ac-
cording to ¢ organized labor,” the commonwealth ought to be bound to
take them off our hands. To be sure, those who must pay for them
may grumble, or we may grumble at being obliged to take bass viols
in our turn, though not playing the instrument; but what is that?
Vive le Communisme !

On the other hand, Jonx C. CarLmoux said to me, one day: ““ Don’t
you agree that slavePy contains all that is good in communism, and
discards what is bad? Slavery, in this, as in so many other cases,
solves problems (the statesman meant heve, of course, the labor and
capital question,) which cannot be solved otherwise.”

" All despotisms have a large element of communism. The fearful
tyranny and absolutism “drawn” by Bishop Bossuer, for Louis X1V,

'
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-
“from the Bible,” is communistic in its doctrine of a community of
property and rights of all, in the monarch; and protective tariffs are,
as far as their communistic clement goes, despotlc oftcn tyrannical
in the extreme.

We say this, not clmllcnwinfr to disputation, but calmly to elicit
reflection! Tyranny is a fearful thing, and stifles all loyalty; yet, of
all governments, a republic stands most in need of citizens loyally
devoted t it. The present oppressive, arbitrary tariff has a tendency
to disloyalize our fellow-citizens. Would that the prominent protec-
tionist who once acknowledged that he had been and still was a com-
munist, were to ponder this serious question! Our tariff engenders
daily growing discontent—a bitter rancor, something quite different
from a wholesome opposition.

Our forefathers plunged into the Revolution avowedly on these two
principles:

We are Englishmen, and the mother country denies us the liberties
which are the birthright of every British suiject ; or, as Wasnixgrox
expressed it, they denied us the rights to which Nature and the
British Constitution entitle us. And the home government will not
allow us, the colonies, free exchange and free production.

And now we quarrel with free trade because it is called English,
and insist on seclusion for oursclves and exclusion of all other coun-
tries, which means prohibition of Americans to trade, dxrectly or in-
directly, with whom they like.

Favrracy THIRTEENTH.
The Vicinage Principle, so called.
~

It was for many years one of the favorite arguments of Mr. Carey,
and possibly is still so, that protection was necessary, among other
things, for this reason: that without it the factory could not be placed
close to the producing cotton field, and the immense cost of freight,
first for carrying the cotton to Europe, and then the textile fabrics
back to the producing country, could not be saved. A principle was
thus attempted, namely, it is necessary to establish the manufacture
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close to the producing of raw material; and this was called the vici-
nage principle.

We bricfly object to this the fol[omnﬂ' points:

If the freight of carrying the substance to aud fro enhances the
price too much, why not leave it to the people to discover it; and why
protect ? Protection, in this case, would not be necessary.

There is nothing distant or near in political ecconomy, except so far
as the cost of transportation is concerned. Is, in point of economy,
an expensive overland route to California nearer, if you could carry
the commodities cheaper ronnd Cape IIorn?

East India cotton is carried to Scotland to be woven into ealico,
which is carried back to the Ganges, there to be consumed by the
Hindoos. Would he who should insist on erccting manufactories in
Hindostan benefit the poor Hindoo? If manufactories could be
erccted there, and work as cheap as the Glasgow manufactories, well
and good. But in this case no forcible overriding of the natural turn
of t]lll’l"": would be necessary; so soon as we vesort to forcible pro-
duction, we prove that we act economically and legally wrong.

Thirdly-—Suppose we can establish the manufactory close to the
raw material, how is it with the consumers? In short, docs the viei-
nage principle require that the wheat ﬁeld mill, baking oven, and the
consumers with open mouths, all cluster together ?

Fourth—It is simply impossible to carry out the vicinage principle.
The raw material is gained, in most cases, where the transforming and
industrial processes cannot be carried on.

. And, lastly—What becomes of the great principle of inter-depend-
ence, inter-communication, inter-assistance ? If the principle of vici-
nage were a true and a feasible one, it would lead to isolation rather
than to inter-communication. The vicinage principle strives against
the order of things, according to which men’s varied appetites and
necessities, increasing in number as civilization advances, can mostly
be satisfied only from afar. Analyze a fairly appointed dinner table
of a common household. How many distantregions have contributed ?
What commerce has been necessary to bring it about, by direct or
concatenatéd exchange ? Man is ordained not to find everything near
him, a3 the brute does. Secif.sufficient independence is not his des-
tiny. All men are made for inter-dependence, which increases with
our progress, What are miles in political economy ?
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Farvacy FourTEENTH,

 The saving of the fertilizing clements of our soil wonld be immense, by.
the establishment of protected industry, especially if established on the
vicinage principle. Free Trade carries for ever the fertilizing elements
out of our counlry, for instance, by carrying so manJ million bales of
cotton annually to England, and never returns any.”

We are frankly desirous to state this argument as fduly ag possible,
and if we have not succeeded, we invite any protectionist to give it
more agreeably to his mind. In whatever form it may be stated, we
are sorry to say, we have given the substance, and, we believe, have
thereby exposed its destitution of strength or vitality of sense.

Years ago when we first saw this fertilizing argument urged in a
protection journal, we felt pity with the editor, whom we could not
help believing iinposed upon by some waggish free-trader; later we
found that it was urged by high protectionist authority, and down to
this very day it is dwelled upon in the papers of our opponents as a
choice bit in the catechism of their craft. This will show the neces-
sity of mentioning the argument in the series of the “Fallacies,” left
out in the first editions of the present tract. Nevertheless we are
going to write with little spirit. A soldier does not fight with the
real animus, if those that ave unfit to fight oppose him, and a writer
cannot be expected to dismantle, con amore, an argument which really
has neither mantle nor bastion of sound construction.

Possibly this fallacy arose in the imaginative mind of its first con-
ceiver at the txme when people, very properly indeed, came to discuss
the possibility of preventing the frightful waste of fertilizing substance
going on from hour to hour in a city, for instance, like London or
New York. Of all the immense amount of matter which is daily car-
ried into a large city, nearly the whole, building material and
earthenware excepted, becomes wasted fertilizing substance. If the con-
tents of the London sewers could be saved, it has been calculated that,
(Inow forget how many,) million bushels of wheat would be produced
additionally in England ; and they ought to be saved, provided the sav-
ing of the drainage would not cost more than the additionally produced
millions of bushels would be worth—a condition which would hold good
concerning the precious silt, carried by all the glorious rivers through
thousands of years, since the day of creation, every second into the
sea, where that becomes impediment, and even an injury, which was
the very vivifier of human sustenance could it only have been
utilized. '

If such was the occasion of this hapless argument (chronologically
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the two agree), it is not possible to see an intrinsic connection. Let
us, however, hasten as much as may be. -

Waste of fertilizing matter! Wehad better look at our Mississippi;
what amount of silt it earries. down and wastes every hour, to famil-
iarize us with the idea of “wasled fertilizers.” Can we ixelp it? If
not, let us drop the subject; if we can, let us save the silt..

But how is the fertilizing substance was‘ed when cotton i3 sent out
of the country? Do we not reccive other products for it in turn?
Suppose not; are the advocates of this argument then really insisting
on the necessity of agricultural producers, manufacturers, and con-
sumers being all huddled together ?  What becomes of all commeree,
domestic as well as foreign? Domestic comm erce transfers fertilizing
matter as much as foreign commerce does, and even more. What
answer would it be if we were told that the fertilizer remains at least
at home, IIow at home, when Carolina cotton is manufactured in
Maine and sent to California, where the fertilizing rag may ultimately
find resuscitation in peaches which are sent again to St. Louis, be-
ginning a new series of disturbaunce of fertilizing order conceived by
the protectionists, This is nothing less than trying daringly to imi-
tate Providence. Once more, the carrying of 2 dozen eggs to market
is a disturbance of fertilizers, as serious, if the whole were serious at
all, as the transfer of any given quantity of sugar to any number of
distant coffee drinkers. Nature knows nothing small or great.

Mr, Ruggles has recently shown the world that the United States,
in 1868, produced 36 bushels of cerea s—of vegetable food, to each in-
habitant, and Europe in the same year, only 16 bushels.* Still our
West is not yet develope d. What is the meaning of this ? Simply
that'there is a gigantic power of feeding in our continent; let us
carry our wheat and rye, barley and rice to the European weaver; he
weaves for us and cannot produce cheap bread. ‘“Stop,” cries the
protectionist, “ by all that is sacred, stop! or you carry the fertilizing
matter away from our country. Stop, I beseech you, and do as the
people of Bordeaux do, the producers of the claret, who drink them-
selves all the claret they produce, so that no fertilizer play the
deserter |”

Agriculture - has long ago found a remedy against the escape
of fertilizers by manure, first from the stable, then from the Guano
Islands. Liebig has proposed even the utilizing of the copro-
lites deposited in long passed geologic ages. Whether his advice will

*In the excellent Roport mentioned in the prefatory words preceding these
Notes on Fallacies.



33"

be followed; whether agriculture ever will cease to replenish our
fields with fertilizing matter, and the West will send forth its popula-
tion to unexhausted regions, who can know what may happen thou.
sand of years hence? DBut this we do know, that so long as men
- shall be, there shall be commerce t) 0, and men shall act on the new
fields, perhaps the centre of Africa, just as they did in the valley of

" the Mississippi, and in the valley of the Rhine; and there will be
shifting of fertilizi ng substance from second to second, for evermore.
This is an order of things with which it is no more man’s business to
interfere, than with the courses of the firmament,

Farrscy FrrTeExTH.

“ We are a young country ; We are Americans: European Systems and
Theories do not apply to us”

The positive fact that such fallacies are often heard can alone jus-
tify us in mentioning them here. Would that we Americans said of
ourselves what the old Roman said of himself: “I am a man, and
hold nothing human alien to me,” and that we applied this saying in
the sense : We are men, and no laws prescribed for men are alien to
ourselves ! :

The * European systems” are manifold and contmdxctory, 80
nothing can be derived from the term European, .

We are human beings placed on the same globe with other people,
subject to the same physical and moral laws, liable to the same penal-
ties for running counter to the dictates of wisdom, and bound by the
same duties toward others and ourselves, There are no favorites in
history, and God has no pet nations, If we are foolish, we must pay
the penalty of folly like any other people.

Our country is no young country in the obseuring sense in which
this is gencrally taken. It is not yet a century since we separated
from England, but that does not make us youny in every sense, as
little as you create two youngy counties, by dividing an old one. The
substitution of youny for new, constitutes in most of the cognate cases
a distinct and serious fallacy.

Europe, America, Asia, are names which, in many spheres of thought
and action, have no meaning. The same mathematics forall; the same
physiology ; the same facts. Divisions made for one reason lose
frequently, all meaning a3 soon as we speak of other subjects. The
laws of production, exchange, and consumption do not alter any more
than the laws of clectricity change from one country painted red on a
map to another painted blue. I have been called upon from Canada
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te join in the establishing of an American free trade system, granting
absolute free trade all over America (I suppose North America was
really meant), to the complete exclusion of Europe. What, let us ask,
can be the meaning of the geographical word America in this discus.
sicn of values, of wealth, of exchange ?

Does it affect the thermometer, that it was invented by an Italian ?
or the press, because a German invented printing ? or the lightning
rod, because an American stole the fire from the heavens ? )

Patriotism consists in loving our country, and being devoted to it
in very deed, not in hating other countries nor in applying geogra-
phical names to regions of thought and action far beyond it. Let us
be Americans in the truest and widest sense, but as men, too, unnar-
rowed by provineial egotism, by—could I literally translate a Ger-
man term, I would say—petty-statishness.

If the youth of our country is urged in-defence of prohibition, in
order to show that we want it for the purpose of calling certain
branches of industry into existence, we refer to previous remarks, No
one has a right to sacrifice the interests of the consumers, by the fore-
ing of certain branches of industry, believed by certain men to be
indispensable. 'What, if another set of men maintain that our incom.
parable country is made and destined to be the great feeding country
of the world, as Sicily and Egypt once were for Italy? Andvery
potent statistics might be adduced to support this assumption,

Again and again we repeat, that it is the first of duties, and conse-
quently, the first of the rights of man to produce and exchange—a
duty and complementary right which no theorist, no fancy economist,
ought to be permitted $o trifle with,

- Farpacy SIXTEENTIL

The Enforced Home Market,

Apax Sxrrh, that man who first taught the glorious doctrine of a
new statesmanship, that nations, like individuals, profit and are not
injured by the prosperity of their ncighbors, also said that domestic
production and consumption far surpasses in amount the foreign trade
of most or all large nations, Therefore, the protectionists continue,
let us make a home-market. )

Whatever be meant by that frequently-used term, home-market—I
suppose, chiefly, domestic produetion and consumption, and by domestic,
again, is meant within the political boundaries of a country—what.
ever be meant by the word home-market, so much is sure, that how-
ever large and populous a country may e, its foreign trade is import-
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ant, and increases in importance with the population; that nations are
no more made for oyster-like seclusion and self-sufficiency than indi-
viduals, but, on the contrary, are made for inter-dependence and inter-
completion ; that however important domestic production and con-
stmption may be, it differs in no essential from production and con-
sumption in general, and nothing good can be effected by enforced
production and consumption on the one hand, and that on the other
hand, there is great injustice in enforced home-markets to those who
stand” in nced of forcign commodities; that whatever difference in
some countries there may be in the amount of domestic exchange and
foreign trade, yct that foreign trade is as important, as far as it goes,
asthe domestic; just as the olfactory sense, carrying far fewer sensa-
tions to the DLrain than the eye does, is nevertheless as essential in
making up the being we call man as the sense of vision; and lastly,
that we have no right to meddle with the subject by that authority
which was not given for forcing people into wealth according to plans,
and by means which at the time may seem best to authority.
ITome-market cannot mean anything else than an opportunity of
selling at home, that is to say, within the limits of a given political
society. Sclling, however, isan act of exchange, requiring two parties,
and if one of these parties is forced to buy of the other party, what
he would not have done had he been left, like a free being, to act for
himself; if he must part with more of his own to obtain what he
wants; if he must work longer and produce more to obtain, what
after all is poorer stuff than what he would have gotten had he and
his society been left alone to obtain their desired commodities where
they thought best, then indeed, the home-market is no benefit to the
consumer or the country. IIome-markets have nothing to distinguish
them from foreign markets. It is exchange-thc producer wants, and
no exchange can be effected except when he who desires to buy has
first produced that which he can offer in the market. No buying
without first producing, and the more the producer obtains for his
products the better. . .
It would be better altogether to give up the word home-market. It
is after all a figurative term, dangerous in all reasoning. As itis, so
soon a8 we use the word home market, people imagine some place
thronged with loud and busy buyers and scllers. The simple word
exchange would be plainer and truer, although less picturesque.

FirLacy SEVENTEENTIL

“ Where ave the Workshops of the World, there mitst be the Marits of
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the World,” therefore, let us erect owr own Workshops, keep out Foreign

Products, de.

Closely connected with the foregoing fallacy is that for which the
words of Mr, M erepiti have been quoted as a heading.

The report which Mr. MerEpiTH made, when Secretary of the
Treasury, on the State of the Finances, December 3d, 1849, has this
passage, with which Section 8 concludes: “All history shows that
where are the workshops of the world, there must be the mart of the
world, and the heart of wealth, commerce, and power.' It is as vain
to hope to make these marts by providing warehouses, as it would be
to make a crop by building a barn.” Indeed it would; but it would
be likewise as vain to hope making ‘people come to your workshops
to buy what they want, when your workshops are like forcing houses,
and the people can buy what they want cheaper and better elsewhere.

The writer did not see that he condemned himself by his own words;
yet the grievous error is neatly enough expressed, suited the pro-
tectionists, and the error had all the success which is almost sure to
any neat formulation or pungent antithesis. To this day the World’s
Mart and Workshop Fallacy is popular with many not inferior minds.

Our objections are positive, and in no way equivocal. History does
not show what she is here said to show.' When the Cape of Good
Hope had been discovered, and the chief trade concentrated in Lisbon,
was Portugal the world’s workshop? When Venice was the mart of
the world, before Lisbon became such, was she the world’s workshop ?
The Netherlands had very few workshops when they had the world's
trade. But what is the world's workshop? These are big and un-
certain terms, Nature is the world’s workshop. In every product
the natural agents perform(far the greater part. Man is little more
than the combiner, appropriator, and exchanger; God is, and ever must
be, the Great Producer. The workshops of the world are not concen-
trated in one place, and never have been.

Nor is the tendency of advancing civilization towards creating
“hearts. of wealth, commerce, and power.” any more than creating
universal monarchy. Life, diffused ernergy, is the motto of modern
times. not centralism in production, or commerce, any more than in
politics or religion. In ancient times there was always one leading
nation, first in Asia, then in Europe. Inmodern times there are many
leading nations forming a commonwealth of nations, or, as I have
expressed it elsewhere, in modern times many nations draw the car
of civilization abreast, like the chariot horses in the Olympic gamesy
and this is a distinct characteristic of modern times.

Suppose, however, that every word said here were erroncous, how
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did it happen that the Treasurer of the United States did not perceive
that he pronounced his own condemnation? Though it were true that
workshop, mart, wealth, commerce, and power were always clustered
in one golden grape, though it were true that the workshop, by which
of course, is meant the manufacture, were always the beginning of
wealth, is it then not seen thiat you will not create wealth by calling
up forcibly machine shops and manufactures, and impoverishing people
by obliging them to buy in those uncomfortable hot-houses? The
serious error committed in this case is the common one of confounding
cause and effect, and which had best be called Jacxk Dowxixg's Fallucy,
for in one of Dowxing's letters to General JacksoN he says, that,
‘down east’ the thermometer stood 20 degrees below zero, and the
weather would have been much colder had the thermometer been
longer. There is a great deal of wealth in England, and so there are
a great many factories; therefore let us build as many of the latter as
possible, by severe laws, if necessary, and we shall accumulate propo-
rtionate wealth! Dr. Fraxkriv's “ Build pigeon-holes, and pigeons
will come,” does not apply to all provinces of action. DBuying pots
and pans produces no dinner, There has been in the neighbourhood
of the writer, for several years a spacious light and every way
acceptable market building, except people will not go there to buy:
The pigeon holes are there but the pigeons refuse to come.. We may
indeed, prevent our own people from buying foreign products, but
how to furce forcign people to buy here, and make this country a mart
of the world, {ranscends our powers to imagine.*

Experience shows, and it can be readily accounted for, that with
very few exceptions, so called protection or enforced production (or
prohibition of production)has the following poor effects:

It raises prices,

It deteriorates the commodity, or diminishes the value.

It blights exchange, or injures commerce, and,

1t lowers the standard of comfort and diminishes the means of
progressive civilization, and increases paaperism.

The exception may take place, but on a limited degree only, when
the goverment is a civilized people ruling, for instance by conquest,
over a barbarous people. No American it is hoped will allow a
difference of intelligence between his government and the people.

* I cannot dismiss Mr. MEREDITH'S report without mentioning that I find
on the copy now before me this memorandum—This well written bu. fecbly
reasoned paper contains most of the argumeunts peculiar to American protec-
‘tionists, and repeats most of the old arguments of protection.”
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FaLracy EIGHTEENTH.
A Judicious Protection within the Limits of a Revenue Tar{f.

A theory prevailing especially at the time of General Jacksox’s
presidency, and which is an attempted compromise between free trade
and protection, is this: We have no right whatever to raise more
money by o tariff than what the Government wants for its support;
but within this limit it is fair to establish diseriminating duties in
order to help domestic manufacture.

If by this latter duty were meant so trifling a duty that none would
fecl it, the old law maxim, the law does not take notice de minimis,
might be adduced ; but a trifling tax does not do any one good, nor
does the subject loose in injustice by the fact that perhaps compara.
tively few are affected. TFor those few, that tariff is as injurious as a.
sweeping one is to all.  We have no right to sacrifice any class, how-
ever small, to the supposed benefit of the whole. The argument is
illogical. We have no right, it is said, to raise more revenue than
what is wanted to support the Government. So be it. If the sup-
port of the Government is the object of a tariff, then whence is derived
the right to discriminate within the limits of this tariff? That is to
say, whence comes the right to sacrifice the wealth and well-being of
certain consumers, not to the support of the Government, but to pro-
mote the interest of a certain class at the expense of the others ?

Shall then no regard be paid to those, who, according to the laws '
of the land, good or bad, have invested large means? We mean no
such thing. The State is a continuity, and we cannot otherwise but
pay due regard to what has been done.

We can point out very briefly what we consider necessary according
to moral and legal, as well as economical principles, according to
right, righteousness, and reason :

Acknowledge the right of free consumption in every one, and there-
fore free exchange in all. ' :

Youhave a right to establish a tariff for the support of Government
and the dxschawe of its solemn engagements, and it is advisable to
make use of thxs right, for a number of urgent reasons, in this coun-
try. DBut you have no right whatever to establish monopolies under
the name of protection, nor to discriminate, within the limits of .a
revenue tariff, in favor of certain branches, excepting only those
which your own misleading and unjust laws have called into existence,
and then only with a view of speedy, though gradual extinction of all
protection, and for ever,



Farnacy NINerteeNTH.
Protection is more Popular.

“Three times have the people of America decided that they want
protection; why do you contintie to trouble us with your free trade 2
Thus a leading protectionist said to me on a memorable occasion:

“Did you not observe that immediately after the expulsion of Louis
DPuivicek, in 1848, the workmen of Paris expelled the English railway
workmen and engineers ?” It was the fecling of patriotic protec-
tion which made them act thus, so soon as free,” said another pro-
minent protectionist to me on another occasion,

We are close to the conclusion of our remarks, and I must limit
myself to the following suggestions, to which, nevertheless, the atten-
tion of the reader is invited.

The immediate profit on visible transactions is scen; the vast ad-
vantage of unscen transactions is not seen, but must be gathered by
reflection. It was ordered by the town authority of the place Ilived
in, in the South, that no free negroes should be allowed to buy chickens
for the Charleston market. Here the advantage of the chicken con-
sumer of the place was sgen ; the advantage to the chicken producer
of getting the highest price was not seen, nor personally felt at once.

Even if the American people decided three times in favor of pro-
tection, which we doubt, that is no reason why protection should be
right. IIow often did Rome decide against Christianity; how many
nillion times did mankind decide in favor of guilds, or in favor of
devastating conquered cities and selling the conquered ? The progress
of mankind follows almost always this line; that a truth is suspected,
proclaimed, a few adopt it, a mmonty struggles into a majority, and
at last establishes the truth.

Truth is not settled by majorities. To this day far more dwellers
on the earth believe in polytheism than in one God. Shall we wor-
ship, on that account, the D1axa of Ephesus ? But, in connection with
this subject of majority, it ounght to be mentioned, that in no science
or branch of knowledge has there been so large a majority, alinost
amounting to a unanimity of its distinguished votaries, as has been

“of the leading economists of all countries, from Bacox and Dg Wrrr,
in favor of free trade.

Nor can plausibility always be taken as evidence of truth, What
is more plausible than that the sun rises and our earth stands still?
On which side is and has been the overwhelming majority of our kind,
from the beginning of things? And what is more erroneous? If a
hatmaker receives $12 for a hat, for which, before the tariff, he would
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have received $3, it is very plausible to him that the tariff makes him
$7 wealthier; yet he is mistaken; for, as consumer, he looses more.

1 hold it to be a verity, belonging to practical reasoning, that plau-
sibility is, in all higher regions of thought and comprehensive gene-
ralization of action, prima facie evidence of error. The greatest
errors in religion, statesmanship, physical science, moral and political
economy, are very plausible; and whenever we find that a difficult
question which has puzzled mankind, is plausibly explained, let us be
on our guard, and be almost sure that the reasoner before us is totally
wrong. We could not possibly go through life, were we not to follow
plausibility in all simple, every:day cases, were we not to conclude
that it rains, because our friend enters with a dripping cloak; and we
cannot err more grievously, and miss truth more certainly than by
allowing plausibility to guide us in inquiries of the higher sort. Ilow
plausible that fallacy was, which we will call the Titus or Vespasian
fallacy, in the last century ! The best government is a wise and vir-
tuous prince, with absolute power, and “no fools to discuss.” Iow
plausible it still scems to many, that, Lecause government being es-
tablished for the benefit of the people, therefore throw all power into
the hands of the people, (meaning, practically, the majority,) establish
popular absolutism: and as a matter of course, the people will not act
against their own interest! Yet there exists no error more abselute,
and logically speaking, more absurd than the Titus fallacy and the
last-mentioned fallacy which has come down to us from the period of
Rovsseav. :

Farracy TweNTIETH.

The Libor Argumeut. |

The name given to this argument is not very distinet, nor is our
idea of it very clear. Nevertheless we find this argument fre-
quently alluded to, and consider oursclves obliged to treat of this
fallacy. ’

So far as we understand this argument, it is somewhat like this :
value consists in labor bestowed; let us, therefore, protect or cherish.
this labor (domestic labor, of course) and we shall increase the
amount of existing value, that is national wealth, We are not able to
state this argument more r<tionally ; all we can say is, that now, for
at least forty years, we have found some such- argumeni floating
about. Let usbe brief. Labor is necessary for production, and pro-
ductive labor i3 one of the means of putting a thing in a state of being
desired, which leads to value ; but labor is not indispensable for value; -
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8 nugget of gold found washed clear near the surface has greater
value than the most laboriously mined gold-crystal of less weight and
purity ; nor does labor conferred constitute of itself value. Itis, or
at least used to be, the custom on board the British men-of-war, to set
the sailors, if nothing could be found for them to do, to polishing the
cannon balls, piled up in their mathematical correctness. Much
labor was thus bestowed on the balls, but should they have come to
be exchanged for something else they would have had no greater value
than the un-labored balls, Is an Egyptian mummy valued by the
labor bestowed upon it (not to speak ‘of the interest upon interest of
the capital invested in the body), or by the degree of desire to pos-
sess it, which may happen to exist ? '

Be it repeated ; nothing artificial is of service in anything that re-
lates to Exchange; and no value can be artificially created.

Great mischief has been created by the unsound, occasionally,
absurd, definitions given of value, of so-called real and ficticious value.
A distinguished economist has defined value as being the cost of re-
production. Cost must mean what we give for reproduction; that is,
therefore, value, is the value we give for reproduction ; but even if
the definition was not ““in a circle,” the pyramids of Egypt would
possess an immense .value, since the cost of their reproduction would

. be enormous,

What is Value? Etymology is of as little assistance in ascerlain-
ing the true meaning of the term value as it is in a thousand other
cases, Words travel curiously through successive centuries and
various idioms, Value and Valor spring from the same root, and are
shoots, equally close to it, while Valor is etymologically the same
with the French valeur, which in turn means what the English word
Value designates. The German word for value is Werth, which,
etymologically, is the same with the English Worth, 4

It has been found difficult to define value, not because there is any
mystery about the subject, but because value, as we shall see, indi-
cates variable and reciprocal relations of exchangeable things, and
also because value is one of those words with which every one con-
nects a very weighty, though not accurate meaning, hundreds of years
before an attempt at defining them is made, such as the words State,
Money even Property and Right.

Popularly speaking, it may be said that the value of an article is
what people are willing to give for it, modified by what the possessors
of the commodity are willing to receive for it, no matter about the
reasons of the one or the other, A person selling apples in the market,
if asked what is meant by the value of a barrel of apples, would an-
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swer : Value means what they cost. If asked again what does this
costing mean, he would hesitate. Cost, he would think, Does it mean
what I paid for, or what I wish the customer to pay, or what others
have been willing to pay to my fellow-sellers of apples? If, indeed,
he would carry his analysis so far,

All definitions of value aiming at terseness, are inaccurate, often false
even to absurdity, and needs must be one or the other. If we are
desirous to express ourselves with scientific accuracy, and do not
shun a certain dryness of expression, then the following is the proper
definition of value: Value, in Political Economy, means the desired-
ness of an exchangeable thing, expressed in exchangeable things
possessed by the desirer, offered by him and accepted in exchange for
it by the possessor of the desired article; or expressed in a third
commodity sufficiently familiar to the exchangers, called money..
Value is the mean of Desiredness and Reluctance to part with the
desired thing, expressed in money. Whether this money consist in
gold and silver or “ bricks” of tea, in cowries or quills filled with gold
dust, in “ring money,” arrows, cattle, or skins, is indifferent,

Price is value expressed in current money; if not, it is what owners
of offered articles ask,

Desiredness must not be confounded with desirableness, Theleast
desirable things, injurious, vicious things, are often, unfortunately,
more desired than wholesome, useful or decorous commodities; and
their price is determined by the degree of their being desired, not by
their desirableness. The poorest books now generally sell the best.

Nor does desiredness alone impart value. The desire to possess
must be supported by that "which can be offered in exchange. The
beggar’s craving for a loafof bread does not give value to it; a whole
famished, and at the same time, impoverished province, does not raise
the value of grain, unless others who can pay for it step in and buy it
for the sufferers, The occasional dearth of rice in China, when thou-
sands perish, does not increase the value of rice.

If a barrel of flour is worth two barrels of apples, two barrels of
apples are at the same time worth one barrel of flour, and if a barrel
of flour is worth a certain amount of gold, called by law ten dollary,
the barrel of apples in the given case is worth five dollars ; but if, for
whatever reason, the value of gold should sink one-quarter, that is to
say, if it would require an amount of gold called by law $123 to pur-
chase that for which until then $100 had been paid, in that case our
barrel of apples would be worth $6.25. Flour, apples, gold, all
change in desiredness—in value. There is not, there never has been,
there cannot be anything stable in whatever refersito value, or to the
comparison of values with one another,
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There cannot be absolute value, and as a measure, e, g,, a footis an
absolute magnitude, with which other magnitudes are compared.
There cannot be a real or absolute measure of value. But a commo-
dity desired by all may be and is used as an approximate estimation of
value (valuation), and this is usually called money. But money is no
real measure of value, since the commodity of which it consists, itself
changes in value. Values were expressed, formerly, in Virginia, in
hogsheads of tobacco, and in West Pennsylvania, Canada, and other
parts of America, in beaver skins, ..

- A similar definition applies to the value of service, labor, skill,
valdr, art, talent, knowledge, even virtue (such as integrity), and
utility of land, rendered, given, or let, for consideration. The utility
of the land does not constitute its value, but the desiredness of the
utility. The finest lands bring very often nothing under peculiar ¢ir-
cumstances. - -

Value can only be predicated of exchangeable things, or in other
words, value necessarily implies exchangeableness, and, consequently,
requires, at least, two different commodities, and two exchanges.

Things unappropriated have no value. The pear], the codfish on

. the Banks, the herring, the medicinal herb in the forest, guano, the
whale, the tusk of the wild elephant, have no value any more than the
iron discovered in the sun; although they are desired by men, until
they are appropriated. When appropriated, they become exchange-
able. Water has no value where it freely flows unowned by indivi-
duals, but it receives value so soon as the water-carrier appropriates
it and offers it for sale along the streets of the distant city. Water is
all time equally desirable; it is even desired by the thirsty, but before
being appropriated, it is not an exchangeable thing; value, therefore,
cannot be ascribed to it.

Value cannot be inherent, but arises out of exchange of desired ar-
ticles. Rice has no value whatever with people who disrelish it, and
Frederick the Great was obliged to protect the seed potatoes which he
offered to the people by an escort of cavalry against the assaults of
the people, in some of his provinces, where potatoes were abhorred,
because something new. Potatoes had no value there. Black dia-
monds had, until lately, hardly any value, because they were unde-
sired. Now, when used in mining and for cutting a pathway through
the Simplon, they have risen in value. Why? . Because useful ?
Noj; their lustrous brethren, equally fit to cut through granite, are
valued much higher, because personal vanity makes the jewel diamond
more intensely desired. Utility, in this case, is indeed the cause of
the desiredness of the black diamond, but the desiredness alone gives
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it value; Value is not Worth. Worth stands infinitely higher. Woe
to the people who consider value higher than worth !

The general worth, general utility or desirableness of a commodity
will procure for it general value ; but on the one hand, so long only
as desired, and, on the other hand, subject to everything which can
influence the desiredness, The worth of wheat remains the same while
additional wheat is pourino' in and makes it cheaper by changing its
desiredness. Coffee may lie in store and may become better all the
time by age, and yet may lose in value, because its dosiredness changes
for some reason or other.-Abundant crops may have increased the
quantity in market and lowered the price. It happens daily. Even
during the famine in Ircland, in the year 1847, the famished people
could hardly be brought to eat maize, either as hominy or meal; now
the taste iz changed, maize is desired and has valne in Ireland.
Fashion effects often terrible changes in value.

The following four elements, then, are requisite to constitute value,
Without either of them value does not and cannot exist:

(a.) Exchangeable and therefore appropriated things desired by a
person.

(8.) An owner of these things, w 110 can dxspose of, and has a rmht.
to exchange, them.

(¢.) Things offered in exchange for the desired eommodity.

(d) A desirer.

Farracy TWENTY-FIRST,
The Argument of Aspersion and P illification.

‘When the contest for free trade was going on in England, the land-
owners were the protectionists, and the manufacturers were the active
free traders. Cheaper food for the laboring population wag called for;
and when a statue of Sir RoserT PeEr, who carried English free
trade, was erected, the inscription was proposed: ‘“IIe gave cheap
bread to the people of England.” At the same time, if memory dots
not wholly deccive, it was the English free traders who used the
severer language against their opponents in their memorable struggle,
not however, such scurrillous expressions as are not uncommon with
American protectionists toward the American free trader. .

In America, indeed, the reverse of the English case takes place.
Here it is the manufacturer from whom the, clamor for protection
first arose, and the villifying invectives are, so far as my observation
has shown me, chiefly, perhaps exclusively, made use of on the side
Qf the protectionists. Reckless insinuations are freely resorted to,
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and unwarranted charges against free traders are treated like evidence
in favor of those who make the charges, Free trade is treated from
the outset as a sin. It has thus been, at least, ever since the renewed
contest between protectionists and free traders. The psychological
phenomenon, doubtless, deserves a candid inquiry, but here we have
sufficient place only to state the fact, that want of knowledge, lack of
common senge, “ meanness,” ““ cruel selfishness toward the poor,” des-
titution of public spirit, of patriotism, and the charge of being hired
by British gold, are the faults, the vices and the erimes of which not
only every free trader is accused without shame or hesitation in
America, but even those men who, upon the whole are protectionists,
but venture to express an opinion that our present tariff might be
modified for the benefit of all. The open charge of being bribed by
British manufacturers, has been repeated by leading American pro-
tectionists, when they knew it to be utterly unfounded,” against
prominent and deserving citizens of untarnished character. Times
long past, when ribald and opprobrious terms were believed to
strengthen an argument, when public men descended to calling their
opponents by names, seem to have returned with our protectionists,
Their virulence is surprising, and their boldness worthy of a good
cause. The debates in Congress show a similar difference. Itisa
distinction greatly in honor of the American free trader. He does
not seem to think that abusive language or opprobrious insinuations
prove anything, but are usually considered to indicate in the person
who makes use of them, an instinctive feeling or a secret convietion
that all is not so simply clear and right as it pretended to be.

It requires no gift of prophecy to foretell that, should the recent
Japanese settlement in California be measurably successful in the pro-
duction of tea,the following will take place, in the order in which we
give it:

First—Tea planters will clamor for high protection, as the Louis-
iana sugar planters velremently insisted on protection of their sugar,
however loud many of these very planters were for free trade in
South Carolina, even to nullification.

Second.—The forty millions of Americans, minus the tea plarters
and a few editors of protection journals, will be told that it is no mat-
ter whether they have to pay double or treble the price for worse tea,
although tea has become one of the necessaries of life. What is
given to paupers in the alms-houses may surely be called a neces-
sary.

T hird—We, who shall protest against this invasion of a freeman’s
simplest rights, and who shall maintain that poor people have a right
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to drink their tea, as much as “poor people have a right to sneeze.”
We shall beindicted for having accepted bribes from the Tycoon or
Micado.

Fourth.—We shall see it proved that tea produced four thousand
miles from us, and distasteful to us, and very dear, still is domestic tea,
and therefore is better, and that no patriotic man will hesitate to
praise it above all Souchong pure.

May the American free trader pursue his end with calm determina-
tion, worthy of the cause of human progress, and not allow himself
to be drawn into undignified disputes, however provoking the occa-
sion may be.

FaLracy TWENTY-SECOND.

“ The very name of Free Trade shows that it is a system devised for the
benefit of a few Merchants. Commerce is unproductive. We want in-
creased Production, Highly-paid Labor, and a Busy Home Market in
General)” &e., &e.

No fallacy, no error of any kind, has been imputed in this paper to
the American protectionists, which has not been used by them in full
reality, and so has the fallacy at the head of this section been copied,
and not invented, startling as it may present itsclf to the minds of
indifferent persons,

It is, in most cases dangerous, frequently unsound, to hang an argu-
ment on a name, an etymology, or a figure of speech. 1t can be
readily shown how the name Free Trade came to be adopted, but it is
not the best name that could be selected. Free Consumption would
have been more philosophical, and would have expressed at once the
rights and interests which we believe to be involved in this question
Men produce and exchange in- order to consume, aﬁd/everything in
this world—life, progress, civilization, science, and religion, educa-
tion, nationalisin and internationalism, comfort and smsthetics, litera-
ture and refinement, health and charity, government and law—all
require consumption with advancing civilization. Men produce and
-exchange in order to consume; consumption is the end and object, so
far as the material world is concerned, as a means for a higher sphere
and life, and to encumber consumption, to stint it by unwise laws, in-
stead of aiding it to ‘the fullest, is nothing less than interference with-
the sacred objects of humanity. To interfere with consumption is
really as preposterous as an attempt would be to interfere, by sapieni
laws, with free respiration. All interference with production and
exchange is interference with consumption, By unhampered exchange
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at home and abroad we increase production, and leave to every con-
sumer the chance of obtaining the largest amount of the best commo-
dities he desires for what he may have produced in his line of industry,
However well meaning some protectionists may be in their grievous
error, in reality they interfere with God’s own laws and commands.
They seem to think that the ““ sweat of the brow” with which the sons
of Adam were cursed is not the effect of sin, but a divine object, and
that the more ““ sweat of the brow” so much the better.

It would then be preferable had the term Free Consumption been

selected, from the beginning, instead of Free Trade, but the term is
settled, and probably will not be changed, like so many thousand in-
appropriate terms. Nor does any advantage arise out of the name
Free Trade for the protectionist, -
_ Free Trade is no system, no theory, no basket-work of slender
concepts; it is simply unencumbered exchange. The French name,
Free Exchange, is better than our term, Free Trade. We want ex-
change of products, of values of all sorts, near and from afar. By
commerce is generally understood a certain not well-defined branch
or portion of the vast God-ordained exchange ; but, whatever may be
its defining limits, it is, like all exchange, productive.

What is production? Not increase of matter. Ile alone that
created it could increase it, Production means the creation of value,
or increase of value. When commerce fetches pepper from the coast
where it is little wanted, and takes it to the consumer who desires it

much, in that case commerce has added to the value of the pepper,
.and has been productive just as much as the miner is productively
»d when he fetches the coal or the ore from the bowels of the
N vhere it could not be exchanged, and brings it to light, into
the wurld of exchange, of formation, transformation, combination,
constant re-exchange, and consumptmn
All branches of human industry or activity are productive if they
increase value. Appropriation is productive; if our fishermen go to
thgbanks and appropriate fish ; agriculture is productive, commerce
s productive, labor and service are productive, if they create addi-
"~ nal value; the pavier is, at least, indirectly productive, as a good
snistration of justice or a peace-preserving government, for they
2ase the value of things.
hy are modern times 80 immeasur: ably wealthier than the middle
-and antiquity ? . Why is Eygope so much richer than Asia, with
ts hoarded treasures in gold and jewels? Forlet us not forget
5, contrary to what was formerly believed, when money was con-
ered to constitute wealth, and money nlone mankind at large are
:oming richer ; not one or a few nations at the cost of others, \vhich
come poorer. The following are the most prominent reasons:
Europe, and her descendants in other parts, especially in North
merica, are far more active, more industrious.
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There is grwter security under the ’\Iumcxpal Law, as well as under
Ye Law of Nations; the foreigner is no longer consideredan enemy.

Money need no lonfrer be secreted ; ; it can be opetily invested for
production, and inter est on borrowed capital has at length been ack-
nowledwed as lawful and righteous -

Cnpxtal has been accumulated and is used (as it is indispensable) for
reproduction. ‘Wealth no longer consists alone in land.

There is a far greater umfonmty of ideas and concepts, of Mail nnd
Money, I)ress and Religion.

There is, consequently, a far more extensive as well as brisker ex-
change of thmo's

No relwxons, as wasteful as many of Asia are, or as Christianity was
in the middle ages, now exist.

Wasteful sumptuousncsa has greatly decreased, or Frugality has in-
creased although the standard of comfort has greatly risen. The three
factors of Wealth are Sccurity, Industry, and Frugality. Religious
liberty going hand in hand with industry and manly activity, has
greatly increased,

Knowledge is sounder; education, the highest university education
and the common school edueation is far more widely spread; printing
has been invented, and, by statistic proof, sickness, the wasteful des.
troyer of productlon is more limited. Skill goes with schooling.

Even wars have become far less wasteful, and the Law of Nations
sicetches a protecting branch, named the Law of War, over hosts in

Fo=tile array against one another.

;7 letus, lastly, mention roads, nav 1rvat10n, in short, all means of
inter-communication have both been qmckened and made safer, so
thot in this way, too, exchange has been promoted, and human inter-
depenr: ~re has been developed more and more. Time i is sav ed. The
whoie race works harder,

All these things have contributed toincrease and intensify Exchange
—exchange of what? Of products of course. But of what prod.ig
Products which are w anted, desired. But is the desire of obtai
product sufficient to create a demand? Does the craving of T i -
alone create a demand for bread in the market?  If it were s &hy
should so many fall victims to famine in a country famished as Ireland
was in 1846 and '47? There was longing, indeed, for flour, but that
craving created no market for it, bcc'mqe Ixeland at the time, had
nothmn- to offer for the longed-for ﬂour Demand, in Pohtlcal E(,onom},
does not mean a mere desire to have, but a desire to obtain certain
commodities or values, backed by values offered in exchange Product
alone can create & market. We cannot buy a single article in t}
market, be it large or small, a kitchen market or a “ World’s Ma*
except with or by a product of our own, or for money, which has b
obtained by the exchange of some pnduct for it,* No artificial leg
lation or fanciful rewulanon can make people wealthier. Excham
and production go constuntly hand in hand, and all the wisdom a1
knowledge about markets and Free Trade, commerce, production, an
increase of wealth, may be put in. the short and inexorable formul
with which I shall conclude these N otes, to make it possibly, more i
pressive for some readers, namely: :

Propucr vor Probpuct.
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