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ENGLAND'S PROGRESS IN PROSPERITY 
EXAMINED. 

IN coming to the consideration of this most important of questions 
it is essentially necessary that all the factors ii n the case should be 
carefully and constantly borne in mind, because it is in the study 
of the statistics as a whole, and in the relations of the various sec
tions to each other, that the nearest approximation to truth in de
duction may be expected to be found; while, however important 
the inferences from isolated returns may appear, those returns, if 
studied apart and without proper reference tCJ> what I may perhaps 
designate their context in the masses of figures prepared from the 
Board of Trade Returns, will prove mislea ding in the highest 
degree. 

To facilitate this comparison I have prepa red, in a few Tables, 
a <ligest of the more important and salient fea tures of the National 
Returns bearing directly on the question unde r consideration; and 
in any observations that follow, I may be assumed-where the 
source of the figures is not specially quoted in the text-to be 
referring to those T ables, which have been compiled from the 
Returns published by the Financial Reform A ssociation. 

In most of the references to Trade Sta tistics published in 
popular form that come under my notice, I ha ve observed that two 
very important factors in the consideration of the relations 
to each other of economic facts are, to my mind!, too much neglected. 
These factors are, firstly, " the increase i population;" and, 
secondly, "the depreciation in the purchasi ITT g power of money." 
As many of the Trade Returns, having a most important bearing on 
the general question of national prosperity, are expressed, and 
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necessarily expressed, in currency, it seems to me difficult to over· 
value the importance of the ser,ond factor to which I hwe alluded. 
Before proceeding, therefore, to the consideration of Trade and 
Revenue Statistics, I propose to offer a few observations on these 
two subjects. 

POPULATION. 

It appears, then, that since the year 1840, the population of the 
United Kingdom has increased 30 per cent. Now this extra
ordinary growth, which, if continued in the same ratio of increase, 
would double the population of 1840 in a little more than a 
century from this time, becomes still more striking when we come 
to consider the increasing ratio of the increase which, if continued 
on the same lines, will double the population of 1840 in less than 
fifty years from to-day. It has been much the fashion to connect 
the growth of population with the prosperity of the people. No 
doubt) when earnings are good, marriages are more frequent, and 
increase in the number of marriages must of course tend, in some 
degree, to an increase in the ratio of the growth of population in 
the future ; but the influence at work is uncertain in its inci
dence and is in itself a fluctuating quantity, and against the in
crease of births, resulting, at a more or less remote day, from a 
period of abnormal prosperity, must be set the increase of deaths, 
resulting, also in an uncertain future, from a period of abnormal 
adversity. I lean personally to the Qpinion that the great bulk 
of the increasing ratio of increase must be attributed to improved 
sanitary science, better application of its principles, improved 
medical and surgical science, and the growth of education and 
mental breadth in the masses. 

In support of this opinion I will only observe that, while in 
1840, according to the Registrar General's Returns, the proportion 
of deaths to births in England and Wales was 7 r.6 per cent., in 
1879it had fallen to 59.8 per cent.; and whereas in 1864 the pro
portion of deaths to births, for the whole kingdom, was 6 7 per 
cent., in 1879 it had fallen to 6r.8 per cent. In fact, in Scotland, 
notwithstanding the increase of population, the deaths were 
numerically less in 1879 than in 1864 and over the whole king
dom the deaths should have been in 1879, something like 50,000 
more than they were, in order to retain the prnportion that they 
held to population in I 864. 
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DEPRECIATION IN CURRENCY. 

Men of limited income, looking back over the last quarter of 
a century, and calling to mind the increased cost of all the larger 
items of their daily expenditure-such as house rent, butcher's 
meat, bacon, cheese, butter, and fish-will have to admit that 
there is a difficult problem before them, when they attempt to 
make a "sovereign" go as far as it did in 1854. Although this 
may carry a certain degree of conviction to the mind, on the 
general question of the purchasing power of money, it cannot be 
fixed and reduced to a standard sufficiently reliable for statistical 
purposes. Looking round in search of such a standard, I have 
satisfied myself that it may be found in the statistics of 
pauperism. 

In 1854, as in 1880, the theory of poor-relief-partly for pur
poses of economy, partly for the discouragement of pauperism
was and is properly based on the hard practical foundation of the 
bare and decent necessaries of human existence. I have heard it 
stated that the pauper is better fed and better clothed to· day than 
was the case a quarter of a century ago, but when I place that 
statement side by side with the comparisons constantly drawn 
between the miserable fare of the pauper and the relative luxuries 
of the felon, I confess I am inclined to the belief that the pauper 
is treated to-day neither better nor worse than in 1854. But if 
we assume, for argument sake, that he is now treated, by Io per 
cent., better than at the period alluded to in reference to his 
material comforts, we shall, I think, be making a very fair, if not 
a liberal, allowance. 

Now, in I854, the average cost of each pauper for actual 
relief was £6 9s. Id., whereas in I878-9 it had risen to £10. 
Thus, after allowing 10 per cent. for more liberal treatment in the 
latter years, the increase in the cost of keeping him is 40 per 
cent. It would therefore seem to be evident that the sheer 
necessaries which the pauper consumes cost largely more to-day 
than they did twenty-five years ago. This is confirmed by the 
further consideration that, although the number of paupers 
receiving relief in 187 8-9 was less than in I 8 5 4 the cost of their 
relief a7ld management had grown, speaking roundly, from seven 
to thirteen millions-an increase of about 88 per cent. 

One contributing cause to the depreciation we are consids:~ing 



4 

is, no doubt, the large excess of the Imports of bullion and specie 
over the Exports. 

Every reasonable allowance being made for error I think 
myself justified, for the purposes of this paper, in taking the 
depreciation in the purchasing power of money at 30 per cent. 
since 1854. 

Before closing this argument I desire to observe that the cost 
of cotton fabrics, haberdashery, low-class woollen goods, furniture, 
tea, sugar, and some other of the necessaries of life, is, no doubt, 
somewhat less than in 1854; but it must always be remembered 
that man does not live chiefly or even largely on clothing and tea, 
and that, while he furnishes a house once or twice in a lifetime, 
his butcher's bill is a continuing evil. With reference to bread, 
the average price of wheat in 1879 was 43s. 1 rd. per quarter, and 
although, owing to the Russian War, it reached 74s. 8d. per 
quarter in 1855 (the highest average since 1818), it was only 
38s. 6d per quarter in 185 r. 

We now proceed to the comideration of those returns which 
more particularly indicate the nation's progress in prosperity. 

THE INC0.11IE OF THE PEOPLE. 

The only official basis on which an estimate of the income of 
the population per head can be founded is that of the gross 
annual value of property and profits assessed to Income Tax. It 
has been estimated-I believe by persons having official know
ledge-that the aggregate gross income of the population, 
including those incomes not assessed to Income Tax, was NINE 

HUNDRED MILLIONS STERLING in 1878. For the purposes of com
parison, the average income per head of the population has been 
calculated on this assumption, with the gross annual value of 
property and profits assessed to Income Tax as a basis for the 
proportion in each year, and, in passing, I may observe that, for 
purposes of comparison, it is unimportant whether the gross 
income in 1878 was nine hundred or eight hundred or a thousand 
millions, inasmuch as the proportion remains the same in either 
case. Now, on the basis of the Income Tax Returns on the one 
hand, and the assumed gross income of nine hundred millions in 
i878 on the other hand, it appears that the income per head of 
the population was £c7 4s. 9d. in 1855 and had risen in 1878 to 
£26 12s. 7d.-an apparent increase of nearly 54 per cent. 



5 

But in order to put the material well-being of the individual 
in 1878 on an equal basis of comparison with 1855, the income 
per head in 1878 must be reduced by the depreciation in the pur
chasing power of money. 'Ve thus find that, in order to compare on 
equal terms with the income of the earlier year, that of the latter . 
(£26 12s. 7d. per head) must be reduced by 30 per cent., w!1ich 
hr-ings it down _ to £18 13s. This sum, therefore, and not 
£ 26 l 2s. 7d., is the expression of the material well-being of the 
individual in 1878 as compared with £17 4s. 9d.; the expression 
of his material well-being in 1855. 

When we consider further, that in 1854 a new branch of 
revenue collection had to be organised, and an assessment had to 
be made (on principles which the public were strongly inclined to 
regard as inquisitorial) by a body of men entirely uneducated to 
that particular form of revenue collection, no reasonable doubt 
can be entertained that the returns of property and profits 
(especially profits) assessed to Income Tax in 1854 was enor
mously short of what it should have been. This view is, to some 
extent, confirmed by a glance at the incidence of the growth in 
the amount of assessment, which is not gradual but spasmodic, 
indicating that, at intervals, improvements in the machinery of 
assessment produced enlargement of the returns out of proportion 
to the natural growth of the year in which the enlargement 
occurre<l. 

Persons competent to form an opinion have assured me that 
the error from this cause in 1854-the first year of assessment
must have been something like 40 or 50 per cent. compared to 
the relative perfection of to-day. I am satisfied to take it in 1855, 
the second year of assessment, at 20 per cent., as I desire to be 
well within the probable facts in the arguments I advance. Well, 
if we increase the official return of assessment in 1855 by 20 per 
cent., we have as the corrected return for that year,£369,831,771; 
and, on the same basis of calculation, which showed £ l 7 4s. 9d. 
as the income per head of population in 1855, we now obtain£ zo 
l 3s. 8d. as the corrected income per head in that year. 

Thus, although expressed in money, the income per head of 
population was only £zr l3s. 8d. in 1855, as against £26 12s. 7d. 
in I878; yet when expressed in the ratio of the material comforts 
the money will buy, it holds the proportion of £ 20 13s. 8d. per 
head in i855, as against £18 13s. per head in 1878. 
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It will follow from the foregoing, that the favourite proof of 
growing prosperity so frequently publicly advanced, consisting in 
the comparison between the amount of revenue that a penny of 
Income Tax would produce in 1854 and the amount it will produce 
to-day, has to be largely modified. 

Firstly. The figures of 1854 must be increased in the pro
portion in which the improvement in the machinery of assessment 
and collection of the tax has increased. 

. Secondly. The corrected figu.res must be again increased by 
the percentage of increase in the number of persons contributing 
to the tax. 

Thirdly. The re-corrected figures must be again increased by 
the percentage of the larger purchasing power of money in the 
earlier year. 

Thus, 27,658,000 persons contributed in 1854 by a penny of 
Income Tax about £800,000. If the assessment and collection 
of the tax had been as perfect then as now, the penny of Income 
Tax would have realised £1,000,000 in that year at least. In 1880 
the same penny of tax realised about £1,800,000; bul as 25 per 
cent. more persons (viz.,-34,50 5,000) contributed it, the figures 
of 1854 must again be raised by 25 per cent., to bring them one 
stage further towards the true standard of comparison with the 
produce of the penny of taxation in 1880, giving £1,250,000 in 
1854 as against £1,800,000 in 1880. Allowance must now be 
made for depreciation in the purchasing power of money .in order 
that the sacrifice of material comfort, contributed by the people 
in the one year, may be compared with that contributed by them 
in the other. Increasing the contribution (corrected) of l 8 s 4, 
viz.,-£1,250,000 by the percentage of the larger purchasing 
power of money in that year, we get £1,787,500 as the com
parative value of the contribution in that year. 

After allowing, therefore, for the increased perfection in 
collection, and the increased number of contributors, it appears 
that a penny of Income-Tax in 1880, measured by the material 
advantages the money represents, yields barely more than 
in 1854. 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE INCOME OF THE PEOPLE. 

I have prepared a Table to accompany this paper, illustrative 
Qf this distribution. That Table speaks for itself. It is based 
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on the best data available to me, and I believe it to be a fair 
indication of the relative distribution of material well-being. 
After every allowance has been made for error, it still comes to 
this, that NEARLY HALF OF THE POPULATION OF THIS REALM IS IN 

THE ENJOYMENT OF AN AVERAGE ANNUAL IN COME FAR BELOW 

THE COST OF KEEPING A PAUPER AS A PERMANENT INMATE OF A 

WORKHOUSE. 

STATE REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE. 

The ·actual increase in revenue since 1840 is £25,672,315, 
or, as nearly as possible, 50 per cent. The increase per head of 
population, however, is only from £,r r8s. 9d. in 1840 to 
£2 7s. 3d. in 1880; that is to say, an increase of 22 per cent. 
When due allowance is made for depreciation in the purchasing 
power of money, the burden of taxation on the individual will be 
found to be less in r 880 than in 1840. 

Since 1840 there is a decrease of about one million and a 
h:ilf in the annual charge for the service of the National Debt. 
The decrease per head of population, however, is from £,r 2s. 6d. 
to 16s. rod., or 23! per cent., and, allowance being made for 
depreciation in the value of money, it is probable that the charge 
per head of population for the service of the National Debt is 
little more than one-half what it was in 1840. 

The actual cost for the Naval and Military Establishment has 
more than doubled since 1840 while the cost per head of popu
lation has grown from 9s. rn~d. in 1840 to 17s. t ! d. in 1880, an 
increase of 7 4 per cent. After allowing for decrease in the value 
of money, the real increase per head of the population is probably 
about 22 per cent. 

It is sufficiently evident, therefore, from the foregoing, that 
the argument so often adduced in proof of advancing prosperity
viz., the growing capacity of the individual to bear the increasing 
burdens of taxation, falls to the ground, for the simple reason that, 
expressed in material comforts instead of in money, the burden of 
taxation on the individual is less in I 880 than in I 840. Those 
who have thought that depression in trade may be attributed to 
the heavy taxation ·of the individual are also stultified, and it is 
necessary to look elsewhere for an explanation of the drooping 
fortunes of the people. 
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PAUPERISM. 

Under the head of "Depreciati0n in Currency," I have 
already said nearly all that, for the purposes of this paper, needs 
to be said on the subject of pauperism. I have only this admis
sion to make-viz., that, numerically, there were fewer paupers 
seeking and obtaining relief in 1879 than in 1854. Relatively to 
the increased population the number is largely less. Some have 
supposed this to be a sign of general prosperity. It may be, but 
is not necessarily so. Two causes may contribute to reduce the 
number of persons .seeking and receiving relief, which are not, in 
themselves, indications of increased national wealth, an these 
are, firstly, The application of the House-test; and, secondly, 
The more equal distribution of earnings amongst the labouring 
class, which may be believed to have resulted from Trades 
Unionism. 

IMPORTS AND EXPORTS. 

. Before proceeding to the consideration of the National Returns 
on this important subject, which I shall have to treat at some 
length, I shall endeavour to clear the ground of some confusions 
of thought with which the subject has become surrounded, as a 
consequence of the application of certain theories which, true in 
themselves as abstract propositions, have ceased to be true to-day 
because of the altered conditions under which they have to be 
applied. 

It is argued, and with perfect truth, that in their inception all 
commercial transactions ar.e based on " barter"; that is, that each 
producer exchanges his surplus production for a portion of the 
surplus productions of other producers; and further-though 
with far less truth-that the Exports of any State-whatever their 
money value may seem to be-are always, in the fullest sense, 
the actual consideration paid for the Imports-whatever their 
money value may seem to be. 

Now this proposition can only be approximately true when 
goods are bartered for goods; so soon, however, as goods come to 
be bartered for money, it must cease to be true. When in times 
now nearly, if not entirely, passed away, the merchant-trader sent 
cloths and beads and knives to-let us say-the West Coast of 
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Africa, and, by the hands of his own servants, exchanged them with 
the natives for palm-oil and ivory, the transaction was a true and 
complete "barter," for the beads and cloths and knives-what
ever their cost may have been-were the actual consideration for 
the palm-oil and ivory, whatever that might prove to be worth 
when carried to a market. But so soon as the merchant invoiced 
his beads and knives and trinkets to a consignee, for a money 
consideration, the conditions were entirely altered; since the 
consignee or middleman immediately set himself to work to get as 
large a profit as possible for himself, and, to the extent of that 
profit at least, the true relation between the goods sent out and the 
goods brought home must have been disturbed. How the theory 
of perfect equivalent by barter is to get itself satisfactorily applied 
to such States as have Exports and relatively no Imports, or to 
such as have Imports and relatively no Exports, is a problem that 
I must leave to the solution of its advocates. To my mind it is 
sufficiently clear that, by an imperceptible process, the values of 
all sorts of merchandize have-unconsciously to, and outside and 
beyond the control of, individuals-become reduced to a common 
denominator; and, in these days, when gold of a certain standard 
of purity is of practically equal value all the world over, all values 
expressed in currency an~ the actual values of the day of the goods 
in relation to each other, and are not merely empty cyphers 
expressing some unknown quantity other than that which they 
seem to express. One other item, of some importance in the 
consideration of this question, which has also a basis of truth, 
deserves some passing remark, and that is the question of freights. 
The Import values are said to include the freight, while the value 
of the Exports is exclusive of freight. This is only partly true, 
but, if it were wholly true, it is difficult to see how the difference 
fo values of Imports and Exports is to be reconciled thereby. 
Do the advocates of the "barter" theory mean to tell us that the 
.apparent difference of the Imports and the Exports is made up by 
the cost of conveying the bartered goods to their respective 
destinations? If so, how do they account for the fact that, in 
1872, it only cost £40,000,000 to convey £670,000,000 in value 
ito destination, while in 1877 it cost £ 142,000,000 to convey 
£647,000,000,and, in 1840,£172,000,ooowere conveyed to destin
:ation for £48,000,000 less than nothing? The only part of the 
ffreight on Imports that concerns us as a nation, is that earned by 
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British ships, and only such portion of the total as is not spent abroad 
in working the ships. That portion of the freight on Imports which 
is earned by foreign vessels, is a charge that the consumer pays in 
the same degree as the prime cost of the goods, but mitigated by 
the profit on that part of it which is spent in the United Kingdom in 
working the ships. On the other hand, the freight earned by 
foreign vessels, in conveying British exports to destination, does 
not come into account, but only that earned by British vessels, less 
the money expended abroad in working the ships, inasmuch as 
this is the only portion of the freight on exports which is gain 
to the country. 

Let us now proceed to an examination of the figures of 
Imports and E xports as summarised from the Board of Trade 
Returns by the Financial Reform Association, with a view 
to ascertaining, as nearly as circumstances permit, how far and in 
what sense they are an indication of material prosperity. It has 
been much the fashion in some quarters to add the Imports and 
Exports together, and to point with triumph to the grand total, not 
only as an indication of the enormous trade of the country, but 
also of the huge prosperity arising from it. I confess I have 
never clearly appreciated the logic of this reasoning. It appears 
to me that it would be equally reasonable for a trader to add his 
trade purchases and sales together and quote the total as evidence 
of prospe1ity. As evidence of an extensive trade I admit it; but 
as evidence of a prosperous trade, I utterly reject it, since the 
proofs of prosperity in trading must lie in the difference of the 
two items, and not in their sum. 

Now it appears, from the returns, that in 1840-seven years 
before the repeal of the Corn Laws and the affirmation of the 
principle of Free Trade--the value of the Exports of British pro
duce exceeded that of the Imports of foreign produce by 
£48,000,000 sterling; and the advocates of the "barter theory," 
who maintain that the Exports are in fact the exact equivalent 
of the Imports, find themselves on the horns of this dilemma 
-viz., either they must declare that, in that year, £110,000,000 of 
British produce was necessary to the purchase of £62,000,000 of 
foreign produce, and that, as a necessary sequence, British traders 
·were conducting their foreign trade in that year-presumably with 
their eyes open-at a loss of about 40 per cent., or they must 
admit that their theory of perfect equivalents will hold 110 



water. The former propos1t10n is so monstrously and pal
pably absurd, that there can hardly be a doubt as to which 
alternative will be adopted by thinking men, and I only men
tion the subject in order to dispose of the "barter theory" once 
for all. 

If we now examine the Returns of 1854-seven years after the 
repeal of the Corn Laws-we find that the Exports have only In
creased £s,500,ooo, or about 5 per cent., while the Imports have 
increased £90,000,000, or about 150 per cent., leaving a loss on 
the year's trading of £36,500,000. Now the advocates of free 
trade quote this as a proof of the stimulus given to trade by the 
action taken in and after 1847. I entirely deny that trade was 
stimulated in any appreciable degree, but I admit th'l.t consump
tion was stimulated, probably to an unwholesome extent. I 
understand " trade," in its proper sense, to mean a profitable 
interchange of commodities. While I willingly admit that the 
distributors of commodities profited, that profit was only an item 
of internal economy-the transfer of so much money from one 
pocket ·to another-which neither benefited nor prejudiced the 
nation as such j while, on the other hand, the trade of the country 
with other countries resulteci, in 1854, in a loss of £36,000,000, 
as against a profit of £ 48,000,000 in l 840. 

Since 1854, the annual balance has always been on the wrong 
side, and in the twenty-six years from 1854 to 1879, both in
clusive, the foreign trade of the country shows a gross loss of 
nearly £1,599,000,000 sterling. Now, if instead of losing every 
year. an average of .£61,000,000, the country had gone on making 
a profit every year of-as in l 840-say £50,000,000, it is quite 
clear that the position to-day would have been nearly 
£3, 000,000,000 better than it is-that is, the £1,600,000,000 it 
has lost, and the £11300,000,000 it has failed to gain. The interest 
of this sum at 3 per cent. would more than suffice for the whole 
nat[onal expenditure. 

Ah! cry the free traders, these~ r ,600,000,000 are not all loss; 
this enormous sum has not been contributed, or at any rate not 
wholly contributed, out of capital; there are mitigating circum
stances ! No doubt, in a certain sense, there are mitigating cir
cumstances. For instance, there is the freight earned by British 
ships, which would haYe been earned just the same if the trading 
had been profitable instead of unprofitable. Again, there is the 
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interest on money lent to foreign States, or invested in foreign 
enterprise, less the dividends on English funds and stock paid to 
foreign capitalists who are holders of British securities-certainly 
an important item, which would, however, have existed, as a 
source of revenue, all the same if the trading had been profitable. 
instead of unprofitable. What would be thought of the reasoning 
of a man who, being in possession of an independent income of 
say, £600 per annum, and, at the same time, a trader making on 
an average £ r ,ooo a-year by his trading, who should some day say: 
"Well, I have had a rather unfavourable year; instead of making 
£1,000 by my trading, as I have always hitherto done, I have thi.i 
year lost £ r ,ooo ; but then my loss is not really so great, because 
I have £600 a-year of independent income to set against it, so 
that my real loss is only £400 ! " "Why!'' one would naturally 
be inclined to say, "the man is a fool: his £600 is assured to 
him in any event; it is an income independent of, and apart 
from, his trading, and if he has lost £1,000 on his year's trading, 
his absolute loss is £1,000 and his relative loss is £2,000--viz., 
the £1,000 that he has lost and the £1,000 that he has failed to 
gain.'' 

And yet keen and intelligent men of business have been 
known to argue that, because the loss on the national trading has 
been mitigated by other, and independent, sources of income, 
that there has been no loss at all, or, at worst, only an unimpor
tant one. 

We must next briefly consider the so-called ''mitigating 
circumstances," which, although they do not reduce the 
loss, indicate the method in which the loss is paid, and the 
degree in which the accumulated wealth of the nation is thereby 
affected. 

For this purpose let us take the worst year the country has 
probably ever seen-viz., 1877, when the purchases exceeded the 
sales by £142,000,000. And, firstly, let us try and correct the 
Returns by adding · to the Exports the freight earned by British 
ships in carrying them to destination and by deducting from the 
Imports the freights earned by British vessels in bringing them 
home. Of course this can only be done very roughly. In l 877, 
34, 7 50,000 tons of British shipping entered and cleared at 
British ports. The proportion of the value cf the Exports to that 
of the Imports was as two-fifths to three-fifths; but, as the Exports 
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were, no doubt, more bulky in proportion to value than the 
Imports, we will assume that half the tonnage was employed in 
the one direction and half in the other. After allowing for the 
money spent abroad in working the ships, we shall, I think, be 
making a fair estimate in placing the freights earned at an average 
of r 2s. 6d. per ton. The Imports must, therefore, be reduced by 
the sum of £10,860,000, and the Exports increased by that 
amount, so that the corrected difference between Exports and 
Imports wiil be about £ l 20,000,000. From this must further be 
deducteJ the interest on money lent to, and invested in, foreign 
countries, less the interest or dividends on British funds and stock 
held abroad-an item which is it only possible to arrive at approxi
mate!). It would be too tedious to explain here the process of 
reasoning on which the opinion has been formed, but I am 
personally inclined to believe that, at the present time, the net 
revenue of the country from this source is about £ 30,000,000. 
Thus it would appear that, in 1877, the nation had to pay about 
£90,000,000 sterling out of capital to balance the year's 
account. 

One word more as to the method in which this payment has 
been made, and I shall have finished with this branch of the 
question. That this difference has not been and could not be 
paid in gold is patent on the face of the figures, apart from the 
fact that the Imports of gold in 1877 exceeded the Exports by 
£20,000,000. This deficit of £90,000,000 (to which must be 
adc1ed £ 20,000,000 for excess of gold imports) has been, in fact, 
paid by the transfer to foreigners of English funds and stock, and the 
re-sale to foreigners of foreign funds and stock~, formerly held by 
Englishmen. No statistical returns exist, so far as I know, to prove 
this statement, but it is, I believe, well understood to be the 
fact that large amounts of British securities have, in recent years, 
been transferred to foreign holders as well as large amounts of 
foreign securities re-transferred. This circumstance has con
tributed not a little lo the present abnormally high price 
of all classes of fairly good securities in the market-a price 
out of all proportion to the condition of prosperity in the 
country. 

These are the principal "mitigating circumstances," but it 
must not be forgotten that these sources of income-freight and 
interest on investment--would have existed in approximately the 
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same degree if the year's trading had been profitable instead of 
unprofitable. 

BULLION AND SPECIE TRAFFIC. 

This is rather a banking than an economic question in itself, 
but I desire to take this opportunity of pointing out that the 
enormous and sustained excess of Imports over Exports of 
bullion in recent years must have had a most marked effect on 
the purchasing power of money, altogether apart from, and in
dependently of, the unnatural stimulus applied to consumption 
by the economic policy of the last thirty years. 

BRITISH SHIPPING. 

I need add nothing here to the memoranda at foot of Table II., 
beyond the observation that, notwithstanding an increase of 
480,000 tons upon the register in 1879 over 1872, the number 
of hands employed in working the vessels had decreased within 
the same period JO,ooo and upwards, or 5 per cent. 

RAW COTTON AND WOOL. 

The enormous increase in the importation of raw cotton and 
wool is the healthiest symptom in our import trade at the present 
day, and if the facilities for selling our manufactured produce had 
fair play, this increase would, as far as it goes, be a distinct in
dication of real prosperity; especially if all the increased importa
tion of raw material had been made up at home, instead of being, 
in so large a proportion, re.exported in its raw condition. 

COAL AND METALS. 

The production of coal and iron has nearly doubled since 1854 
(and this is in itself also a healthy feature), while the production 
of all other minerals has decreased. Before quitting this subject, 
I desire, however, to draw the reader's attention to foe following 
short Table, which has its own grave significance :-
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TABULAR STATE~tENT OF THE PRODUCTIO~ OF PIG·IRON IN THE YEARS 

1869 A~D 1879 RESPECTIVELY. 

Great Britain ... .. ........ .. 
United States ......... .... .. 
Germany ........ ... ... . . . .. . . 
l<rance ... . . . .... ..... ........ . 
Belgium .. .... .............. . 
Austria ................ .. .. . 
Russia ....................... . 
• weden . . .. . . .............. . 

TOTAL PRODUCTION. 

Tons. 
5,445, 757 
1,916,641 
1,180,579 
1,018,899 

534,31 9 
405,482 
340,000 
176,068 

T ons. 
5, 995,000 
3,070.375 
1,639, 676 
1,344,759 

448,371 
410,000 
425,000 
205,800 

Per-centage Per·centage 
of of 

Increase. Decrease. 

Per Cent. Per Cent. 
IO 
60 
39 
32 

I 

25 
17 

16 

From this it appears that, with the exception of Belgium and 
Austria, every iron-producing country in the world is increasing 
its production in a far more rapid ratio than Great Britain. In 
1869, the production of Great Britain was, as nearly as possible, 
equal to that of the other seven states combined, while in 1879 it 
represented only about five-sevenths of the production of the 
other seven states. 

RECAPITULATION. 

From the foregoing examination of details, it would certainly 
appear that-after allowing for increase of population and for 
depreciation in the purchasing power of money-it is to-day a 
very open question indeed , whether the material well-being of the 
individual in these realms is equal to the standard obtaining in 
1854. 

This paper has been prepared with the object of drawing 
public attention to the facts, and the writer has not Yentured to 
assume that the conclusions here arrived at are by any means 
necessarily final, and, although personally convinced that those 
conclusions are substantially justified, no one would more desire 
to see them completely refuted. 

Although almost all the Returns equally point to a decrease 
in national prosperity, those of the Board of Trade on the 
international trading of the country would seem to present this 
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c0nclusion in its most marked form, and therein may the clue 
to the cause of the evil most probably be found to lie. 

As has already been suggested in the earlier pages of this 
paper, it is clear that the application of the principle of Free Trade 
has acted as a stimulus to consumption ; but a policy which 
stimulates consumption without, at the same time, in an equal 
degree, stimulating production, and as a consequence, the 
earning capacity of the population, can hardly be regarded as 
a wise economic policy. 

The principle of International :Free Trade is, as a principle, 
absolutely true and truly beneficent, but the partial and imper
fect application of the theory not only falls short of perfect 
truth, but is, in fact, a delusion and a snare. This observation 
is equally applicable to all abstract propositions which, however 
true they may be in theory, can only be true in practice in exact 
proportion to the conditions under which they have to be applied. 
In other words : "Abstract truth is absolute, while applied truth 
is always relative." 

The strongest argument that the advocates of Free Trade have 
yet been able to adduce is this : that it is the first duty of 
Governments to provide the population with the necessaries of 
life at the lowest possible price. To my mind there is only one 
fault in this argum en t, but i t is a cardinal fault, and consists in 
assuming as the first duty of Governments a line of conduct which 
is indeed their duty, but only in the second degree. I maintaill 
it to be the first duty of Governments to secure to the population the 
possibility of earning the whenwithal, ttnd then to enable £t to e:rpmd 
its earnings in the cheapest practicable market. 

Were the principle of Free Trade universally adopted and 
honestly applied in its entirety, no doubt all the world and all 
classes of its population would share its advantages in an equal 
relative degree; but a bastard Free Trade, such as obtains to-day, 
benefits only the trading classes-the distributors of necessaries
while the producing classes-the bread-winners of the State
must languish under it, have languished under it, and suffer from 
it still to-day. Which man is the more happily situated: he 
who can earn 6d. and purchase a loaf for 5d., or he to whom a 
loaf is offered for 4d. but who can only earn 3d. to purchase with? 
The key to the situation is probably the question of wages. The 
wages on all imported manufactured goods and food stuffs ate 



earned and spent abroad though paid here. With reference to 
the food-stuffs, some are, from their nature, necessarily imported, 
since they cannot be produced here. Others are imported, 
because, although they are susceptible of being produced here, 
we fail to produce them in sufficient quantities. The following 
analysis of the imports of 1879 will, perhaps, assist in forming a 
judgment in this matter:-

Food-stuffs of all descriptions ....... .. ..l 153,128,474 
Raw Cotton, at 5d. ...... .. .. ..... .. .... 30,611 ,635 
Wool, at Is. 6d. ...... . ... ..... . .. . ... 31 ,283,256 
Timber .......... . .. .. .. .. .. ....... .. . say 5,000,000 
Wines and Spirits .. .. ... .. . . . . .. .. .. .. 8,365,987 
Tobacco .. .. .. ... .. . . .. .. . .. .. . .. .. .. .. .. . I ,968,652 
Manufactures.. .... ..... ... . .. . .. .. ........ 132,633,871 

T otal Imports in 1879 ..... .. .. 

Thus it appears that besides food and <lrink and raw material, 
the importation of manufactured goods of one sort or another 
amounted to £132,633,871, while the aggregate Exports of home 
produce and re-Exports of raw material, together, only reached 
£248,783,364. The wages on the imported manufactures (the 
vast bulk of which we were perfectly capable of manufacturing 
ourselves) were earned and spent abroad, though paid here, and 
to the extent of those wages the interests of the country must 
have suffered. What proportion of the whole value those wages 
would represent, I leave to the consideration of those who, 
engaged in manufacturing industry, are competent to judge. 
After deducting from Exports in 1879, the re-Exports of im
ported raw material, and the value of British produce-not 
manufactured- it would seem that the Exports of British manu
factures in that year cannot very largely have exceeded the Imports 
of foreign manufactures, and, in the face of this, we are gravely 
assured that the nation is progressing daily in prosperity. 

Whether the articles of home production consumed at home 
cost a larger or smaller price is relatively unimportant to the com
munity at large. If home products are dearer, home producers 
earn more; if they are cheaper, home producers earn less. It is 
merely a question of the transfer of money from one pocket to the 
other, and, however interesting it may be to the individual, it 
must be a matter of considerable indifference to the body cor-
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porate. The only trading transactions really affecting the . com
munity at large are the international trading transactions, and on 
these there has been more or less serious loss for thirty years past. 

The advocates of the bastard Free Trade of these days say 
that these are all class arguments, that the greater number must 
be considered, that producers are few and consumers many. That 
the greater advantage of the greater number must be studied, is a 
proposition that none will call in question; but is it true that the 
producers are few, and the consumers many? No doubt every 
producer is a consumer, while the converse is not apparent on the 
surface ; but, when it is considered that the consumers who do 
not produce are in a greater or less degree dependent on the pro
ducers for the incomes which enable them to consume without 
producing, it is difficult to understand in what real sense their 
interests are separate from the interests of the producers. A 
reference to Table III. will show that there are 1,580,748 persons 
of independent means, Government officials, professionals, and 
traders, who, with their wives, children, and dependents, are con
~rnners, and not directly producers, and who alone benefit without 
drawbacks from Free Trade, and the cheapness of the necessarie 
of li fe resulting therefrom. On the other hand, there are 11~616,593 
persons who are producers, an<l with their wives, children, and 
dependents are also consumers, and whose earning capacity is 
restricted by the application of a bastard Free Trade, in a larger 
degree than that in which the necessaries of life are thereby 
cheapened to them. Which is numerically the more important of 
these two sections of the population, and how far the greater 
advantage is with the greater number, I leave to the consideration 
of each individual reader. 

'urely, in view of these circumstances and of the growin 
disposition of foreign nations to draw still closer their self-imposed 
so-called fetters of protection, it behoves us to consider closely 
whether we are or are not living in a fool's paradise, dreaming 
rlreams from which, if they be dreams, there must some day be :a 
rude awakening. 

ALFRED MORRIS. 
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STATISTICS OF BRITISH COMMERCE AND SHIPPING. 
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1!:>61 217,485,024 I 59,632,498 57,352,526 19,288 997 4,359,695 171,957 15,420,532 II,175,109 65,430,277 1861 
1~62 225,716,976 166, 168, 134 59,548,842 1862 
1S63 248,919,020 196,902,409 52,017,61 l 1863 
1~6.;. 274,952, 172 212,619,614 6z,3J2,558 48,137,482 1864 1S65 271,072,285 218,831,576 sz,240,709 1865 li-66 295,290,274 238,905,682 56, 384, 59.2 1866 1S67 27 5, 183, 137 22 5,802, 529 49,380,008 67,789,024 1867 1S68 294,693,608 227,778,454 66,915, 154 1868 1S69 295,460,214 237 ,015,052 58,444,162 1869 1S70 303,257,493 244,080, 577 59,176,916 z9,455,6o8 18,919,69o 10,535,918 75,270,753 1870 1S71 
1~72 

331,015,480 283,574,700 47,440,780 zS,034,648 13,513,130 1871 
1S73 

354,693,624 314,588,834 40,104,790 19,709 2,845 5,761,608 203,720 28,719,090 13,781,935 1872 
1874 

371,287,372 310,994,765 60,292,607 18,785 2,796 5,748,097 202,239 29,647,344 14,792,642 95,875,528 1873 370,o82,701 z97,650,464 72,432,237 2,946 5,864,588 203,603 30,o89,683 1874 1S75 A 17,926 15,339,274 
1~761 373,939, 577 281,612,323 92, 3;?7' 2 54 33,264,789 27,628,042 5,636,747 17,221 2,970 5,891,692 199,667 30,944,744 15,332,094 1875 
1b77 37 5, I 54. 703 256,776,602 I 18,388, IOI 37,054,244 16,515,748 20,538,496 17,288 3,121 5,996,152 198,638 33,441,979 17,342,923 I 19,240,6;6 1876 
1b7S 394,419,682 252,346,020 142,073,662 37,152,799_ 20,361,386 16,791,413 17, IOI 3,218 6,u5,638 196,562 34,765,907 16,765,170 1877 
1~;9 

368, 770, 7 42 245,483,858 123,286,984 32,422,955 26,686,546 5,736,409 16,704 3,390 6,236,124 195,585 35,291,483 16,303,596 1878 362,991,87 5 248, 783,364 I 14,208,51 I 24,155,538 28,,584,912 4,429,374 16,449 3,58o 6,249,833 193,548 37,433,991 15,281,459 138,727, 136 1879 

Lo,s upon 26 yea~s' trading. 
1880 

£1,598,841,ou 

fhe !'•eminent d d · 
e ucttons from the foregoing figures are :-

1 That the Ab I" . . 
of the kin~dlton °; Mogifi<:ation of Import Duties imparted a stimulus to consuml:ition out of all proportion to the increase in population, and to increase in the food requirements thereof, while affording no equivalent stimulus to exports; so that, whereas in 1840 the foreign tradi: 
in twenty.fi~e om s ote . a pr?fit to the State of forty·eig!tt millions, in 1854 it had begun to show a proportionate loss, which, with certain fluctuations, has continued to increase annually, until in 1877 it reached the enormous total of one hundred and forty-two millions, and 

2. Th 1 years t le gigantic total of nearly sixteen lumdred millions. ~ 
c arge excess of the I · . . . . . . 

3 . .Since 18 2 . mports of Bullion and Specie over the Exports, throw som further hght on the depreciat10n m the purchasing power of money. 

1879 1J in~1tea.!~ ~vhicf ~~)e the tendency was to increase) the number of sailing vessels flying the flag has diminished by 3,26o, while the number of steamers has increased by 735. From 1861 to 1872 the total of British tonnage increased 32 per cent.; from 1872 to 
4. British shi i 15. on Y }z per cent. After making allowance for one period being longer than the other, the falling off in the growth of shipping is nearly 20 per cent, 
5. The Iinp ~p ng contmues to hold its own in competition with foreign so far as concerns the tonnage conveyed, and, if the earning capacity of tonnage had not depreciated, this would be an encouraging feature. 

or s of flesh-producing grain h · · d b d · · · · ' · 6. The fact th . ave mcreased very largely, though perhaps ~ot beyond the mcrease read an meat reqmrements due to the growth of population, this suggestton bemg confirmed by 
at, accordmg to the "Statistical Abstract," the total value of all kindsf of food stuff imported was in 1840 £27,599,431 against £153, 128,474 in 1879; the vast bulk of the increase being in the items of bread, meat, butter, and cheese. 



TABLE III. 

DISTRIBUTION OF THE INCOME OF THE POPULATION. 

Based on the Census Returns of 1871, enlarged to 1878J in which year the Gross Assessment to Income Tax reached £578,341,190, and the supposed Gross Income of the Population £900,000,000. 

NATURE OF OCCUPATION. 

Number of persons Estimated Number of Proportion Remainders who, Remainders not Remainder 

of both sexes Infant children 
probably coming being assessed assessed, but believed to unassessed and 

and of a I ages unoccupied 
TOTAL. into the to Income Tax, have incomes equal to dividing the 

occupied herein. dependent thereon. 
Income Tu: divide between them the ave'rage, £26 12s. 6d., balance among them, 
Assessment. .£578,341, 190. £r58,586,86o. £163,071,950. 

235,~41 u5,701 351,342 All. 351,342 

338, 21 193,070 531,791 All. 531,791 

605I 36 345,269 951,005 All. 951,005 

400,650 228,370 629,020 All. 629,020 

6,059,616· J,453,639 9,512,655 75 per cent.. 7, 134,491 2,378, 164 

2,279~b77 1,299,073 3,578, 150 3,578, 150 

't 427,475 1,164,502 20 per cent. 232,900 931,602 

2,812, 59 1,603,272 4,416,031 2 5 per cent.1 1,104,008 3,312,023 -
8,o66,.809 4,598,081 12,664,890 20 per cent., 2,532,978 10,131,912 

'crsons of independent means .. ..... ... .. ................. ...... ................... . . 

tiiccrs ir1 Government Departments, Army and Navy ...... . .... .. ... . . ..... . . . 

"radcrs and :\1erchants 

omestic occupations, but not in the capacity of menials 

omestic Servants and Boarding-house Keepers .... ..... ... ..... ....... .... ....... . 

lilway, Canal, and other carriers and persons in their employ ... .. . .. ...... . 

bsons employed on the Land .... . . ... ....... .. .. . .. ........ ........ . ... . .. 

................... ··········· ············ .... 

TOTALS .......... .. ...... .. . .. . 21,535J436 12,263,950 33,799,386 I 13,467,535 I 5,956,314 I 14,375,537 

' prominent deductions from the foregoing figures are :-

i3,467,535 persons divide between them in 1878, £578,341,190, beingf:t the rate of £42 18s. 9d. per head, 

5,956,314 " may be thought to receive the average income of the year £26 12s. 6d. per head. . ' . 
And that 1 , . . st of rehevmg a au · . 

. 4' 375·5~7 " dmde between them £163,071,950, being at the ra e of £11 6s. lOd. per head, and only 22s. 6d. per head more than the average co p per 10 the year m question-not the cost of keeping the permanent inmate of a workhous 
-which, varying in diffe e t U · · · · · · . r n mons, rs never less than one and a-half times the a erage cost of rehevmg the general pauper populat10n. 

This Table is not adv d b 
' ance as a solute, but simply as a fair indication of the grievous poverty under which nearly half the population of these Islands suffer. 

That 
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F A I R - T R A D E. 
BY W. FARRER ECROYD, M:.P. 

Reprinted from England, June 3rd, 1882. 

TnE opponents of the Fair-Trade movement find their position and their 
ta k so difficult that we must not be too hard on the irrelevancy and incon
sistency of their arguments. The old Free Trade leaders were rsreat men, whose 
clear principles and confident expectations ga.ined a firm hold on the minds of 
their fellow-conntrymen. They firmly believed in the speedy ad vent of universal 
Free Trade as a result of the example set by England; they did not represent 
one-sided Free Trade as a system with which we might well rest content; 
t hey knew the value of the reciprocity of foreign nations, and to them that 
word conveyed the sentiment of earnest hope and longing, not of reproach 
and reprobation. They, at all events, had no fear as to what might 
be the effect of universal free trade on Briti h manufacturers. They never 
<loubted that, if only we could obtain a fair field, English skill and indu try 
wonld gladly meet all competition, and triumphantly hold its own. 

Well, their sanguine hopes have been rudely disappointed; the world has. 
not followed our example ; nay, worse still, France, after twenty-two years' 
specia1 education, through a commercial treaty, which was to have converted 
her into the apostle of Free Trade in Enrope, not only refuses to take the 
smallest step in advance, but. insists on going backward. And, what is worst 
of all, the profe sed adherents of Free Trade here have lost faith in their own 
principles; for they now say it is probably fortunate that the United States 
and other nations maintain the system of protective duties, since, under· 
universal Free Trade, English manufacturers might find it difficult to en
counter their competition in neutral markets! 

Now Fair-Traders believe that, though the hopes of the early Free Traders 
ha,re been disappointed, their principles remain sound: that real freedom of 
exchange-two-sirled, not one-sided Free Trade-is that which promotes our 
prosperity, just in so far as we enjoy it; that universal Free Trade-the 
complete abolition of all foreign tariff::i-so far from being a matter of fear 
and apprehension, would be an unspeakable blessing to the English manufac. 
turer and workman. 

Thus we are totally at variance with tbe one-sided or bastard Free Traders. 
of these latter days. We wish fo · real and complete Free Trade, whilst they 
fear it; and as they believe that foreign tariffs, which place an obstacls in the 
way of free and open exchange, are actually a safeguard to our manufacturing 
interests, they are not likely to use any sincere endeavours to procure their 
removal. 

Fair-Traders, however, cannot but see, in looking back over the past thirty-· 
six years, that so long as our Free Trade policy brought us an extension of 
direct interchange of manufactures for food with countries like the United 
States, the prosperity of all classes and interests in this country unmistakeably 
grew, and the value of land and buildings increased, whilst the wages of 
labour rose. 

But since those countries, by the maintenance of high tariffs, have artificially 
incireased their home manufactures, and have taken less of ours in exchange 
for each pound's worth of food we buy from them, and so have driven us to. 
overload India and distant nations with our manufactures, which we must sell 
to feed our industrious people, the prosperity of English productive industries. 
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has diminished, the value of land and buildings has decreased, and wages have· 
either ceased to advance or begun to fall. 

We, therefore, say that an exchange hampered by immense dnties levied, 
upon the products which we have to sell, does not in practice bring us lasting 
or safe prosperity; and that the vital interests of cur productive indu tries 
require that we should resolutely seek and obtain for them the privilege of 
more free and equal exchange. 

But this we cannot obtain from foreign nations by the means at present 
used. Persuasion we have tried for more than a generation past; we have 
inundated some foreign countries (especially America) with Free Trade· 
literature, ;:ind once in every two or three years the cry is raised that they are 
just on the eve of conversion. We know by experience the vanity and 
absurdity of this cry, and we treat it as it deserves to be treated. 

Bargaining we have also tried; but, as several of our leading statesmen 
have told us truly, we have, unfortunately, no longer anything left in our· 
hands with which to bargain. We levy no duties on French silks, or laces, or 
woollens, or articles de Paris, and therefore we cannot offer any reductions to 
induce the French to reduce, in return, the duties which they impose on om~ 
manufactures. 

And as regards that most ingenious manufacture which goes under the · 
name of cheap claret, it is certain that if any reduction is to be made in the 
taxes on aleoholic drink , the British workman would desire that it should be 
made upon beer and whiskey, drinks which he prefers, an<l which are produced' 
in his own country, rather than upon a foreign article of so doubtful a 
character. 

Threatening, too, bas occasionally been tried in a mild form, but surely 
with very little prospect of success-since many of our leading statesmen and 
most influential newspapers have for twenty years past assured foreign• 
nations that, whatever duties they might impose upon our manufactures, one· 
thing was certain, we should never retaliate. 

Persuasion, bargaining, and threatening-or rather let us say vapouring
have all, then, been tried upon protective nations, and have all failed. Two· 
courses remain open to us; either to rest satisfied with one-sided or basta.rd 
Free Trade, as advised by the Cobden Club,-or to try by deeds, and no longer· 
by vain words, to obtain greater freedom of exchange, as advised by Fair-
Traders. 

What, then, are the means at our disposal for insisting upon this greater 
freedom of exchange ? 

What we have to sell is our manufactures, the fruit of our labour. 
What we have to buy in excha,nge for it may be divided into three cate

gories: viz.:-(1) Raw materials to manufacture and resell; (2) food to eat; . 
(3) clotliin,r;, furniture, and luxuries. 

The first--the ra~ materials of our industries-we cannot tax in any case,. 
1Jecause, having to resell under competition, such a course would be fatal to 
our export trade. 

The second-imported food-we can tax to a small extent, if needful, in 
the struggle for greater freedom of exchange. If a working man were, for
example, to pay a shilling a week more for certain articles of food, a.nd a 
Rhilling a week less for tea, coffee, dried fruit, and local taxes, the cost of 
living would evidently be unchanged. If he were to pay 6d. less for beer, 
and 6d. more for flour and bacon, it would be equally immaterial to him. 
Whilst if by paying 6d. per week more than at present for food, he were to· 
gain 2s. 6d. per week in fulier employment and higher wages-consequent 
upon increased openings for the free export of his workmanship, and the· 
restored prosperity of home agriculture and the home trade-it is clea.r that. 
his position would be much improved. 

The third category-imported clothing, furniture, and luxuries-may also be
taxed, if needful, in the same struggle ; for if a revenue of a million a year 
were obtained by taxing furs, feathers, perfumery, French silks, woollens. 
artificial flowers, laces, gloves, and Parisian ornaments, and the amount were 
_applied in relief of local taxation, it is quite clear that the burden would be 
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laid on a class better able to bear it, whilst our industries would be thereby 
relieved and strengthened. Therefore, in the case of countries which, like 
Franc:e, send manufactures and luxuries into this country duty free, but tax 
ours i n return, Fair-Traders are of opinion that the best course would be to 
imposie at once a 10 per cent. import duty on their manufactures, offering at 
the same time to remove it, so soon as they should remove the duties they now 
levy upon our manufactures. If they did so, we should obtain so large a 
market in France for many kinds of goods which we can make better and 
more cheaply than they can, that we could well afford to let them make for us 
in return every article in which they excel. But what we cannot afford is to . 
allow them freely to displace English labour in our Home market whilst they 
shut its productions out of the French market by heavy duties; for this is a, 
gross injustice to the English working man. 

Who then are the real Free Traders 7 Those who would submit to the 
present unjust one-sided system, or those who would put duties on French 
goods., for the purpose of making it the interest of the French to agree to a 
free mutual interchange of whatever each nation could manufacture best and 
cheap1est? Mr. Chamberlain says this would be protection ; but it is a curious 
form of protection that seeks and offers free exchange, and Fair-Traders can 
afford to laugh at such attempts to drag a red herring across the scent, by 
makimg this a qnestion of mere words and names. 

Bui we are told that, after all, we could only act on one or two foreign coun
tries by this plan, and that we could not touch the United States or Russia by 
it, as we do not purchase manufactures from them, but chiefly food. 

Quite true; two entirely different object need attaining :-A free exchange 
of m:anufactures for manufactures with countries like France, and a free 
exch3l.nge of manufactures for food with another class of countries. 

Arud the latter is by far the more important problem, because, whilst our · 
impor t of manufactures is comparatively small, our import of food is very 
large. It is also the more diffi.'.!ult problem, because whilst the fear of losing 
our custom for her costly and luxurious manufactures and fancy articles may 
induce France to admit our cottons and hardware duty free, America knows 
full well that we are at present compelled to buy large supplies of food from 
he1·, whether she will accept our manufactures in exchange or not. Fair
T ade rs are not so foolish as to believe that any course this country could 
tak e would induce the United States to admit our manufactures duty free, and 
so to ruin their own factories and ironworks. They admit that America has 
the power to be-as is her policy-more and more self-contained, and to inter
ch.an0e manufactures for food chiefly within lier own bounda1·ies. And because 
this is her policy, deliberately pursued, it appears to them ridiculous to com
pare, as Mr. Chamberlain does, the amount or the growth of her export of 
manufactures, or of her shipping, with those of England, a country 
dependent on external trade for the food and other necessities of perhaps two
thirdl.s of her population. 

No : we c~nnot expect freedom of exchange with America. With her 
rapid ly growing wealth and population, and her active enterprise, she is 
certain to manufacture for herself, since her immense protective duties, _ 
steaciily maintained for twenty years past, have built up such vast manufac
tu.ri g industries, that to disturb them would be to create social revolution. 

But, for that very reason, because America neither does nor can accept o::r 
m mufactures in free exchange, she is not the country to grow our food for · 
n . It ought to be grown, and must be grown, by those who are able apd 
willi:ng to employ our industries in return. It is quite useless to argue that we 
alirea.dy obtain a trade with India, China, and South America in exchange for 
ot."'lr purchases of food from the United States. We do not get enough 
ernp oyment to sustain the procperity of our productive industries. If there 
had been to-day three millions more Australians and three millions fewer 
Americans, we should have been selling £18,000,000 worth more manufactures 
per annum to Australia, an<l only £1,200,000 worth less to America than we 
are doing. Dur factories and ironworks would have been much more fully · 
ennpiloyed, our total imports of food, cotton, wool, tea, and other articles much: 
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larger, and our trade with the rest of the world would have been conse
quently much greater than at present, instead of less. American internal 
trade, both in growing food and in manufacturing, would have been about . 
one-si~teenth less than at present, while British and Australian trade would 
both have been much larger, and such a result must have been to the great 
advantage both of the United Kingdom and of Australia. What we want there
fore is, that our food should be grown and our capital invested in Can da, in 
Australia, in New Zealand, in India, rather than in the .United States; an 
this not only for the benefit and enrichment of those colonies and dependen
cies, but also for own equal benefit and enrichment, by the fuller and more 
profitable employment of our population. How is it, then, that America , 
who buys little of our manufactures, attracts our capital and emigrants, and 
grows our food so much more largely than our own colonies? It is done by her · 
extreme protective system-thus: £100 worth of English iron or textile· 
manufactures pays probably £60 duty on entering the United States, and only 
£25 on entering an average British colony. The price of these articles will 
therefore be £160 in America, and only £123 in the colonies. This means that . 
the price of the productions of industry, and therefore the rate of wages and 
the inducemeut to invest capital and employ labour, will be on an average 
higher in the United States than in our colonies. 

And this if! one of the reasons that are forcing our colonies to adopt a more 
protective policy-especially Canada, which being so near the United State , 
feels the influence of their sy. tern most strongly. Thus our present policy is 
permitting America to increase her population, wealth, manufactures, and 
agriculture at the expense of our colonies and of India ; and whilst limiting 
her purchases of our manufactures, alld cousequently the employment of ou r 
industries, by her outrageous tariff, still to grow the bulk of the food which 
we import, and which, if imported from our own dominions, would bring us. 
in return a vastly increased amount of trade, employment, and profit. 

To remedy this state of things, and Joi· no other purpose, .Fair-Traders 
advocate a small import duty on all articles of food grown in America or 
other foreign countries, whilst that grown in any part of our own dominion , 
. hould be admitted duty free. And they ay that this policy ought to be 
resolutely maintained for a long time to come, no bargains being made, either 
with the colonies or foreign nations, but the slight ad vantage given to the 
inhabitants of our own dominions as food growers being allowed to work its. 
effects steadily and gradually, and to open ont for us a vast area of free or 
comparatively free exchange within our own Empire, and so to draw closer 
the bonds which unite all portions of that Empire to the mother country, its 
heart and vital centre. 

This policy is pronounced by our opponents, who are satisfied with things 
as they n.rei to be "Protection in disguise ;" indeed they continually re-assert,. 
with flagrant discourtesy, that the objects we put forward are not the actual 
objects we have in view, and that our real aim is to obtain, under plausible· 
pretexts, an artificial enhancement of the price of food and the rent of land 
in the United Kingdom. But surely this accusation is easily disproved. If 
it were sought to protect our farmers and landowners-to secure them au, 
artificial price for their wheat-would it not be necessar.Y to handicap Indian,. 
Canadian, and Australian ·wheat as well as American? Can it make any 
ultimate difference to our farmers and landowners, whether the next million 
settlers go to the United States or to New Zealand to grow corn for England? 
Not in the way of Protection, one farthing-hut in another way, which has. 
nothing to do with Protection, a very great difference indeed. If these 
settlers go where they will be customers of British industries to the extent of 
six milliOlls a year, instead of to the extent of only half a million, English 
farmers and landowners will prosper, as they always have done, with the· 
general prosperity of their country-will prosper in fruitful seasons more than 
in adverse seasons, · no doubt-but will assuredly be more prosperous in both 
than when our great industries are either shrinking or failing to make that 
growth which is the invariable accompaniment of health. And it is clear that 
farmers would also benefit very substantially by the great reduction of local 
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taxation ,-vhich we could effect with the aid of the large revenue which would 
accrue from the taxation of foreign luxuries and manufactures. 

Mr. ham berlain, in Lis speech in the House of Commons on March 24th, 
twitted us with holding the somewhat incomprehensible view that the ques
tion whether a man is a protectionist depends, not on the actual character of 
his poli y, but on his motive in proposing it. But the country will clearly 
understand-though the right honourable gentleman apparently cannot-the 
diffe1 ence between a duty of 4s. per quarter, levied on all imported wheat, 
whether foreign or colonial, for the distinct purpose of raising the price in 
this country, to the advantage of the landowller and farmer-and a duty of 
4s. per quarter, levied onl!/ on foreign 'lcheat, for the sole purpose of gradually 
changi11 g our source of supply from the United States to our own dependencies. 
The difference of intention is thus accompanied by a difference of operation, 
which the right honourable gentleman either does not see, or is not candid 
.enough to admit. 

Sir J hn Lubbock appeared to argue, in his speech made on the sams day, 
that because Australia and New Zealand take relatively so much more of our 
manufa. tures, in return for our pmchases of food and raw materials, than the 
United States and Ru ·sia do-we must needs be either making those colonies 
n. pre e t of a great part of our exports to them, or paying them double or 
treble I rice for our iruports. Under these circumstances one can only hope 
that Loudon merchants will rapidly withdraw from this ruinous trade which 
they He so foolishly carryi11g on with the Australian colonies! 

Sir J ohn goes on to say : ''Suppose foreign countries sent us food, and that 
w ' enjoyed' no l'eturn trade, it would be in fact giving us the food for 
nothing." He thus ridicules our anxiety to export more manufactures to 
foreiJn countries, and points out that the less we export in exchange for our 
:imports the better. It follows that if the owner of :J. mill in York. hire, 
prod cing £150,000 worth of goods per annum, half for the home trade and 
half for export, would only stop his English factory, and establish a similar 
one in France, and thenceforth bring £75,000 worth of goods from his French 
factory to his warehouse in London, instead of exportinO' £75,000 worth from 
hi English factory to France-he would, according to Sir John's arguments, 
confer an immense benefit on this country by increasing our imports, and 
<limini · ling our exports; not to speak of the fact that some £15,000 a year 
would thenceforth be due from France for rent, interest, and profit, to the 
own r I'esiding in England - which would enable this country to import 
F en ch goods to that amount without any corresponding exports. And if a 
Lan a::;hire cotton spinner and a Sheffield steel manufacturer, when next 
ex.tending their works, would do so, the :first at Rouen and the second at 
Sa nt nder, instead of at home, the same happy result would be further pro
moted. Indeed, under the present 1·egime of one-sided Free Trade, a good 
h ginning ha already been made, and the work is going on merrily ; witness 
the l" rge and increasing export of steam engines and machinery. The next 
step in our advancing prosperity will doubtless be the export of our work
pe•op1e. It is to be hoped English working men will appreciate this new 
go1spel of commercial prosperity. 

And here many instructive considerations present themselves, at which we 
ID" y briefly glance. 

1. There is a strong inducement, under present circumstances, for the Eng
lis;h ca.pitafo.t to take this course. His factory can be worked, if in France, 
72l h0urs per week, and yet may be as near to London, in point of distance 
arud cch apness of freight, as the competing Yorkshire factories, which are only 
alllowed by law to work 56! hours per week. The goods produced in the 
FJren.ch factory have access to all neutral markets on the same terms as English 
g >od.s-they can be sold in Great Britain or Ireland just as duty-free as if 
th.ey had been made in Yorkshire-and they can besides be sold dutyjree i'n 

aU parts of France, whilst English goods, before being admitted to competi
tion with them, must pay a heavy import duty. Thus the factory established 
in Fnnce has a much wider market open to its productions than if it stood 
.in Emgland, Its owner is also allowed to purchase economy of production at 
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.the expense of the health of bis workpeople, and so to undersell in London, 
oy means very rightly forbidden to English manufacturers. They, whilst 
thus unfairly defeated by French competitors in their own capital, are only 
_granted the poor privilege of a like unequal competition in Paris, on condition 
of being further handicapped by an oppressive import duty. How long will 
.British millowners and workmen be content to endure such a state of things 1 

2. The same thing is happelling to our landowners, farmers, and agricul
tural labourers. English farms are lying fallow, or half cultivated, whilst the 
'food they ought to produce is bei:Qg imported from America; and so far from 
its being true that this is due to any profitable increase of grazing and dairy 
farming, the agricultural returns exhibit a.t the same time a melancholy 
decrease in the number of our flocks and herds. Nor can it be owing to any 
defect in our system of land tenure, for the grand old class of yeomen, who are 
both owners and occupiers, a.nd can therefore freely cultivate and improve in 
whatever way they find best, have notoriously suffered as severely as anyone. 
:But whilst our landowners, yeomen, farmers, and labourers are being im
_poverished, our speculators, stock-jobbers, importers of foreign goods and 
owners of foreign property are growing rapidly richer. They invest enormous 
and rapidly-increasing sums in land, mortgage!:!, railways, mines, and factories 
in foreign countries; and the vast income due to them from these investments 
is paying for our imports more and more, instead of leaving them to be paid 
for by the employment of our people and the export of our manufacture , as 
they were when our prosperity was sound. 

3. Thus our industrious prodiwin,c; classes, both manufacturing and agricul
tural, see the ground being gradually cut from under their feet ; the home 
trade by the increased import of untaxed foreign productions, and the export 
trade by the operation of oppressive tariffs, and the substitution of income 
<lue upon foreign investments in place of increased export of our own manu
factures, in payment for imported food a.nd luxuries. 

4. Meanwhile it is evident that the importation of food which ought to be 
grown at home, and the importation of clothing and luxuries which ought to 
be manufactured at home, increases the shipping trade, and the profits of im
porters, speculators, exchange agents, and owners of foreign investments, at 
the expense of the whole of our labouring classes, and owners of land, build
ings, and machinuy, except those connected with the centres of import ship
ping trade, or with shipbuilding, or with the production and export of the 
machinery and plant required to extend the foreign agriculture and manufac
tures which are supplanting our own. 

5. Large sections of our community, and those now and for many years past 
the most r!lpidly-increasing in wealth and power, are thus directly interested 
in the maintenance of tha.t system of one-sided free trade which is enriching 
importers, speculators, stock-jobbers, and owners of foreign property, and 

1u11dermining the value of British land and British labour. 
The preponderance of the landowners, and their power to maintain a 

·system hostile to the interests of the rest of the community, forty years ago, 
was hard enough to endure, and had to be broke11 down. The preponderance 
of these new classes, and the operation of their system on the rest of the 
population, promises to be still more odious and still more unendurable. 
Heavy direct and local taxation, instead of a revenue raised by taxing 
imported manufactures and luxuries, is one hateful feature of it ; and at this 
very moment the country is scandalise<l. by a proposal to depress an important 

•home industry-that of coach-building-by raising the tax on carriages, 
whilst artificial flowers, frippery, and perfumes, imported from abroad, are 

. admitted duty-free ! 
How long this state of things shall continue, it rests with the toiling 

multitudes to determine. They constitute the great majority of voters; and 
whenever they shall turn their attention to these questions of vital interest, 
and pay less heed to misleading party names and party cries,-whenever 
,they shall break loose from the sham ra<l.icalism of a selfish middle-class 
,plutocracy,-it will be a happy day for themselves, and for the British Empire 
.the world over. W. FARRER EcROYD. 
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On the evening of November 9th, at. the invitation of the Conservative 
Working Men's League, Mr. Ecroyd, M.P. for Preston, addressed two large 
meetings at Oldham on the subject of Fu.ir Trade, and took occasion to reply 
to the speeches which were made on this question by the Premier during his 
recent visit to Leeds. 

The meeting was announcP.d to commence at a quarter-past seven o'clock, 
in the Assembly Room of the Town Hall, but more than half.an-hour before 
that time the room was crowded to excess, ond large numbers had to be 

1turned away. It was then decided to holcl an overflow meeting in the 
,National School in Rock Street, capable of containing over a. thousand 
)People. 

Mr. Ecroyd. on rising to address the meeting, was received with 
ttremendous cheering, tho demonstration of enthusiasm lasting some 
minutes. When at length he could proceed, he aid that was ex-

iactly the kind of meeting which it gave him the greatest pleasure 
to address, because he was speaking to those who, like himself, had 
been interested in the industries and the well-being of this great 
county of Lancaster from their youth. They under tood one 
another, for there was something in their native temperament that 
interpreted them to one another; and he always felt that there was 
no greater happiness for a Lancashire man than to address a. 
sympathetic Lancashire audience. He was exceedingly obliged to 
them for the kind receptiou which they had accorded him that evening. 
He assured them that amongst the multitude of invitations which 
he had been compelled to decline during the last few months he had 
endeavoured to think very carefully wbitt invitations he ought to 
accept, as health and time were strictly limited ; but he felt that it 
was his duty to respond to the invitation of the Oldham Conserva
tive Working Men's League-(cbeers). Lest he should forget in 
the interest of the subject to move the Hesolution entrusted to him, 
he would at once read it to them, and formally propose it. It was 
as follows :-" That this meeting deeply regrets that the trade of 
this country still continues in a depressed condition-chiefly resulting 
from bad harvest ~and the consequent injury of agricultural interest 
at home-and the marked hostility of the tariff8 of other countries. 
This meeting also expresses its disapproval of Mr. Glad stone's attack 
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at Leeds on the National Fair Trade League, and suggests a full 
TentiJation of the one-sided Free Trade policy under which this 
country ha~ been labouring so many years. This meeting also 
protests against auy treaty being made with France or any other 
Power except on a basis of Fair Trade, which shall secure to this 
country an equivalent for every concession, and also urges upon the 
Go,·ernment to take such steps ns may be necessary in order to 
establish an Imperial Customs Union between Great Britain and 
and her Colonial possessions "-(cheers). The great Conservative 
party could not afford to limit the range of its interests. He was 
one of those who bad believed for many years past, that, ·without 
any invitation from those in a different class of society, and inde
pendently of any agitation from without, the intelligent working 
men of oar manufacturing districts would continnally find themselves 
drawn more anJ more icto sympathy with a sound Conservative 
policy-(cheers). He for one could never have wished any 
of his working friends to join with the Conservative party 
if it had not been for the profound conviction that it was 
their own interests which must lead them there, and that they 
would there find those interests considered and their cause pleaded 
with a sincerity and perseverance which could leave them nothing 
to desire-( cheers). 

And now for the special subject of the Resolution they 
had asked him to move. They must remember that the question 
of Fair Trade was essentially not a party question, and 
ought never to be made a party question ; for surely those things 
which affected our prosperity, whether as capitalists or workmen,
those great interes~s upon which our livelihood and the well-being of 
ourselves and our children depended, ought never to be considered 
as mere party political questions-(hear, hear). Nor could that 
which was by far the most important element in the Fair 
Trade agitation, the great question of a real union between us who 
lived in the old country and those who lived under the same flag 
and under the same government in all parts of the world, and who 
were adding district after district and province after province to the 
mighty British Empire,-a union as real as that which the United 
States fought out and conquered some years ago,-be ever made by 
any true patriot into a party question. Therefore, he, for his own 
part, completely declined to admit that the Fair Trade movement 



was or ought to be a Conservative party movement. Whatever influ
ence he possessed, and it was very limited, he had used to prevent such 
a result, and for this simple reason, that the Fair Trade policy must 
first be shown Ly argumeut to be the real interest of the working 
pcopfa employed iu the great industries of this country, and receive 
their clear approval and sanction. By that test it must stand 
or fall so far as he was concerned. vVe were, no doubt, all 
interested in the welfare of British agriculture ; we could not see 
the rural districts of EnglanJ aucl Scotland depopulated without 
witnessing e11ormou suffei·ing; bnt the peculiarity of this question 
was that auy <lemand for the carrying out of the Fair Trade 
policy, to be autboritati ve at all, must be in the first place the 
demand of the rnanufacturiug populations, and therefore it ought 
not to be taken up as a party question by the Conservative leaders, 
for if it were, Mr. Gladstone, Mr. Chamberlain, and the rest of that 
party would immediately turn round npon u ~ and say it sprang out 
of the influence of the landed interest, and was directed against the 
workiug men of Englaud-(hear, hear). Hut he was not willing 
that thiB opportunity of inj uriug at once the Consr.rvatire cause 
aud the Fair Trade cause should be given to those who were the 
bitterest enemies of both-(cheers). 

We were told that the Fair Trade movement was on the 
wane. He would believe that when they could poiut him to 
any intelligent wurking men who, having once studied this 
ques~ion and taken up Fair Trude principles, had been recon
verted and had again become supporters of one-sided Free 
Trade. They would find it difficult to discover a man of that 
sort. He did not doubt but that they might find men who 
never had any opinions of their own, but were always ready to 
shout and re-echo the opinjons of others, and to profess this thing 
one week, and something else the next ; but these were not the 
people fair traders cared for, or had ever sought to win. The 
movement was not one which depended upon the ups and downs of 
trade. It woulJ. be just as important and just as certain iu the 
lung run to be successful, if it happened-and he for one should 
greatly rejoice if it did happen-that we bad such a period of good 
trade, and such a succession of good harvests, that the people of 
this country were for a time too prosperous and contented to think 
about any change of our commercial system. If this did happen, it 
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would not alter the truth or fallacy of Fair Trade, nor render any 
less serious the prospect of those ever recurring periods of industrial 
depression which were inevitable under the present system ; nor 
settle the question whether the British Empire was to be allowed to 
fall in pieces like a rope of sand, and each disjointed part be united to 
one or other of the great protective couutries, and closed to our com
merce, until the inheritance which our forefathers had "·on for us, 
and which we had been taxed to maintain, should be in great measure 
lost,-or whether we should strive to draw closer together with om 
colonies, and form oue consolidated commonwealth. These were 
surely permanent interests ; and it was because they had 
endeavoured to advocate great principles like these, which had a 
solid and lasting basi" that it pleased l\Ir. Glad::;tone to say that 
they preferred to deal in generalitie . 

It had been said that whatever we proposed to do in 
the direction of binding closer together the Colonies and tho 
mother country would meet no re ponse on the part of those 
Colouies; that they are protective at heart; that they impose 
duties on the manufactures of this country, and will contiuue 
to impose them. But he was not one of those who had so 
poor an opinion of our fellow-countrymen iu the great Colonies 
which for-m part of the British Empire-(hear, hear). He 
believed they would be our staunchest friends and supporters in 
the future as in the past ; and that if the people of this 
country should stretch out to them the right hand of follow ·hip, and 
give them a slight preference in regard to the food -..vbich we import, 
such as woul<l lJJ'ing increased prosperity to them, iustead of to those 
"·ho keep us down by protective tariffs ;-if it pleased the people of 
this country deliberately and firmly to hold out an offer like this to 
their brethren abroad, he could tell them on the authority of 
patriotic men in all our Colonies that there would be such a response, 
such a g1orious manifestation of their readiness to enable us to 
carry out this great policy, as no words of his could describe. He 
preferred to take the opinion and assurances of men who had long 
liYed in our Colonies rather than those of men in tbis countr51 who \rere 
disposed to look forward with equauimity to thL~ future disintegration 
of the Empire. Whether our Co1onies were protective or net, every 
inhabitant of those Colonies on the aYerage took 20 times as much 
of the produce of our industries per annum as every inhabitant of 
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the United States of America. He thought that was a complete 
answ£'r to the assertion that our Colonists had not given us a fair 
return of trade, and th:1t tht:'y were protectionists at heart. 

They would observe, if they looked arou11d at the condition in 
which we wern placed by the tariffs of foreign countries like America, 
Germany, Austria, and Russia, and the whole string of highly 
protectirn nations, that vYe were allowed to export to those cou.itries 
evc:1rything but the products of our industry. 'vY e might send 
anything but manufactures. vVe were exporting our capital to tl1e 
Uuitetl States. and they did not put any tax upon that; we exported 
our coal to Franrc, a11d they did not put miy tax upon that; we 
exported our skill to a large extent to those countries, and they did not 
put any tax up~n that; and we were exportiug our people-not the 
poor cr~atures who could hardly crawl along our Rtreets, aud whom we 
coulJ well spare for emigratiou,-liut the "ery flower and pick of 
our skilled popul11tion, wbo cught certaiuly to be aLle to fiud in this 
couutry or its Colonies as prufitaLle aud as st(·udy employment as 
anywhere, and so to remain the stay and strength of the British 
Empire. He did not want to export those things-our cnpital, our 
skill, and the best of our nrnubooJ-uut he wnnted them to remain, 
at home if possible, and if uot at home, at least within countries 
over which our proud old flag floated, and where we shoulJ have 
some guarantee that we could trade with them under reasonable 
and fair conditions. 

What was it then that Fair Traders desired? He would tell 
them in as few words as possible. In the fir t place they wished 
to be able to take a cargo of Engli&h manufactures to France, and 
to be able to exchange them fo1· French manufactures, no duty 
being imposed on either sitle-(cheers). For that Mr. Gladstone 
had been pleased to call him a prntectionist-(laughter). It did 
ditl not trouble him ver_y much-(laughter and cheers). l\Jr. 
GlcuLtone might call him by what€:ver uame he pleased, but he did 
not attempt to answer bis arguments-(loud cheers). In the 
scco1ul place, they "·anted to be aLle to take a cargo of Euglish 
rnanufu<.:turcs to America, and to exchange them freely for food, no 
duty I.wing imposed on either side; but as America had made this 
impossible, Fuir TraJers wanted to remo,·e the food-growing trade by 
a small differ~utial duty, so as to be able to get our foot! in free 
exchange for our manufucturcs in some quarter or other of our own 
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Empire-(cheers). So far as he knew these were all the objects 
that Fair Traders had in view in regard to the question of imports 
and exports, though they had besides the far higher object of 
binding together the countries coutained in our Empire in such a 
way that it should be an Empire of latent strength ; that England 
should be able to stand as the great defender of peace throughout 
the world, and become so strong and powerful that her highway by 
sea should never be impeded, and her industries on land should 
never be interrupted (cheers). For this it had pleased Mr. 
Gladstone and his friends to call th em protectionists-(laughtcr). 
He did not think be need occupy their time very much 
longer upon this particular point-(Cries of "Go on," and 
a Voice: "This chap's an Englishman," and cheers.) He 
bad a long time to go on yet. The length at wbieb 
Mr. Gladstone had been pleased to attack the Fair Traders in 
his speeches at Leeds was a very distinct proof how seriously he and 
those who acted with him felt the quiet progress of this movement 
among t the people-(hear, hear). If Mr. Gladstone really looked 
upon the movement "·ith the contempt he professed, he would never 
have troubled to devote the greater part of his speeches at Leeds 
to it-(hear, hear). They had to deal with the ablest and strongest 
champion of one-sided Free Trade in the person of the Premier, 
whose great abilities no one would attempt to disparage or deny, 
and his arguments at Leeds might be deemed to be the best that 
the one- ided Free Traders could produce. Mr. Gladstone was 
ready to confe::. that a great many branches of our manufacturing 
industries bad been depressed, whibt the scribes of the Cobden 
Club were flooding the country with pamphlets to prove the 
tremendous rate of progress at which•our trade and commerce 
are advancing, and to .shew that the depression in trade had 
been batched up by Fair Traders for t.be purpose of advocating 
protection in di guise. Indeed the Cobden Club speakers and 
writers were painting everything couleur de rose, pouring down an 
avalanche of figures to show that all is pros1Jcrity and steady 
growth-(laughter). He "\YaS happy to say that in Laucasbire
for he did not wish to make our case worse than it is-there wa 
very fair and full employment. But \Yhy was this? If they took 
the trouble to refer to the statistical ab::.tract of the Board of Trade. 
and look at our exports during the past ten or fifteen years, they 
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would find that whilst our exports to America, Germany, 
and other protective countries bad decreased, there had been an 
enormous and steady increase of our exports to India and the 
British possessions abroad ; and therefore, if we in Lancashire had 
cause to rejoice that want was not seen stalking in our midst, it was 
because, having control of the tariff system of India, England had done 
that in India which Fair Traders said ought to be done throughout 
the British Empire-(cheers). Mr. Gladstone said the Fair 
Traders attempted to persuade the people of England that the 
cause of the recent depression had been that we could not carry on 
our trade with foreign countries in consequence of the pressure 
of hostile tariffs, and that Free Trade was a fallacy. He 
(Mr. Ecroyd) did say that foreign tariffs had restricted, 
and were restricting our trade. During the years 1877, 1878, 
a.nd 1870, in consequence of some of the most disastrous 
easons for agriculture this country has ever witnessed, we 

were obliged to import food 011 a much larger scale than usual, 
and according to the theory of the Cobden Club people, a 
corresponding increase should have taken place in the off-take of 
our manufactures by America, from whom we imported that food. 
:But no such result followed, aud thus we not only lost the home 
trade in consequence of the poverty of our farmers and their crippled 
resources, but we also lost the foreign trade, because the people from 
whom we bought the food (instead of from our own farmers), did not 
take our goods, in consequence of the intervention of hostile tariffs
(hear, hear). Could anything be clearer than that proof-that 
when we had unfruitful seasons, which crippled our home trade, 
hostile tariffs prevented our doing the iucreased trade with foreigu 
countries that we ought to have done? And, therefore, he asserted 
that foreign tariffs do and must seriously damage our trade-( cheers). 
Mr. Gladstone said they asserted that Free Trade was a fallacy. He 
wanted Mr. Gladstone to find a passage in any speech that he (Mr. 
Ecroyd) had made, or in auything he had ever written, which 
could be twisted into that assertion. He had never said that Free 
Trade was a fallacy. He was a Free Trader, but he was not 
content that Free Trade should subside into a mockery and an 
unreality-(cheers). He bad never said that Free Trade was a 
fallacy when adopted in 1846. On the contrary, he had said in his 
place in Parliament during the past summer that Free Trade when 
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instituted in 1846, hacl brought us real freedom of exchange with 
the UniteJ States for a long term of years, but what be complained 
of was that this frpedom of exchan~·e between a corn growing and 
a manufacturing country, which was prevr,nted before 1840 by the 
folly of the English Corn Laws, had been prevented durrng tbe 
last ten or fifteen ,Years, and prevented in an increasing degree, by 
the equally foolish action of the other pany; and tbat as it wns 
intolerable to have free exchange prevented by one means before 
1840, so it was just as intolerable that it should be prevented by 
another means in the present year. And he urged that as we 
fought half the battle then, in putting down our own stupid 
and foolish Corn Laws, so it was necessary that we should now 
fight the remainder of the battle, because the enemy had got on to 
the other end of the plank, and he wanted to kick him off that 
too-(loud cheers). Mr. Gladstone then went on to say that when 
they left thci blank and cloudy region of generalities and came 1.o 
deal with facts t\Jry got into a sad scrape. He sh

0

ould be glad if 
lVlr. Gladstone would be kind enough to condescend to particulars, 
and show them how and where they had got into a sad scrape
(laughter). As he bad not done so, it might perbap be profitable to 
examine some of Mr. Gladstone's own facts and arguments . Mr. 
Gladstone said that the pressure of foreign tariffs and bounties was 
not in the main the cause of the depn-:ssion of trade. They did 
not say that it was the whole cau ·e ; so it was no reply to tell them 
that it was not the whole cause. Tlrny said it was one great cause, 
and a cause preventible by the Fair Trade policy. It "·as no use 
cryiug out about things we could uot prevent, such as unfavourable 
seasons. It was only children who cried out against things they 
could not control. The Fair Traders had put their fingers upon 
one distinct cause of the want of emplr1yment in many trades in 
England, and particnlarly during times like 1877, 18i8, and 1879. 
'They stated distinctly the reason of it, and they had also put 
forward a definite policy which they said would, without injuring 
the people of this country, permaneutly and radically remove that 
particular depression. It was besr, to deal with oue thing at a time, 
and it was for l\1 r. Glad tone t6 show that this injury done to the 
country by foreign tariffs was removable by some other and wiser 
policy than that proposed by Fair Tradt rs. Entering upon l\lr. 
Gladstone's figures, it would be fouud he had pointed out that tha 
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contraction of our exports in 1878-79 and 1880, a period of 
great agricultural and manufacturing depression, amounted to 
£161,000,000, but that we must remember it was not all loss, 
though our exports were £ 161,000,000 less than they ought to have 
bc•en . ·well, it was true it was not nll loss-(laughter)-·but :i.\fr. 
G la.dstone said what wa lost was only the profit upon it and the 
freight-(laugbter and cheers), and went on to say the profit 011 

£ 16 l ,000,000 might be estimated at 10 per cent., or£ 16,000,000, 
and the freight at £8,000,000 more, making o. total loss of 
£24,000,000. That was, he supposed, the profit the manufacturer 
gut over and above his rent and interest, and the profit of 
the shipper who sent the gonds abroad-(cheers)-reckoning th:tt 
they woulJ each get five per cent., though he (the speaker) 
was afraid they were not in the habit of getting so much-( hear, 
hear). Now was it not extraordinary that one thing Mr. Gladstone 
bad totally forgotten was all the wages we lost-(cheers, and a 
v0ice, " Hit him again"). The interest of the working man was 
the very last interest he thought anything about; nay, even not 
the la,st, for he forgot it altog<>ther. Now let them try to examine 
Mr. Gladstone's argument. Suppose that£ 10,000,000 worth of the 
£161,000,001) worth of exports that we failed to make or sell 
ought to have been steel rails for railways. He (l\Tr. Ecroyd) 
said that we lost the whole of that £I 0,000,000 except the 
dead value of the iron or coal ungot in the minP, whate,·er 
that might be worth to the lord of tho manor ; aucl, there
fore, it might be estimated that the proportion of loss would be 
9t millions out of 10 millions. He wanted Mr. Gladstoue to con
trovert this if he could. Then, again, they would suppose that 
£20,000,000 out of the £161,000,000 was cotton manufactures that 

we ought to have manufactured and exported. He would uot take 
the strong case of an article that contained a great deal of 
labour and little material. If he began to take Oldham fi11e 
velvets to the value of £20,000,000, tlie value of the raw 
material would be comparati,·ely small, and the main value 
would be the interest on buildings and machinery, the wear 
and tear, and the great amount of wages paid to the people, 
which would have gone to support the various tradesmen and 
handicraftsmen whom those wages ought to have kept going. If 
he were to take an extreme example like that, he should probably 
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find 'that four-fifths of the £20,000,000 was lost to the country ; 
but he would take a common article like printing cloths, such as 
were made in Burnley. The value of the grey printing cloth, to say 
nothing of printing, was double the value of the raw material, 
and, therefore, he might safely say that one-half the value of the 
£20,000,000 worth which we did not make was a loss to the country. 
If that were taken as a fair average of the whole, the loss would be 
£80,000,000 out of £161,000,000, instead of £24,000,000, which 
.Mr. Gladstone said was a liberal estimate. The whole texture of 
Mr. Gladstone's argument was thus one complete fallacy, which no 
working man in Oldham, in the possession of reasonable faculties 
would fail to detect and understand ; and if this was a specimen of 
what the greatest champion of the <'>ne-~ided Free Traders could 
adduce as the most powerful arguments he could find, he (Mr. Ecroyd) 
thought the cause of one-sided Free Trade was rapidly approaching 
a condition of collapse-(cheers). His own belief was that out 
of the £ 161,000,000 it would not be an unfair estimate to say that 
£ 110,000,000 had been totally lost t.o tbe people of this country. 
vVe knew that ironworks, collieries. cotton factories, worsted and 
woollen factoriP.s, Birmingham and SheffielJ hard ware factories, were 
only half employed during tho e years "·hen we were importing 
more food than usual, and he challenged Mr. Gladstone, the Cobden 
Club, and the Presid nt of the Board of Trade himself, to prove 
that but for the pressure of the American, Russian, and other tariffs 
that machinery and those industries would not have been entirely 
and fully employed. For surely our exports, during those years when 
our imports of food were so much larger, should, according to the 
throries of the Cobden Club, have been larger in proportion also
(hear, hear). The entire reason why our exports fell off during those 
years when our imports of food were much greater, and ought to 
have brought us a larger demand for our manufactures in return, 
was that the nations from whom we bought this food-the United 
States and Russia-absolutely prevented the possibility of our 
sending goods in return by enormous duties that no English manu
facturer could overcome. 

Mr. Gladstone went on to say, however, that the secret of 
the depression was not to be looked for in the pressure of 
foreign tariffs, though that was a serious matter, but it was 
to be looked for in the bad harvests. Well, we could not 
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prevent bad harvests, and he therefore chose to talk about that 
which was preventible. And now we bad seen the result of this 
wonderful piece of special pleading on the part of .Mr. Gladstone; 
and if this were the outcome of his dealing with facts, it would be 
better for him also to confine himself to generalities. Before passing 
on, however, he would just stop a moment to join in the smile which 
must have been provohed by his reference to that wonderful potato 
of one pound five ounces, which was to herald the return of pros
perity and perhaps the abolition of foreign tariffs-(laughter). We 
had seen some wonderful prescriptions offered to the suffering 
farmers, and if it were not that the workhouse was staring them 
in the face, they must have smiled at the recommendations to grow 
strawberries and flowers, and turn their ground into cabbage gardens 
and gooseberry orchards. What would the people of Lancashire 
think if the Indian trade were shut up, and there was no demand 
for calicoes, and Oldham had to leave off spinning 32's twist,-if 
land-owners and farmers were to say to them, "You must turn 
your attention to making tapes and dishcloths and dusters "-(loud 
laughter). Yet this was the sort of ad vice some very wise people 
had beeu giving to our suffering fellow-countrymen in the east and 
south of Eugland in the day of their calamity. 

M'r. Gladstone then went on to call him (the speaker) 
Mr. Protection , and to say that if anybody met him and 
said, "How do you do, Mr. Protection ? " he would reply, 
" I am not that gentleman , my name is Mr. Fair Trade." 
He should be perfectly happy to be called whatever Mr. 
Gladstone pleased in the course of argument, but there was just 
one little difficulty in the way of admitting that he was a protec
tionist, and that was that it was not true-(cheers). Mr. Gladstone 
found it impossible to sustain any sound argument against Fair 
Trade, and so he christened them protectionists, and then went on 
to argue, not against :Fair Trade, but against Protection,
and thus not against their real principles, but against other 
principles which he had attributed to them. This was a 
nice easy way of getting out of the difficulties of an argument. 
Mr. Gladstone said a~3o that he (Mr. Ecroyd) proposed to put a duty 
of 5s. per quarter on corn. In the space of those half-dozen words 
there were two misrepresentations. In the first place, his article in 
t~1e Nineteenth Century, to which he supposed Mr. Gladstone referred, 



did not speak of any duty of more than four shillings a quarter on 
corn, which nmouuted tn 10 per ceut. upon a very low price. Iu 
the 11ext place, Mr. Gladstonu talked aLout this duty as if it were· 
to be like that which existed in the olJ Corn Law times. namL·ly, 
a uuiver al duty on all corn brought i111.o this country. The right 
h n. gentleman must know that what was proposed was to impose 
a differeutial duty against foreign food, whilst admitting tho produce 
of our own Empire free; and that the ohject.was not to keep one 
single quarter of corn out of this country, but to giYe a small 
advantage to people on one side of the hedge who would .trade 
with us, in preference to those on the other side of the hedge who 
excluded our manufactures. Mr. Gladstone knew that this was the 
object of Fair Traders, in whose belief it would not raise 
the price of wheat Qs. per quarter in this country ; but he preferred 
to state the matter in such a 'rny as might leave it to be inferred 
that they were proposing to put a duty against all the world, our 
own Colouies included-(" Shame"). If a man who occupies the 
great position of Premier of England would condescend to come 
down into the areua aud argue these matters with a plain Lancashire 
manufacturer, it at least behoved him to he scrupulously fair, and to 
answer the arguments which his opponents had made use of, and 
neither directly nor by implication to put into their rnoutbs that 
which they ne\'er said-(cheers). 

Mr. Gladstone next gave them a bit of pleasant padding 
from that amusing book, "Gulliver's Travels," and when he 
(the speaker) saw padding introduced into a serious speech he 
always thought it was intended to create a diversion betweeu 
two fa.llacies-(laughter). Aud so it proved, for Mr. Gladstone 
went on into another fallacy greater still than that about 
the lost profits, from which he sapposed he intended to distrad 
their attention by this little pleasantry. He said that if we were to 
strike a blow against the foreigners who would not receive our goods, 
liut were sendiug manufactures into tliis country, we ought at lenst 
to strike hanl, Rnd he a<lJc·d, " Can we s1 rikc the foreigner hanl by 
retu.liatory tariff::;?" He further stated that while we impurte<l 
£-i5,000,000 worth of manufactures, we ~xported £·~00,000,0UO 

worth, and aLldt:1l that we were imiteJ to iuflict wounJs upon the 
foreig11er 011 a field measured oy £ .15,0U0,000, while he iu return had 
the power of infiictiug wounds upon us on a fidd measured by 
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£200,000,000. This would be a very weighty argument if the facts 
were so when fairly stated, but the statement contained a series of 
fallacies and misrepresentations built one on the top of another, which 
constituted its whole fabric-(hcar, hear). In the first place, he was 
not prepared to admit l\1 r. Glad stone's figure~, as he believed our 
imports of foreign manufactures fa1· exceeded £45,000,000. This 
was a question which had been frequently debuted, but never 
satisfactorily cleared up by the Board of Trade. · He was of opinion 
that the value of manufactures imported was nearer £60,000,UOO 
than £45,001),000. It 'ms rather difficult to uud crstand. from the 
form in which the returns appeurecl, wh ether this E>tatement of 
exports and imports of manufactures was made upon an equal 
basis. vVe import, for instance, wine, which he <lid not believe 
was classed amongst manufactures; we export beer, and he would 
like to know how that was classed ; we import copper ore to a large 
extent, which he felt quite sure was not so classified ; and we export 
coal, and he should like to know if coal and raw materials of that · 
description were included in the statement of the manufactures we 
export. It would be better if we were more clearly informed on 
that point-(hear, hear) . But though he believed the amount of 
our import of manufactures was greatly under-stated, he bad 
no need to, nor should he, rest his argument upon that 
point at all, because he had a much more substantial ground 
of difference with Mr. Gladstone. The right hon. gentleman 
said that by imposing a duty of, say, 10 per cent. upon 
the manufactures which France, Germany, Belgium, &c., send 
into this country, we lay ourselves open to be retaliated upon 
to the extent of £200,000,000 instead of £45,000,000. In the 
first place, of the £QOO,OOO,OOO of manufactures " ·bich we export 
he (Mr. Ecroyd) believed that about £67,000,000, or one-third, go 
to India and our own Colonies, and as the Fair Traders were not 
proposing to lay duties upon goods of any description imported 
from any part of the British Empire, he did not see how we could 
possibly lay ourselves open to any retaliation from that quarter; 
nay rather, as we were proposing lo bestow a favour and an 
adrnntage upon India and om· own Colonies by abolishing the duty · 
on Indian tea, ::t11d by giving tb em a prefereuce over foreigners in 
the growth of food for this country, it was to be assumed that it 
would increase the disposition as well as the power of the 
Colonies and India to take our govds, instead of inducin{l them to 



16 

retaliate-(hear hear). Therefore, of that £~00,000,000, £67,000,000 
or one-third, must be taken off at one stroke. 

In the next place, he believed we exported almost an equal 
amount of British manufactures to countries such as the South 
Amtrican States, China, Japan, the Central American countries, 
Egypt, Africa, and other communities who did not manufacture for 
export, and who have no reason whatever for retaliating upon 
England ; so that out of £QOO,OOO,OOO we must strike off 
£135,000,000, or two-thirds of the whole amount-(applause). 
Thus there was left only about £67,000,000, or one-third of the 
£QOO,OOO,OOO stated by Mr. Gladstone as the amount in regard to 
which retaliation could be practised upon us, and he had some 
further remarks to make even in reference to this poor remnant of 
the argument. In the first place he did not believe those nations 
which taxed our goods so heavily,-such as Russia and the United 
States-could possibly increase their duties further without pro
voking smuggling to such an extent that we should send them as 
many goods as at present. And Mr. Gladstone forgot to tell them 
ev.en in regard to this limited area, that those nations had struck 
their blow already in return for our liberal treatment, while we had 
ours to strike. In the case of France we had a notable proof how 
clearly we are in a position to better ourselves by striking. If we 
were to put a duty of l 0 per cent. upon French manufactures, since 
we import so much more from France than we export to her, it 
would be the French who would stand in fear that we might 
make it into QO per cent. if they did not use us more liberally
(hear, hear). If we levied that tax, one of two things would 
happen; either it would induce the French to practice free trade 
with us, thus opening out the whole French market to the 
manufacturers of this country freely and uninterruptedly ;-a market 
so large that we could afford in that case to look with equanimity 
upon anything in which the French manufacturers should fairly 
excel, and which therefore they should sell in England; or if France 
took the other course, and excluded our goods altogether, 
we, at all events, should enjoy instead that much greater 
Englisn home trade, of which they would then be deprived; and 
our spindles and looms would be employed in supplying our own 
people, instead of in a miserably profitless battle with unfair tariffs 
in order to get a few goods into Frauce at all-( cheers). Which
ever course the French might adopt, nothing but benefit could. 
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therefore come to this country from taking that step; nor could 
it be misunderstood abroad, for all the world would know full well 
that we were striking the blow, not in the cause of Protection, but 
to insist upon an exten ion of Free Trade. 

But there was still a not her argument which applied to this 
question. There was the case of America to deal with, who was 
supplying us with corn duty free and yet shutting out our goods by the 
most onerous tariffs. In his own trade the duty on goods taken 
into New York was not less than 65 per cent., and he had no doubt 
that it was almost, or quite, as heavy on many other goods. If 
manufacturers had a present made to them of the whole 
valuable material of wool, and had to provide nothing but the cost 
of manufacture, they would not be able to get many classes of 
ordinary goods into New York in the face of that enormous and. 
oppressive tariff-(cries of " Shame") . And the further reply to 
Mr. Gladstone was, that as far as .America was concerned, though 
they did not pretend that they could strike her by a duty on 
American manufactures, or acquire the freedom in any way to send 
goods profitably into that country, yet we had in our hands the 
power to put as heavy a pressure upon the United States as we can 
put upon France, and that was by imposing a duty of four shillings 
on foreign corn, whilst leaving our own Colonies free to send it to 
us without any duty at all-(cheers). Such a policy would 
immediately put America in a vice, and would give her the choice 
of two courses, either humbly to beg for Free Trade, which he had 
no doubt she would do,* or, on the other hand, gradually but 

* This passage has been misunderstood by opponents as indicating my 
opinion that in the event of America, under such pressure , proposing Free 
Trade with us, we should accept her offer, and break faith with those whom 
we had encouraged, by a differential duty, to settle or to invest capital in 
our Colonies. I might quote multitudes of passages from my writings and 
speeches in disproof of any such idea. One shall suffice:-" But it would 
be a fatal error to allow any offer of re;ciprocity, even from the Americans, 
to tum us aside for one moment from the steady pursuit of a policy directed 
to secure the unity and prosperity of the whole Empire. Instead of that, we 
ought, without delay, to open out and hasten the settlement of the best corn 
and cattle growing lands in our depemlencies. "-Policy of Self Help (!th 
edition), page 11.-What 1 did m~an is simply this : America, under the 
pressure of a small differential duty, would lose the English provision trade 
by inches, as our own Colonies would gradually gain it; and in order to retain 
as much of it as possible, her growers, carriers, a.nd shippers wonld have to 
sacrifice part, it might be most, of their profits. In this hard struggle, self
interest would promvt tliem to encourage an exchange trade in English 
imp r ts , as one means of keeping their hold. And thus that rElduction of 
their tariff, which will never be conceded'in our interest; might pi'oba.bly be 
made to relieve themselves !r0m pre1>sure. 
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certainly to lose the magnificent trade of corn growing for this 
country, and see it transferred to Canada, Australia, New Zealand, 
and the Punjaub ; t us diverting the flow of English capital 
and labour into that quar·er where it always ought to have gone
the various provinces of ur own Colouial Empire ·- (cheers). Let 
him show them in connection with this matter the mode of Mr. 
Gladstone's argument throughout, for what he was about to 
refer to '"as a notable instance of it. In regard to this 
question, of a differential duty on corn imported from foreign 
countries, Mr. G ladstoue referred to it as a great disad
vantage to the peopl of this country, magnifying it in that 
light; but in regard to its operation upon the United States of 
America, and other pr te tive countries against whom it would be 
levelled, he left that out of sight altogether, speaking as if we had 
only one weapon to strike with, namely, the duty on manufactures, 
and forgetting that the great instrument which we have for 
check-mating such countries as America is to place a differential 
duty on their enormous exports of food to this country, which 
would be a heavy and effective blow. When .Mr. Gladstone 
estimates our power of compelling countries like America into more 
liberal treatment of o r exports, be leaves out the question of a 
differential duty on food; but when be wants to bring odium on the 
operation of the Fair Trade policy in this country, he gives 
it prominonce and magnifies its effects. It was possible to 
draw a great shout of applause from an assembly of partisans 
g&thered together for the imple purpose of praising and applauding, 
by using such arguments as those, but he ventured to say that they 
would be riddled ou in the reading rooms of Lancashire and 
Yorkshire, and wou d be found wanting ; and though he 
stood there in compari3on with Mr. Gladstone onls as a little David 
with a sling and a stone, those arguments of hiR at Leeds would fail 
like the weapons of t e great giant Goliath-(loud cheers). 

Mr. Gladstone next saiJ that l\J r. Ecroyd, or .Mr. Protection, 
argued in his pnper that a duty upon foreign corn would not 
raise the price of com in this country. Well, he had stated 
this, that if we imp ed a 4s. differential duty on corn, 
the effC'ct would be to make it more profitable to grow 
corn in the British Empire than in foreign countries, and so 
to give a strong itimu us to the making of railways and the 



opening out of corn farms in Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, 
and the result of that wou1J he to duplicate the supply of corn and so 
t bring down prices; but the only people who would suffer from this 
s long as it did not exceed 4s. per quarter, would Le the American 
and other foreign corn-growers. Mr. Gladstone missed out the word 
"differential," but Fair Traders always used it ; and he contended 
that the imposition of such a duty would not raise the price of corn 
in this country anything of moment, if at all-(cheers). But Mr. 
Gla stone asked if it did uot raise the price of corn in England, of 
what benefit was it to be to the Engli h producer? He (Mr. Ecroyd) 
had never advocated a farthing duty upon food for the special 
benefit of the English corn-grower, hard hii as he was. He advo
cated it purely and simply for the benefit of the manufacturing 
industries, because it would transfer the trade of corn-growing from 
countries that would not buy th<::ir goods to countries that would do 
so; and as the demand for imported food was a steady and a large 
trade in this country, which goes on at all times.,so the trade which 
manufacturers would get in exchange would likewise be a steady 
trade which would never vary much. But it would be, he maintained, 
a solid benefit to English farmers also ; for the proceeds of the 
tax we should levy on foreign manufactures and foreign food should 
be applied to the relief of local burdens and local taxation upon the 
farmers, the corn-growers, and the whole industrial population of 
this country. The pres ure of this local taxation in many places 
was very heavy. In Birmingham, for instance, it was said to 
reach 7s. ld. in the pound, and in Rochdale it was also very 
heavy, and so it was in the agricultural districts ; but if we levied 
a tax upon foreign manufactures, until those foreigners were willing 
to give us Free Trade on both sides, and a differential tax on foreign 

food, until free exchange was brought about by getting our food from 
our own Colonies, and if we npplied the procP.eds of those dutie3 
strictly to the relief of the heavy burden of local taxation in town 
and countr.v throughout the kiugdom, there would be a solid advantage 
to the distressed farmers, though it would not come iu the shape 
1'1r. Glad tone was plrased to attribute to him as his object
y>rotection. Hut the greatest bcnf'fit would be their share in the 
increased and much steadier prosperity of all the industries of the 
cou11try, by reason of our obtaining a demand for our manufactures 
in return for our food purchases; the loss of which through foreign 
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tariffs was, as he had already shown, the great cause of our decreased 
exports and half-employed industries in 1877, 1878 and 1879. 

Mr. Ecroyd then referred to the remark of Mr. Gladstone 
that there was a double-faced character in this Fair Trade 
movement-that they went amongst manufacturers and recom
mended a duty upon foreign manufactures, and went to the 
farmer and recommendorl a duty upon corn, to which Mr. 
Gladstone added, "I have a recommendation to make to the 
National Fair Trade League, that when they speak to the producer 
no farmer is to listen, and when they speak to the farmer no 
producer is to know." H e (Mr. Ecroyd) had a right to assume 
that this language was intended for him, for in passages of his 
speech that came before, and in one which followed, Mr. Gladstone 
introduced his name and his arguments. He begged leave to say,
and he spoke in the presence of those who had read his 
pamphlet, written and published two and a half years ago, and 
who knew what his speeches had been in Preston and Ashton, in 
the Free Trade Hall, and wherever he had spoken,-tha.t he had 
constantly proclaimed to the working population that the very key 
of their future policy, the thing far more important, because of far 
wider scope, than any duty to he levied upon manufactures, was a 
differential duty upon food, simply and solely for the purpose of 
transferring the food-growing from those who will not trade with us 
to those ·who will. The Prime Minister of this country was bound 
more than any other man, if there could be any distinction in such 
a matter, not to misrepresent his opponents; but he challenged Mr. 
Gladstone to prove that he (M r. Ecroyd) had ever withheld bis 
opinion on this quc tion from any meeting of working men 
which he had addressed. He had throughout been perfectly 
candid, and at whatever risk of losing two elections, had 
from beginning to end expressed his full opinion to his working 
friends-(hear, hear). And, further, he had not only been honest 
in this matter, but something more, for he had refused hitherto 
all invitations to attend meetings of landowners and farmers, 
to advocate in their presenoe a differential duty upon food imported 
into this country, because he had declared that he would have 
neither part nor lot in this matter uuless it could first be proved to 
the working men, so as to be entirely believed by them, and demanded 
purely . in their own interest, .that this policy of Ffl,ir '.I'ra.de sl:ioul~

b~ carried out-( cheers). 



Mr. Gladstone next said that now the country was told that 
Free Trade was an admitted failure. He (~1r. Ecroyd) had never 
said so. The want of Free Trade was the admitted failure-
0oud cheers). It was easy to put a thing in this misrepresented 
shape, and then to argue in favour of the abstract principle 
of Free Trade. But the Fair Traders believed in Free Trade 
more than Mr. Gladstone, for they were willing to make efforts and 
sacrifices to spread it which Mr. Gladstone was not willing to make. 
He contended that Fair Traders were not in favour of protection, as 
Mr. Gladstone represented them to be, but what they wanted was 
an extension of real free exchange. Mr. Ghtdstone then went on to 
say it was quite true that foreign countries within the last few years 
had been aggravating their tariffs, and be added " l will tell you 
why ; it is because they have had National Fair Trade Leagues 
amongst them, they have been doing the very thing which a lot of 
people here want us to do." Now he had just this qu stion to ask 
Mr. Gladstone : Have these foreign nations raised their tariffs 
against us for the purpose of inducing us to take off some duties 
we have levied upon their goods, and iu the de ire to bring about 
universal free exchange of manufactures ?-(cries of" No.") Was 
it not, on the contrary, because they loved protection and desired 
it in itself?-(hear, hear, and cheers.) Well, if they had raised 
those tariffs for the latter reason and not for the £rst, Mr. Glad
stone had been guilty of a gross and total misrepresentation, and 
bis assertion falls to the ground with ignominy-(loud applause). 

Mr. Gladstone went on to describe the benefits which resulted 
to this country from the abolition of the Corn Laws, but no 
Fair Trader wanted those Corn Laws restoring. The question 
might well be asked whether Mr. Gladstone himself, and his 
party, who talked so loftily n.bout Free Trade, were really 
acting up to those principles which they professed. If so, 
what were they doing in negotiating commercial treaties with 
foreign nations. Was not this reciprocity ?-(hear, henr). They 
talked the pure theory of Free Trade, it was true, an<l said brave 
things about :fighting hostile tariffi with free imports; but since 
1860, when Mr. Cobden saw that foreign nations were not following 
our example, and adopted the principle of reciprocity, they had been 
practising reciprocity and not genuine Free Trade,-whilst they now 
had the assurance to call other people rec1proci tarians as a term 0f 



reproach. And they bad not the merit of practising even reciprocity 
successfully, for all they were now hoping to do between France 
and England, after 20 years' experience, was not to obtain Free 
Trade between the two countries, liut 011ly to prevent the. French 
raising theiL· duties against us still higher. This was not Free 
Trade then, but reciprocity, and reciprocity of such a poor qualit.v 
that it would take all the ability of Mr. Gladstone and his friends to 
justify it to the English working man. .Mr. Gladstone admitted 
that foreign tariffs were an immern;e evil, and as they also thought, 
a Quixotic folly; well, this being so, and the present system having 
failed to check the growth of foreign tariffs, some resolute and 
practical way of doing so should surely be brought to hear, and the 
only plan at present before the country was that proposed by the 
Fair Traders-(cheers). We did not want protectio11, but what we 
wanted was that if England could fairly beat the world in regard to 
manufactures, she should reap the reward of her superiority. We 
were willing and anxious to meet the world in competition without 
the intervention of any duties. That was our idea of protection
(laughter). He (Mr. Ecroyd) had been through one of their 
magnificent cotton-spinning mills that afternoon, and had seen the 
work they were doing, and he could not help saying to himself
" Let us have a fair field and no favour, aud sha'nt we-(the rest 
of the sentence was lost in deafening cheers). He did not want 
protection, but if by their intelligence, enterprise, and industry, 
they could do the work better and cheaper than other people, 
he wished thern to reap the just advantage of it, aud objected 
to see the whole or great part of that just advantage thrown 
away in meeting the hostile tariffs of foreign nations. He wanted 
the capital, skill, and labour of the English people to reap the full 
reward of its merit-(hear, ht!ar). The difference between Fair 
Traders and one-sided Free Traders was this : Fair Traders wanted 
free exports; the one-sided Free Traders were content to sit down 
without free exports-(hear, hear). Mr. Gladstone spoke of the past 
benefits of our one-sided Free Trade system, but they were enjoyed 
at a time whe1?- America and other countries could not extensively 
manufacture; and since those countries had erected factories and iron
works which they upheld by outrageous tariffs, there was no longer 
freedom of export. What the Fair Trader said was this: Let 
the real free exchange, which was enjoyed for a time after l8-!6, 



and which we now no longer enjoyed, be restored in the only 
possible quarter-our own Empire. By increasing their tariffs 
foreigners bad been able to build up a system to our injury: but 
Fair Traders believed they had fo11ncl the means of briuging hack 
that t-njoymeut of free exports \Yhieh did exist for 20 yl'ars after 
l 8413, and which brought us so much pro perity-(hear, hear). 
The arguments of Fair Traders were therefore not met by 
calling them " protectionists," sPeing that Fair Traders valued 
genuine Free Trade much more than one-sided Free Traders 
did-(cheer ). 

Mr Gladstone made a long statemeut shewing the vast pros
perity of this country si11ce 18-16 upon the lines of Free Trade, 
in the course of which he said--'.' The trade of this country, 
"measured by the exports of British produce,-and in that trade 
"I need not say the working people have a share perhaps as 
" important as even the capitali t,-was, in 1840, 51 millions ; 
"in 18 1, 223 millions." 'I'hcy would ob erve that when Mr. 
Gladstone was minimizing the effects of (Jur loss of exports, he 
forgot all about the share of the working people ;-but when in 
the passage just quoted he was painting the growth of our trade 
during the past 40 years, he took care to remember it. However, 
the general growth of onr trade and industri€s during that period, 
was not the question in debate. It had arisen from many and 
various causes-such as railways, steam navigation, mechanical 
inventions. the great discoveries of gold, and the electric telegraph; 
and America and other protectionist countries could boast of an 
enormous and rapid growth of their commerce and industries too; 
but that would r.ertainly be no good ground of argument on 
their part in favour of protection ; nor was it any better ground 

Jfor Mr. Glad tone's defence of one-sided Free Trade. But the 
cdisputed point was, whether during the past ten years we had 
not been losing the real freedom of exchange, ·which, for 25 
previous years, hud given us prosperity. Were there not indica
tions that foreign tariffs had at last built up industries which 
were excluding us from market after market? Or was this the 
perverse imagination of Fair Traders, and nothing more? 

Mr. Gladstune spoke of the progress of our wealth as shown 
"by the Income Tax. That, however satist\t.ctory to u Chancellor 
tof the Exchequer.;would hardly, .Mr. Ecroyd thought, be accepted 



by most tax-payers a a · fair index of the depression and losses 
of late years. Did the receipts under Schedule A reflect the 
deficiency in the rents actually received by landowners during 
the past three years? Or had some vast repayments bee11 made 
under Schedule B, such as would afford at least a rough measure 
of the losses of tenant farmers ? Or had tradesmen under 
Schedule D generally succeeded in obtaining reductions of 
assessment at all correspondent to their reduced gains,-not to 
spflak of any rebate for years of actual loss? It would be 
intere ting to hear these important and natural questions 
answered.-( cheers). 

A great deal had been said on the question of imports 
and exp0rts ; and the prepouderance of the former over the latter 
had been actually set forth by The Economist as the measure of 
our prosperity. He regarded that as an argument which no one 
could sustain for a moment. One proof would suffice to show this. 
During the year 1872, perhar s the most pro perous, commercially, 
which this country ever experienced, the excess of imports over 
exports was only 40 millions; whilst in 1877, a bad commercial and 
agricultural yea.r, the excess of imports over exports was 142 
millions. But we need not confine the comparison to two single 
years. In the four years 1 71-1872, 1873 and 187 4, when our 
agriculture, our manufacture , and our foreign investments were 
all prosperous, the total excess of imports over exports was only 
220 millions; whil t in the four years 1877, 1878, 1879 and 
1880, when our agriculture, our manufactures, and our foreign 
investments were all depress d and unprofitable, the total excess 
of imports over exports reached 504 millions. Mr. Gladstone 
speaks of people who "are affrighted and startled at our exce sive 
imports." On the contrary, we are affrighted and startled at our 
restricted exports; for it was the falling off in our exports, and 
consequently in the employment of our productive industries.
simultaneously with heavily increased imports of foreign food,
which constituted the worst feature of the latter disastrous period. 
That falling ~ff amounted to 17 4 millions, on which Mr. Glad
stone would say we lost only the profit of 10 per cent. and the 
freight,-but they who depended on wages knew better. So far 
from complaining of excessive imports, he (the speaker) would 
point out that the stoppage of much of our prodqctive industry 



by the hindering action of foreign tariffs, (whose effects are 
most felt in such times,) had certainly also reduced our imports 
-both of food and of raw materials-far below what they would 
have been dming those four yP,ars un<ler a sy tern of free exchange. 

Mr. Ecroyd next directed attention to the consequences which 
would arise from our receiving these imports in payment of the 
enormous interest ac0ruing from investments of Engli . h capitalists 
in foreign lands, instead of iu exchange for the export of British 
manufactures, which should give us work and wages. He could 
imagine nothing more disastrous to the interests of the English 
working classes than for such a state of things to go on increasiug. 
If a conflict were really growing up between those two modes of 
purchasing our imports, or in other words, between . the interests of 
our workmen and of the owners of foreign investments resident 
here, he for his part would say, " Let us keep our industrious 
population at home, and let the investors emigrate to the foreign 
countries where their interest lie. ' He had always said, and said 
still, that the tendency of the present system of guarding the 
interests of the consumer and neglecting those of the producer, 
was to make this eountry a paradise for mere idlers, and a 
purgatory for workers ; a hard country to earn in, and a 
cheap country to spend in. And the great increase of mere 
speculators and foreign investors in the country w·as attended 
by other evils and other injustice, for a man living in Oldham 
without business, and receiving £ 1,000 a year intere t on money 
lent on mortgage at 7 per cent. on American land, contributed 
no fair proportion to the great taxes and burdens that press on 
English industry. Such a man was living amongst them, but was 
not of them ; his interests were not their interests, but those of a 
foreign country; and the larger and more powerful that class 
became, unles::i they were required to contribut~ their full share to 
local taxation , the worse would be the po ition of the industrious 
people of tbi , country ; whilst owners of fixed property in both 
land and buildings were really one in interest with the working 
classes, because they must always sink or swim with the industries 
of our uwn nation. 

Mr. Gladstone seemed to dread the adoption of Free Trade 
b.v America ; he said our position is secure till the Americans 
shall adopt Free Trade, and then he does not know hut that 



they will greatly outrun us, and t1tke from us tbe primacy 
of the commerce of the world. From this he could not make 
out whether Mr. GlaJ tone's sincere desire was that America should 
adopt Free Trade or not. If, holdiug this belief, be desired that 
the Americans should ad11pt Free Trc1de, he desired that th(·y should 
throw this country into the shade nnd take the lead of us; if he 
desired they should not adopt it, he was not a thorough Free 
Trader. For his own part he wished every uation in the world 
would adopt Free Tra.de; and, as tLat could not he, if we, by 
adoptiug Free Trade within it, and by the aid of small differential 
duties against foreign nations, could consolidate our own Empire, 
be would not fear the competition and the primacy of either the 
Americaus or anyone else. Why did Mr. Gladstone take this kind 
of view? W'hy did he say, when speaking of the results of an 
extreme protective sy tem,-" mitigutf-' d in tho case of America 
••by its own emergencies and the P.norm1rns field open to them,
" a fi elLl which in ) OUl' cnse you woulu rwt find. were you 
" unhappily dispoi:;ed to follow America in her conrse ?" Fair 
'l'ruders desired aud followed no pro1 ection such as America 
loves; on the exact contrary, their oLject '"as to obtain the 
re1llity of free exchange. But let that pass; what was really 
significant and full f meaning, in this sentence of Mr. Glad
stone, was the distinct decla ration that we are not to find in the 
British Empire a like fi elu of enterprise an<l free internal 
exchange to that which America enjoys in her comparatively 
small domain. Well , it had long been evident to us that the 
policy and the langua0 e of R11tdicals tended towards the loosening 
of the ties which bind the .Empfre together, aud were those of 
men who expected anl would not regret its dissolution; and we 
could not be surprised that people holding snch views 
shoul<l see no " f.eld " for :Englund to compare with 
that enjoyed by the United Ftutes. But he (Mr Ecroycl) 
was Leuighted enough to see in the British Empire a still greater 
country, with 1ar more iuter11al resources, aucl, therefore he wan ted 
to know why Englan should not find an equnl fielJ,-why she 
should fall behiud in the fdture race, when she possessed 
Yaluuble lands in every climate uuJer the sun for hL:r people to 
cultirnte, auJ the highway of the seas-a highway connectiug her 
possessions far -better· than the great Sandy Desert or the hocky 
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Mountains, which the Americans have to cross to get to their Pacific 
States. Why should people be always talki11g of the larger 
resources of America? Why should they in~ist on taking an 
imperial view of America, and a parochial view of Eugland? There 
woul<l be no rea~on to do so if the Liberal party had beeu, or now 
were, or \Yonld be faithful to the great principle of the consolidation 
of the Empire If this great que~tion should ever he taken iuto the 
domain of party politics, it would be becau..;e those benefits he had 
been endeavouring to dt'Scribe could only be realised for the working 
classes of the country, by that Conservati,·e p licy which reganlcd 
the whole Empire as one, which would l1ind GL'"eat Britain to all her 
Colonies as closely ns the States of the American U uion were 
bound to one another, which would give us the same confiJence in 
our re ources, and the same power to be inde_pentlent, if it pleased 
the rest of the world to treat us badly-( Cb eers) The consoli
dation of the Empire wa uot a thing which could be done all at 
once, and they were not to be accusel of Utor ian views in looking 
into the far future, for this great work of statesmauship might 
certainly in due time bu completed, if they ' ould ouly be faithful 
to their trust. It would be a gradual proces , but there was no 
nobler work for any English stat sman of the highest rank, than 
to labour to make the British Empire as completely one united 
commonwealth as the United States now are . He was often dis
posed to admire, and thought Englishmen might take au example 
from the patriotism of the American people. There was no shiliy· 
shallying amongst them nbout the difficulties or the cost of the 
uuion of their country, aud yet America was at all events a 
land where the people rule. He was one o those Cousenatives 
who had neYer been afraid of tho people l'uling, and he \Vas uot 
afraid of it still. His hope for the future of the British Empire was 
in the sound sense and Conservatism of the people of this country, "and 
that was a hope that would not in the long-run be disappointed. 
They had been told the Conservative working man did not exist 
They were ho\ring that night whether he existed or not, 
and he believed the Conservative working man would be found to 
be infinitdy more for-sighted and moro patriot ic than those people 
whose eyes were blin<led by mere traditions and t1iumphs of past 
legi lation, and who could not look fairly and with clear eyes 
on the 1resent state of things (cheers). The Americans have 
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had to consolidate their ·Empire by an awful ·and bloody war, by a 

frightful accumulatiun of debt, by sacrifices such as he hoped and 
trusted his countrymen might never be called upon to make; but it was 

our singular happiness th :~ t no one challenged the u1 1ity of our great 

Empire. It did not require to be conquered through seas of blood, 

and by the enormous antl indescribaule sacrifices of war. The 

wol'k of consolidating it was a great work of prace, and of political 

wisdom, and what we wanted in this country for the next :.25 years 

was a state~man who sh ould be our Bi marck of P eace. 

America had resolved to be self-supporting in r~gard to manu

factures. All hope of fre e exchange of manufactures for food with 

America for th e future must be seen by everybody to be totally 

illusory. America would not destroy the splendid fabric of her own 
manufactures and mines, rai sed in the last 25 or 30 years at such 

cost and labour; her people would never permit that. Therefore 

our hopes of au extended trade, of future prosperity and free 

exchauge, must cease to be base<l on the caprices of foreign legisla

tion, and must be fouuded on the consolidation and <ll'velopewcnt of 

our own Empire. The Br tish Empire was such in its resources 

that he had 110 doubt, if fairly deYelopcd by English capital and 
English energies during the next 25 years, it would afford an area 

of free excbange fur la rger than we in these islands, with all our 

industry, would bave power completely to occupy. The rest 

of the world would still trade with us, under whatever tariffs they 

might be pleased to impose. just as th t>y do now, but the great 

steady basis of our industries would be ·within our own Empire, safe 

for ever from all foreign tariffs. They told us the British Empire 

was not so favourably situated as the United States for this kind of 
consoliJation and self dependence, because the American States all 
hang together upon one widely extended continent. He coulcl not 

agree that there was any validity in that argummt. A grrnt deal 

of the imports of Amet ican food which we \Vere now receiYiug bad 

t 1 come round Cape H orn from the western states, instead of 

crossi11g that Continent, and as rPgarded the superior position of 
Amt'rica, he had yet to learn that Englishm en regarded their 

iusular position as bei11 g any di::;adrnutage at all. It was the great 

boast of our grnndfathers when carrying O!l the bloody war::; of their 

couutry, that 
" Her march is on the mountain wave, 

Her home ii on the deep." 



.And he declined to think less nobly of the·adrnntages and strength 
of E11glancl, and of her power of reaching from one part of her 
cdominions to another in the cause of peace, than their forefathers 
thought in the cause of war. He said that the British 
Empire is above all others favourably situated for commerce, that 
this country is mistress of the seas, which uuite her varifld provinces 
and states far more advantageously than they could be united by 
vast tracts of land. He thought we were disposed very often to take 
far too low a view of the peculiar advantages of our country. Because 
other people, whose interest lay in the matter, "··ere continually 
painting us small, there was a certain class amongst us willing 
to think we were destined to be some day relatively as small as we 
were painted. That was not the spirit he had ever met with among 
his fellow countr.vmen in Lanca ·hire. It was not the spirit which 
had built up their industries. They had never feared to consider 
the sea the highway of their commerce. Thei1· great and victorious 
industrie , in that and other Lancashire town , were producing 
articles to be taken across the seas in all directions ; and at their 
right har;.d they had Liverpool, whose hips rode every sea, and bore 
testimony to the peculiar characteristic of the English people. If 
they would only bear these cheering views in mind, and not allow 
themselves to be distracted by pettifogging, narrow ideas of our 
na.tional position, but keep this great ultimate object before 
tbem.-be did not hesitate to say it was the very calling of God 
for this country,-in whose dominions the slave cannot breathe,
in which labour is regulated by reasonable laws,-to devclope 
and consolidate her vast Empire, not only for the wealth and 
comfort of her own peoplP-, but in the interest of Christianity itself, 
and of the civilization and happiness of mankind. 

Mr. Ecroyd resumed his seat amid i'inging cheers; and the recolution 
was ~eC')))cled and carried unanimously. He then left the room to address a 
large overflow meeting in Rock Street School, which was equally warm and 
unanimous. 
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FOREIGN TARIFFS AND BOUNTIES AND THEIR 

EFFECT ON BRITISH INDUSTRIES. 

THE following address was given at the Public Hall, Warrington, 
August 17th, 1881. The Mayor presided. fany of the leading 
manufacturers and merchants, and other inhabitants of the town and 
neighbourhood were on the platform. There was a very large attendance 
of all classes of the community, as the meeting was entirely an open one, 
and at the close a hearty vote of thanks was accorded to the speaker. 
The proceedings were very enthusiastic throughout. 

Mr. Webster, who was received with applause on rising to deliver 
his nddre s, said the question 11pon whi h he wa going to ·peak t them 
that night appeared to him to be one of very deep and pressing 
importance, for whatever was the true answer to the question now 
agitating the public mind with regard to trade and commerce, there 
could be no doubt that, in many instances, there was room for serious 
anxiety. Speaking to that meeting, in which was represented nearly 
every class of the community, he would state his opinions with perfect 
frankness. He had too much respect for his audience to do otherwise. 
They had in Warrington nearly every industry represented. They had 
not put all their eggs in one basket-(laughter)-they had cotton 
industries, iron and glass, and in this town they could look at the matter 
from a broad point of view. He contended that they ought to give up 
bandying names and calling each other Protectionists or Free Traders 
without du1y weighing the terms, and fairly and openly discuss the ques
tion from a proper standpoint. (Applause.) It appeared to him that thel'e 
was a concensus of opinion-that it would be best for every country to be 
an open market. That that was not the case now was evident, and in what 
manner to arrive at an altered state of things seemed to be the problem 
which English statesmen ought to try to unra-vel. (Hear, hear.) Com
petition was keener now than it had been for some time past, when we 
held an undoubted supremacy in the commercial world. Where that 
was solely because foreigners possessed greater natural advantages than 
we possessed, or where the natural conditions of the country were more 
favourable, he thought that not many present would be willing to support 
any attempt by legi lation to interfere with those natural advantages
{hear, hear)-but where the competition arose from protective tariffs, or 
from bounties placed on goods imported to this country, quite a different 
question altogether arose. He claimed that he was a true free-trader
.a free-trader in the sense of Adam Smith, free trade had been defined-
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and it was not difficult of definition-as "that condition of the world' 
industry in which the products which can be most cheaply produced in 
any country of the world are there produced and manufactured to be E.old 
in the open markets of the world without any let or hindrance." 
(Applause.) And free trade in that sense, its true sense, was an injis
putable advantage to the world. The question of how to increase and 
preserve our trade if possible affected not merely iron masters, cotton 
spinners and those engaged in manufacture, but every class of the com
munity, and it was not for landlords to say "Ob, this is no matter of ours, 
you invented this system of free trade in Manchester," he contended that 
bud and trade were twins, a.nd that they would wax and wane together. 
(Hear, bear.) There was no disguising the fact, if our manufacturer 
could find no market for their goods, or only a restricted one, prices must 
fall, and in proportion as they fell from the reason above stated, so in th e 
long run must the value of labour. (Applause.) From experience they 
found that the condition of the working classes, who were the bone and 
sinew of the nation, was in the progressive state the happiest, in the 
stationary state their lot was only bearable, and in the declining state 
their lives became very miserable. The produce of all our manufactories 
for distant sale must depend not only under existing circumstances on 
the price at which they could be produced here, but also on the 
circumstances which affected the demand in the countries in which they 
were taken for disposal; for instance, they must suppose that in 1864 
they could afford to sell a razor for a shilling, at the present time 
improved manufacture had reduced the price to lOd. The American 
Government meantime had added an ad valorem duty of 50 per cent. on 
razors imported into that country, which obliged us to sell them in 
America for ls. 3d., whilst they manufactured the same article for ls. 2d. 
in order to undersell us, which would naturally beat our manufacturers in 
their competition with the States. Competition must necessarily reduce 
profits, and the question to ask was, " Is it honest competition that is 
the result of natural advantages, or the result of hostile tariffs~" He 
firmly maintained that no country, least of all a country situated as 
England was at the present moment, which did not grow sufficient food 
to feed half its inhabitants, could afford to lose its export trade. It would 
also be obvious to all present that night that no nation could 
permanently retain the position of being a great commercial country 
unless it had natural advantages, although it could snatch it temporarily 
as the Dutch and the Venetians did, but unless it had natural advantages. 
it could not maintain its position; but we had great natural advan
tages. We had excellent communication by water to our shores, good 
navigable rivers, the handmaidens of commerce in the shape of iron and: 
coal e::i..sily come-atable, and with all these advantages he thought we 
ought to be able to beat the world as a manufacturing nn.tion. (Cheers.) 
"\Ve had not bounded suddenly into our commercial and mercantile 
position. He would now run through the history of the negotiations. 
with reference to free trade in this country; in the year ] 688 we had 
what was then called the commercial system, and we considered tbat 
the excess of our exports in respect to our imports was the sole criterion 
of a nation's wealth; in fact our system was to sell more to strangers . 
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·than we bought from them. In 1668, Sir Joseph Child wrote a book 
€ntitled "A new discourse on trade;" in this work he said that A being 
a doctor wished to purchase goods from B and C, a butcher and a 
.carpenter; now it made no difference to A whether B and C were his 
customers as long as D was; that was true as far as it went, but if D did 
not pay A sufficient to enable him to pay his butcher and his carpenter 
he must either find another customer or he could not buy his food and 
his carpentry work; that appeared to him to be the state of England at 
the present time, and if we could not keep sufficient export markets open 
we should not be able to supply ourselves with food . (Hear, hear.) About 
the middle of the la t century Sir fatthew Becker wrote an e say on the 
decline of foreign trade, in which he contended that all exi ·ting taxes 
should be repealed, and a single tax placed on all consumers of luxuries 
proportionate with their income. 

Now, to refer to the great writer on political economy. Adam Smith, 
in his "Wealth of Nations," held that human industry was the sole 
sonrce of wealth, for in<lustry produced wealth by giving utility to 
matter already in existence ; he went clo ely into various economic 
question , and pointed out the a I vantages of the divi<>iou of labour, by 
which, in the first place, they gained increased dexterity, and also a 
saving of time. Speaking of the division of labour, an idea struck him; 
he would imagine two men, one a philosopher and the other a porter, 
the philosopher invented a crane by which the porter could lift a 
hundredfold as much as he otherwise could have done. There was, 
therefore, this advantage in this division of labour, which equalled a 
gain of 98 in 100. Adam Smith also went very minutely into other 
questions, and referred to the profit received in different employments, 
and showed that that which took longer to acquire or entailed more risk 
bad the ad vantage of receiving, as a rule, larger emoluments than that 
which was easily learnt or was less dangerous; for instance, a carpenter 
was better paid than a labourer, and a miner than a ploughman. 
(Cheers.) 

He would not trouble them further with a reference to political 
economy, but would alluue to the man who had brought these theories 
to a practical result, and within the range of what was now called 
"practical politics," he alluded to Richard Cobden-(cheers)-who was 
a man of great experience, both in political and also in commercial life, 
a man of strict integrity and high character, but he was imbued with 
the notion that free trade was so great an idea that you had but to 
initiate it in this country to make all the nations of the world follow our 
good example. In bringing his theories forward against the Corn .Laws 
he had a hard fight, he held meetings, made speeches, distributed tracts, 
and did everything he could to bring his views before the public; he (the 
peaker) did not say that perhaps it was not a great advantage to this 

country to have cheap corn, still the taking off the shilling registration 
duty on the importation of every quarter of corn by Robert Lowe was a 
great loss to the national revenue, a detriment to the farmer, and no 
practical gain to the consumer; for the farmer bad to pay to keep the 
mads in order in this country in leading bis crop to market, whereas the 
_i\.merican corn grower, landing his goods in Liverpool, had not a single 
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tax or assessment to pay, wh:ch was a great gain to the foreign dealer 
and pressed heavily upon our agricultural interests. (Cheers.) 

To refer to the repeal of the Corn Law-s in 1841. Sir Robert Peel 
was returned to office by the then called "country party,'' who supported.. 
the Corn Laws whilst Mr. Cobden and other members of Parliament 
founded the Anti-Corn Law .A.s ociation in London; but London is suchi. 
n big place, that unless the wealthy and noble take up a question, or 
unless it becomes the whim of the moment, it soon dies away, this 
movement, for a matter of fact, soon died away; there was a saying 
that what Lancashire said t -day England would say to-morrow; and it 
was not till Lancashire took up the question that it assumed any practical 
shape or form; now when Cobden and the Anti-Corn Law Leaguers 
spoke in Manchester they di not advocate free import trade, but the 
mutual interchange of comm di ties; and that was what he (the speaker) 
advocated and those who held with him. 

The Times announced on Doc. 4th, 1845, that the Duke ofWellington 
in the Lords, and Sir Robert Peel in the Commons, proposed to abolish 
the Corn Laws; no one would at first believe it, and it was at that time 
reported that this information was first obtained through the blandish
ments of a beautiful and gifted young lady, with a dash of intrigue in 
her, who managed to got the ~ecret out of a young and handsome member 
of the Cabinet-(laughter)-and informed the Times of it; be that as it 
may, the Corn Laws were abolished, and our statesmen inaugurated 
shortly afterwards what they escribed as "unrestricted trade;" but the 
way in which they set about it .was to his mind not a business-like way, 
and defeated the object in view, for they took off an the duties we had 
charged on the importation of goods from abroad, and left the foreigner 
to do the same, instead of taking them off gradually; the result was that 
~rn had to impose an income tax; he had always thought them was a 
mistaken opinion that that tax solely pressed upon the wealthier classes 
and not the working classes; in his opinion it simply turned those who 
paid it into tax-gatherers; if they were manufacturers they had to calcu
late all the expenses of production, including the income tax, before they 
could estimate how much pay they could afford to give to labour in 
competing with their products in the open markets of the world; in the 
same way the shopkeeper bad indirectly to charge hi3 income tax in the 
price of the goods he sold to his customers; this might be more clearly 
shown if anyone bought a £100 share in the London and North-Western 
Rn.il way ; before a dividend was paid the income tax had to be taken 
into consideration. 

Mr. Cobden's contention was this, "All duties for protection should 
be removed, and free and unfettered intercourse established between all 
the nations of the earth, as was clearly the design of Nature." The first 
portion of that argument we had carried out in the abolition of duties, 
in such a way as to render the second portion impossible, namely, 
"unfettered intercourse bei"\\een all the nations of the earth;" with 
regard to the other idea, that it was the design of Nature that all duties 
should be removed, he had no means of judging of the accuracy of the 
statement, although he doubted its good taste. (Cheers.) It was not 
free trade which had broken down; it was a system absolutely different 
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from free trade and without its advantages as far as this country was 
concerned; and when we were arranging a commercial treaty with 
] ranee, and when the conditions of om commercial life were forced on 
the country, it was only reasonable to comiider what free trade really 
meant. 

When they found an assembly of working men meeting together two 
questions forced themselves on their attention, namely, the new French 
Treaty and the bounties given to foreign labour in English markets, and 
he invited them to listen to the remarks he intended to put before them 
on these subjects. If there were to be any change in our present 
system of commerce, he would have that change made not in favour of 
one class of the manufacturing interest as against another, or in favour of 
the agricultural interest against that of the manufacturer, but. ::i. well-con-
idered and comprehensive policy could alone command sufficient sup

port, and if carried into effect produce lasting bene6ts-(cheers)-and 
he would invite them to remember what the result of these high foreign 
tariffs and these bounties given by France men.nt to the working classes 
were, they simply meant lower wages aml more hard work to earn 
food. (Cheers.) 

Mr. Chamberlain said the other day in the House of Commons "that 
the political relations between the two countries were of more importance 
and overshadowed the commercial results to be attained." He hart. no 
means of knowing what the politi al relation. were that existed between 
France and ngland as well as Mr. Chamberlain did, but he failed to 
sec any political gain which ·would compensate to this country for a one
sided commercial treaty "With France. 

He would now show them how the treaties they had previously made 
were arranged; the first treaty we had ·with France was in 1797, at that 
time Mr. Pitt laid the treaty on the table of the House of Commons, and 
it remained there for five months ; the next one was in 1860, when a 
treaty was made with France surreptitiously-the word was scarcely 
misplaced-at the same time it was made with a certain amount 
of quickness, and the House of Commons bad no opportunity of 
challenging its conclusions, still the agreement was only then nominally 
provisional until it received the assent of the House; in fact, Lord 
Palmerston only called it "a convention, unless they had the consent of 
the House." They all knew what a great statesman Pitt was, and that 
he had a great and overwhelming majority at his back, but it was not 
a subservient one ; they knew also what an eminent statesman Lord 
Palmerston was ; the Whig , though they had their faults, did not rule 
this country in an autocratic way, and consulted occasionally not only 
the voting power of their party in the House but the feeling of the 
country. 

When Mr. N ewdegate, in a speech in the House of Commons the other 
day, said that he trusted " the House would have the power to review 
the terms of the treaty" ; to that proposition Mr. Gladstone dissented, 
and the House, which would not allow the question of a new <lock or rail way 
bill, or any other, comparatively speaking, small commercial affair to pass 
without its consent, handed over to the Government the power to make 
a. commercial treaty with France, for the next ten years, be it good, bad, 
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or indifferent. (Applause.) In the treaty of 1860 France consented to 
change from charging specific to ad valorem duties, not to exceed 30 per 
cent. That, none could deny, was a one-sided a:rrangement. There was 
at that time severe industrial depression and discontent in France, which 
the treaty to some extent alleviated, and it must also be borne in mind 
that an ad valorem duty gave a certain amount of fairness, but a specific 
duty absolutely destroyed the trade in the cheaper and coarser descrip
tions of goods. 

Let them examine what were the advantages each country received by 
this treaty of 1860. The Frenchman had an open market in England 
for bis goods, and a protected one in France, or a market in both countries 
of 70,000,000 people and cheap iron and coal; the Englishman had a 
slightly less protected market in France, and probably cheaper silks, 
buttons, artificial flowers, lace, fans, toys, sweets, and last, but not least, 
cheaper claret. (Loud laughter.) It was well known among manu
facturers that if they had a larger field for the sale of their products they 
could produce at a less cost than a smaller concern, whose business was 
over a more contracted area. The Frenchman had a market of 70,000,000 
customers, and was, therefore, able to beat our manufacturers who had, 
by this treaty, solely an open market in Great Britain. (Hear, hear.) 

He had read Mr. Chamberlain's coitleur de rose statement with reference 
to the then proposed French treaty, with which he could not quite agree, 
and he would now give them facts connected with the exports and 
imports: In 1880 he found from the Board of Trade returns that we im
ported from France £42,000,000, whereas we only exported £15,500,000; 
of the French products he found that £34,500,000 were luxuries and 
other products which entered into direct competition with our home 
market; whilst of the exports from these shores about £8,000,000 
entered into competition with the French, so that in all probability fom 
Frenchmen were paid wages in supplying the goods required in the 
English market to one Englishman who found employment in supplying 
the French. That state of things not appearing to satisfy them, the 
French were anxious to make it still further in their favour by imposing 
specific duties. 

Sir Charles Dilke, who was a statesman of great ability, and, as they 
were aware, was the author of a work entitled "Greater Britain," in 
which he found certain statements which, as far as his experience went, 
in his opinion, barely tallied with the actual fact; he rode the wrong 
horse, as their friend Puncli called it some years ago, a horse called 
Democracy, but be had now harked back, and had become one of Her 
Majesty's Ministers. (Laughter.) Sir Charles (in replying to Mr. 
Ritchie's speech in the House of Commons last Friday, on his motion 
regarding the commercial treaty with France, when Mr. Ritchie urged 
that it was better to have no treaty than a bad one)-(hear, hear)-said, 
''Did he seriously mean to say that if they obtained a treaty beneficial to 
the iron trade, to the cotton trade, or the woollen trade, that they should 
not agree to it because it might put twopence upon the price of a straw 
hat~" (Laughter.) That appeared to him not the proper spirit to 
treat the question by which any industry in this country was to be 
deeme.d of unimportance. What were our largest exports to France 1 First 
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coal, then iron manufactures and hard\ are goods, and also woollen goods. 
These, taken together, amounted in value to about two-thirds of our 
importation of silk goods from France. They might take it for granted 
that the French required coal, and a specific duty would do little detri
ment to that indu try, which he feared at the present time was not a 
paying one; but with regard to hardware goods, he felt sure it would, 
and he firmly believed that if we a sented to a treaty with these specific 
duties charged, and tamely submitted to any terms we could get, to 
support the views of these doctrinaries, we should not export to France 
£10,000,000 of our goods in 1883 (Applause); "if we take not what we 
like," but, as Mr. Chamberlain puts it more humbly, "what we can 
get,'' we should do wrong ; we should be firmer in transacting this 
commercial treaty with France, as they had much more to lose in the 
matter than we had; the whole export trade of France in 1879 amounted 
to £126,000,000, and one-third came to this country, while in the 
same year our trade t.o France only amounted to one-thirteenth of our 
export trade; that was a state of things that would not have existed had 
there only been free trade or mutual equality of interchange between 
the two countries. Now if imports alone were the measure of a nation's 
wealth, we did not want a treaty, as we could import as much as we 
liked without a treaty as with one. 

Mr. Chamberlain had spoken of the silk industry as one that was 
decaying, and since the year 1860 it had become a decaying one; the 
Coventry ribbon trade had been nearly ruined, and had been reduced to 
one-half its former position. We imported three pieces of foreign ribbon 
to each piece produced at Coventry; at St. Etienne, in France, there 
were 17,000 looms and 50,000 workpeople engaged in manufacturing 
ribbon, a large per centage of which being probably for this country, 
~nd the French ouvriers demanded that the duties on ribbons entering 
France hould be maintained at the present tariff of four francs per 
kilogramme. 

He would now refer to the woollen trade, of which Bradford wa the 
centre; in 1872 we imported from France £2,800,000 of woollen goods, 
in 1880 £4,800,000; on the other hand our exports had fallen away by 
.about £1,000,000, but let them look at the qnestion from a broader 
point of view; in 1872 the value of our woollen goods sent abroad was 
£32,000,000, and in 1880 it had fallen off to £17,265,000, or nearly 
one-half; touching this industry be noticed that Lady Bective and a large 
number of other English ladies had decided to revert to the use of 
English woollen goods. It was a noteworthy fact that our periods of 
prosperity in this country were those in which we exported the greatest 
quantity of goods, and our greatest periods of depression had been when 
we had been exporting less and importing more. (Cheers.) 

There was nothing like leather-(laughter)-and he would now rnfer 
to that industry ; the leather industries would be greatly affected by 
these specific duties, which would increase the duties charged on our 
export of that commodity to France about fifty per cent. French tariffs 
were quite complex enough in themselves, without one having the trouble 
to translate them for one elf into English ; the tariff published by our 
Government had been disguised in the French language till Lord Sandon 

'#-1 
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moved for its translation into plain English. Regarding this, r. 
Chamberlain said the other day in the House of Commons that the 
translation was an entirely unnecessary expense, but if it were such an 
unnecessary expense why had the Government printed a large Bl e 
Book about Miss O'Brien's apparently groundless charges against the 
steamboat companies~ (Hear, hear.) The Chambers of Commerce had, 
however, decided that it was not a needless expense to call for a trans
lation of the French general tariff; and Halifax, Leeds, Huddersfield, 
Carlisle, Hull, Macclesfield, Dewsbury, and Tynemouth, as well as the 
proverbially economical Scotch chambers of Greenock and Glasgow, 
had not approved of this piece of false economy, but had asked for a 
translation to be made in plain English. (Applause.) But while this 
treaty with France was pending, we had other subjects to discuss besides 
the duties levied upon our exports. Mr. Chamberlain bad attempted to 
treat these bounties in a. light and airy manner, and asserted that the 
French bounties did not exist, whilst Sir Charles Dilke declared that 
they would soon be discontinued. These statements, he (the speak r) 
feared, were inaccurate, as he found that the bounty given on sugar 
by the French Government still continued. The mode in which the 
French gained this bounty was from beetroot sugar, which was classed 
lower than its true saccharine nature when entered for refining; and 
when the sugar was refined if any of it was exported the refiners were 
entitled to get the duty, and they accordingly demanded an equivalent 
to the full saccharine value and so gained the bounty. Two objects were 
gained by these means, first they kept the price of the sugar up at home 
by the help of the excise, and the Frenchman appeared a cheap seller 
abroad. But there were others who even gave higher bounties to their 
sugar industries than the French, namely, the Austrians, Dutch, Belgians, 
Germans, and Russians, and now the French, finding these bounties 
were higher than they themselves gave, and that they were obtained by 
their own skilfully-devised scheme, had invited our Government to place 
a surtax duty on all bounty-fed sugars from whatever part of the world 
they came to these shores; he need hardly say that this artificial transfer 
of labour to foreign refiners had been a sore matter with the British 
operatives, and those dependent on these industries for support; our 
Government had acknowledged its iniquity, and they had caused endless 
remonstrances to be addressed to foreign powers regarding these bounties ; 
five conferences had been held on the subject, but the result was that the 
bouuties were higher than before, and it appeared to be contrary to the 
principles of free trade or fair trade that British labour should find 
protected markets at home. (Hear, hear.) In 1864 our importations of 
foreign sugar were insignificant, whilst in 1880 they amounted to 150 
tons from bounty-fed sources, and had been calculated to have thrown 
out of employment 10,000 British workmen; besides which we had lost 
our export trade in sugar, which might have given employment to 8,000 
more workmen ; and 30 or 40 sugar refineries had been as a matter of 
fact closed in London, Bristol, Glasgow, and elsewhere. What was the 
result of a sugar refinery being closed~ First, the master had to reduce 
the wages ; secondly, he had to dismiss some of his hands ; and thirdly, 
he found probably that he had to shut up his mill, perhaps go through 
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the Bankruptcy Court, and send numbers of his hands on the world to 
gain their livelihood in any way they could find best, and to begin the 
world, so to speak, afresh. 

Mr. A. K. Cross, the member for Bolton, stated in the House of 
Commons the other night that certain Scotch firms had purchased plots 
of land near the Thame for the purpose of building sugar-refineries ; 
these Scotchmen, if they existed, must have been without the usual 
shrewdness of their race ; for if any one took the train from Fenchurch 
Street down to the London Docks he would clearly see scores of deserted 
sugar-refineries, which could be bought by any one for a mere song, 
unless they believed that the voice of the country would force the 
Government to put counteracting duties on bounty-fed sugar 
imported. It had been said, "It is only the loaf sugar industry that 
ha suffered, whilst the moist sugar refining has increased;" that only 
went to prove what he nrged, the loaf sugar industry had been the one 
solely attacked, and if the moist sugar industry had increased, it only 
showed what the British manufactmer would do if left without the 
effect of these bounties, but if the Government continued its policy 
of inaction, the moist sugar industry might be subjected to a similar 
disaster to that which had befallen the loaf sugar interest. Not 
only had we done injury to the labour of this country, but to a 
British colony, namely, the West Indies, which bad greatly suffered by 
this bounty system; the West Indies propbably possessed greater natufal 
facilities for producing the best sugar cane than any other part of the 
world; but owing to these bounties given on beetroot, they could not 
sell it in the British market at a profit; and failing to do so, they had to 
put their estates out of cultivation, and the whole· of the West Indies 
was now in a very deplorable condition. If they considered what would 
be the effect could t,hese West Indies have belonged to the United State 
of America, instead of belonging to this country, they would clearly see 
how they lost by being a portion of a free import nation ; if they were a. 
portion of the United States they could sell their sugar cane without any 
difficulty in the States; but as they belonged to Great Britain they found 
a protected market in America, and a protected market from foreign 
bounties in this country. Not only would the abolition of those bounties 
develope our colonies, but be an advantage to the agricultural interest, 
and find highly valuable employment, for was not sugar produced in the 
North of France? (Hear, hear.) Why should it not be in the South of 
England and in Ireland, and so conduce to the wealth and prosperity of 
our agricultural interests? (Cheers.) Beetroot was considered to be a 
very useful product for the land, and after it had been on the land one 
year, he was informed that the next crop of corn was found to be of 
increased weight-in fact, beetroot crops acted as a fertiliser. These 
bounties appeared to him to be one of the most potent forms of protection, 
and the Secretary of the Board of Trade had stated before a select 
committee of the House of Commons that the loaf sugar industry was in 
a progressive process of extinction. Indeed, deputations of the working 
classes had seen Mr. Chamberlain on the subject, and he had adviser!. 
them that their best way of getting out of the difficulty was by their 
masters reducing their profits and also their wages; that had been done, 
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and still the unsatisfactory state of things continued ; this matter wa 
quite within the province of our Legislature to put right. (Applause.) 
1.'he very threat of putting on a countervailing duty would, he believed 
be sufficient, for it was contrary to experience to believe that any foreign 
government would continue to pay bounties, the result of which was that 
they solely added to the revenue of this country. 

In 1815 we formed a treaty with the United States-(hear, hear)-in 
which we agreed to have equal duties and equal charges in both countries. 
He would that that treaty existed now. (Cheers.) The Prussians, :fi.ndino
that this free trade arrangement between America and England injured 
their interest, and also that we charged high port dues on their shipping, 
whilst they charged lightly on ours, determined to put high duties on our 
shipping and our manufactures. Our merchants and shipowners seeing 
this would have a detrimental effect on their industries had a deputation 
to the then Prime Minister, Mr. Huskisson, and he ultimately consented to 
enter into amicable negotiations with the Prussians as he had done with 
the Americans, and to make a reciprocal treaty with them, upon which the 
Prussians immediately lowered the high duties they had charged on our 
trade; that fact only showed what a nation could gain by firmly main
taining its own position. 

Suppose France gave 5s. a barrel on sugar sent out, if they did not 
put any duty on it, it could be sold for 5s. below it cost, say l 5s. instead 
of a pound ; presuming we put on an intercepting duty, and stood at the 
port and took the 5s., and said to the foreign Government, "We are 
extremely obliged to you for giving us this sum to our national resources;" 
it was quite right that if we put on a bounty we should have the benefit 
of it, but instead of letting the consumer have the advantage of it in a 
way which injured the other producers in this country, we took it in 
the name of our Government and applied it for the benefit of all; no 
doubt sugar might be dearer for a year or two, but we should soon bring 
the foreigner to bis senses as the Prussians did us, and open competition 
in our colonial sugar market, and the beetroot we could grow at home 
would soon bring the price down to its fair market level, and it would 
never rise to the price it now did, when there was a failure in the French 
beet crop, or as prices would ri e when the foreigner had secured a 
monopoly. 

He feared that foreign industry and foreign labour from what they 
could judge, appeared to attract more care of our legislators than British 
industries and labom did, and it was barely satisfactory to describe this 
condition of affairs as free trade. (Applause.) 

Probably some might say that this was a small industry that was 
attacked, but a larger industry than that had been attacked-namely, our 
shipping. OuT shipping interest had at present £100,000,000 sterling 
embarked in it, and 120,000 men engaged in it, who earned £10,000,000 
a year, and it was a great but an indisputable fact, that England 
possessed five-sixths of the carrying trade of the world ; he could assure 
them from his experience, having been round the world, and last winter 
having visited China, that five out of every six vessels he met in his 
voyages carried the Union Jack. (Cheers.) Other nations were doubtless 
jealous of us, and when the French saw that their carrying power was 
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languishing, they, in 1872, passed a tax called the sit1·taxe de pavillon, 
which, in fact, amounted to differential duties on goods imported by 
foreign ships; this apparently did not have the result which was desired, 
-as French shipping had not increased; the French had now decided, and 
had passed a bill to give bounties to their shipping, and it appeared that 
on the construction of il'on vessels they gave a bounty of .£2 8s. per ton, 
·On wooden vessels 16s. per ton, and also a bounty of 10s. per ton on the 
machinery and engines in those vessels; these bounties equalled about 
20 or 25 per cent of the average cost of the building of these ships on the 
Clyde; this monstrously protective measure passed the French Senate by 
265 votes to 5, and had now become law; the Senate on passing it, more
over, passed an amendment that half the bounty only should be given 
to foreign-built ships; that amendment was avowedly intended and 
.openly stated to attempt to destroy the trade of building of French vessels 
in England, which had increased in importance during the last few years, 
as in 1876 it was only 12,000 tons, increasing to 16,000 tons in 1879, 
and in 1880 to 42,000; the French had passed this bill for ten years, 
and it would cost them 4-,000,000 francs the first year, and increase 
gradually year by year till it amounted to 8,000,000 francs the last year 
to pay for these bounties. They were calculated to build in their own 
shipyards in France about 26,000 tons a year, and it was anticipated 
that, aided by this bounty, they could supply all their ships themselves, 
and then hope to build them for foreign nations, even including this 
country ; Lord Granville had at first treated this matter with great 
levity, and described it as a very foolish proposal, absolutely contrary to 
sound finance and common sense; probably Lord Granville might b~ 
right, still they ought to pay some deference to the opinions of theiT 
neighbours, for there was an old French proverb which said that "It is 
possible to be wiser than your neighbours, but it is not possible to be 
wiser than all your neighbours." (Cheers). 

When the bill became law, however, its gravity to the interests 
of this country became apparent, and he would now give two 
·extracts, which he considered were of importance as relating to this 
question: "Consul Bernal to Lord Lyons.-! hope you will not think 
that I am going out of my province in writing you a few lines on a 
subject which has doubtless already fully occupied your attention; I 
allude to the bounties to French shipping, which have just been voted 
by the Chamber of Deputies; but, living as I do at a port where we do 
such a large oversea trade, I cannot help seeing of what serious impor
tance to our shipping interest is the proposed system. I consider it to 
be almost worse than a surtaxe de pavillon. That would only affect trade 
to and from French ports; but while the system of bounties does so, to 
some extent also it bas a yet wider effect, for under it, wherever a French 
vessel may be doing over ea voyages, it will be in receipt of a bounty. 
For instance, French ships often remain eighteen months and more in 
the East, making voyages between different ports in those seas, and they 
will be earning a. bounty for every 1,000 miles they run; and should 
they at the end of the time bring a cargo to a British port, they will be 
able to carry it at a less rate than our own ships. In short, the law is 
.one of pure protection."-Earl Granville to Mr. Adams, Foreign Office, 
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July 30, 1880.--" Sir,-I have considered, in communication with the
law advisers of the Crown, Lord Lyons's despatches of the 2nd and 3rd 
instant relative to the French Mercantile Marine Bill. I have now te> 
inform you that the bounties which it appears to be intended to give on 
the construction of vessels in France, and on long voyages made by such 
vessels, do not in precise terms constititte a violation of the stipitlations of 
the commercial treaties between Great Britain and France (then he, the 
speaker, considered, in future treaties it oitght to.) (Cheers.) At the 
same time, it is a fair matter of representation that such bounties are 
contrary to the spirit and intention of those Treaties, and will, in another 
way, produce the very effect which their stipulations with reference to 
import duties are intended to prevent. This view of the case will be 
borne in mind in any commercial negotiations with France which may 
be conducted in London; and I have to request, when an occasion offers, 
the same language may be held on the part of Her Majesty's Embassy 
at Paris. I am, &c., (signed) Granville." Although "this view of the 
case was to be borne in mind," our Government appear to have been 
negotiating a commercial treaty with France, whilst no word have we 
heard of the French abolishing these bounties. (Hear, bear.) 

The French proposed to build lines of steamers running to New York, 
Canada, Mexico, South America, and Australia, to the latter countries to
bring home Australian wools direct to the French market. If English 
shipowners were unpatriotic enough to transfer their ships to the French 
flag they would receive half the bounty; but they would have to dismiss 
their English captain and crew, and substitute for them Frenchmen, and 
their ship would be solely usefnl to the French Minister of Marine in 
time of war. (Hear, hear.) By this system we should, to a certain extent, 
deduct from our maritime supremacy, and endanger the communication of 
our food supplies in time of war. Supposing two vessels were waiting t<> 
take freight in New Orleans-an English and a French. All things being
equal the English ship would obtain equal cargo with the French, but 
the Frenchman would say, " I need not charge so much ; I shall receive 
a bounty of 1 t francs from tho State," and he would thus be able to
underbid the freights the Englishman could offer, and one could clearly 
see how disastrous an effect tha.t would have on our mercantile marine. 

He knew for a fact that in China the Messa.c;erie Maritime Company 
received a larger subsidy for carrying the French mails than the 
P. and 0. did for carrying our mails. The result of the higher· 
premium given to the former company was this-that they could 
charge less for freight, and also practically charged less for passengers,. 
and they left China on that account with large cargoes and a full 
complement of passengers, whilst the P. and 0. often found a difficulty 
in obtaining either. He thought he had said enough to show the· 
disastrous effect the bounties might cause our ship-building and maritime 
interests, although he did not deny that perhaps at the present the 
French might be ordering many ships on the Clyde, and might be 
doing our ship-building interest good; that could, however, only be for a 
short time, and we should look ahead in this matter, and think of the· 
result to our ship-building interests in future. (Cheers.) Other nations 
were going to follow the suit, he feared, of the French; indeed, Senator-
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Bbine had proposed a bill in the United States Senate for the purpose 
of assigning large bounties to American-built hips of over 3,000 tons, 
and Senator Merrill, of Vermont, had strongly supported this scheme, 
and it had been referred as usual to the Finance Committee, and might 
soon become law. Again the Russians were proposing to increllse their 
charges on foreign hips on their entrance to their ports ; now they all 
knew how Protectionist Americans were, and that the Democrats secured 
the defeat of their candidate at the last election by speaking doubtfully 
of free trade. 

Mr. Chamberlain had said that if we had a bad treaty one year would 
be too long for it to continue, and that if we had a good treaty the 
longer we had it the better; but as the question rested with Mr. Cham
berlain whether it was a bad or a good treaty, and us some might differ 
from him as to its practical result, he held great care ought to be taken 
ere we bound this country for a long period; but presuming no treaty 
was arranged at present, as appeared more than probable, and in conse
quence our exports were excluded from French markets, he maintained 
that they could soon bring the French to their senses by placing an 
ad valorem duty of ten per cent on their silk goods, and increasing the 
duty on their wines ten per cent. (Hear, hear.) Now :\fr. Chamberlain 
had sai l that the duty on wine wa not a protective one, nor was it, as 
England was not a vino-growing country, and he described it as "partly 
a £seal and partly a moral tax. ' (Laughter.) Whih;t on that subject 
he would remind them that the other night, in the House of 
Common , :Mr. Tre-rnlyan and Sir Thomas Brasscy stated that they 
intended to give the seamen in the Royal Navy the option of 
having, during their night watch, hot chocolate in place of the grog 
which had been previously supplied them, if they preferred it, as it was 
stated that cocoa. would not be supplied them, as it had been discovered 
by the Lords of the Admiralty that some sailors in Her Majesty's Navy 
had weak stomachs with whom cocoa would not agree. (Loud laughter.) 
It had always been a matter of doubt to him whether cheap claret agreed 
with the before-mentioned portion of the British constitution ; therefore, 
if this tax were put on, not much harm would he done, anrl. the wine 
taxed might. then be described as partly a fiscal, partly a moral, and 
partly a medical duty. (Laughter and applause.) If it followed that 
these duties we imposed had the ultimate effect of opening ] rcnch 
markets to our exports it could not fail to be beneficial to this country. 

The only Frenchman who had coquetted with free trade was M. Duval, 
but he contended that the advantage of free trade was to open foreign 
markets to French markets--not to open French markets to foreign 
produce; that did not quite tally with the views of free trade in tbi 
country; bnt if, after all, the mutual interchange of commodities w~~s 
not the advantage of free trade, what on earth was it 1 It must be as 
our free imports traders argued, somewhat in the following manner: 
" Don't you see that the more foreign goods we consume, and the less 
English goods they consume, the better for us 1 That is a case of heads 
I win, tails you lose ; that is one of the great truths of free trade, and if 
you don't see it you must be a fool." (Laughter and applause.) 

He would now look for a moment at the general protectiveness of the 
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tariffs of foreign states, and in doing so he would examine the ad valorern 
duties charged on seven of our principal export trades, viz., our cotton, 
iron, steel, woollen, coal, linen, and silk. It appeared that Belgium 
charged us on all these exports taken coJlectively five per cent ad valorem, 
Holland had almost exclusively a transit trade through her borders, and 
.charged us no duty, Sweden and Norway 4!, Denmark 6!, Turkey 10-!, 
Italy 7-!, Austria 10-!-, Portugal 27-!, Spain 31H, Russia (northern parts) 
21!, United States of America 54f, the latter percentage of duty charged 
being not only protective, but well nigh prohibitive. It would be noticed 
that the Turks did not charge us duties half the rate that the Russians 
did, and the Turkish Treaty, by the way, ended next year. They might 
still be transacting an export trade to the East, and also to many semi
civilised countries, but if they allowed things to drift on as they were at 
the present time it might be asked, "May not Turkey, China, Japan, 
South America, and our colonies and dependencies increase their tariffs, 
and so exclude our products~" To look at the question of the effect of 
.an increased tariff on British indnstries, he thought he might fairly 
quote the amount of our exports to Germany since the duties had been 
increased. In 1879 we exported to them £18,500,000 of our goods; in 
1 80, a year in which there was avowedly good trade and increased 
production in this country, it bad decreased to £17,000,000, and if any 
one could explain any other reason for this decrease except the increase 
in the tariff he should like to be informed of it. The decrea13e of our 
trade with Germany had been in this one year no less than £400,000 in 
the value of our cotton goods, £100,000 sterling of our linen goods, and 
£800,000 of our woollen goods. 

But he would now say a word with regard to Belgium; Belgium 
imported a great deal of glass to this country, and as he was speaking in 
.a town where glass was manufactured to a great extent, he would speak 
regarding this important industry; as they were aware, a great deal of 
Belgian glass came to this country, as we charged no duty on Belgian glass, 
whilst they charged a 10 per cent ad valorem duty on glass exported 
to Belgium ; a large amount of the Belgian glass sent here was of the 
-cheapest description; now the way the Belgian manufacturer beat the 
English in the inferior and commonest glass was this :-be could in case 
he lost in the sale of his glass in England cha!'ge an extra price to his 
countrymen, where he feared no competition; that he could do the more 
easily, as in order to manufacture 15cwt. of the best glass the manufac
turer had to produce 85cwt. of the inferior glass. (Hear, hear.) 

He should like to look at the total result of the increase of trade in 
the last ten years in several countries of the world; before 1870 we had 
a great advantage over other countries in having first utilised steam 
communication, in having better machinery before we showed the world 
the secrets of the working of our machinery at our exhibitions, whilst we 
possessed the largest mercantile marine, as well as gained the greatest 
amount of wealth from the discoveries of gold in California and Australia. 
(Hear, hear.) Now, during the last ten years the trade with France had 
increased 39 per cent, Belgium 51, and America no less than 68 per cent, 
whilst under our system of free import trade this country had only in
creased 21! per cent. There appeared to be three stages through which 
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we must pass under our free import system :-1. A period of almost 
unbounded prosperity, during which the nations from whom we pur
chased our supplies of food and raw materials not having the means 
as yet of manufacturing for themselves, must of necessity take our 
productions in exchange. During this period, any protective duties 
they might levy would not affect us, and would only enhance 
the cost to themselves. 2. A transition period, during which 
these nations, gradually increa ing their own manufactures under the 
shelter of protective duties, should become more and more independent 
of ours; yet during which the increased prosperity of our home trade 
and the growth of markets in semi-civilised. lands should suffice to main
tain our prosperity. 3.-A period of contraction and difficulty, when
being obliged to import half the food of a dense and delicately organised 
population-we should find the nations excluding, by hostile tariffs, those 
products of our industry which are all we have to offer in exchange in 
the long run. To escape this difficulty, we should at first force our 
goods on such markets as remaiued open, sustaining an illegitimate 
trade by unsound financial and banking operations; and thus, as long as 
possible, obtaining, even at a serious loss, the means of payiug for our 
food imports.' There was no reason they should pass through the last 
period of contraction and difficulty. 

Let them look at the year 1880, and see to what portion of the world 
our export trade went. Half of our trade during that year went to the 
British colonies and dependencies. To India we sent one-seventh of our 
total e:x:ports-(bear, hear)-that country had been described by John 
Bright as a gigantic burden, but he (the speaker) thought it would be a 
di1:1astrous day for this country when we ceased to hold India. (Hear, 
bear.) According to the member for Preston, Mr. Farrer Ecroyd
(cheers)-who had calculated the matter in the year 1877, he estimated 
that every Australian was as large a customer to this country as 16 
Americans, and every Canadian better-he thought very much better
than 35 Russians. (Laughter.) The time would come when our states
men would have to consider whether we should have a great Free Trade 
Zollverein of the British empire-a grand Free Trade Union in the British 
empire. (Applause.) Should that day ever arrive, all the difficulties 
that this question now forced upon us would at once vanish. None could 
doubt that the sole way to arrive at this union would be by granting 
differential duties to such colonies or other countries that gave us free 
trade, carefully excluding any tax on our raw produce for manufacture. 
He contended that iu an empire which owned such places as India, 
Canada, the West Indies, Australia, the Cape, and Ceylon, we could 
produce as cheaply and in sufficient quantities all the products that were 
required in this country. 

We should get our food cheaper, as our ships could earn freights 
during the voyage to and fro, and therefore the ship-owners could afford 
to charge lower freights on either voyage, and not have to go, as they 
had at the present · time, to the United States in ballast. There were 
nations more dependent on the sale of their products to us thau we on 
them. And we actually imported into this country in 1879 no less than 
£80,000,000 of manufactured and partially manufactured commodities 
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from foreign countries. (Hear, hear.) Mr. Gladstone, in his contribu
tion in the North American Review, entitled "Kin Beyond Sea,'' said that 
"the commercial supremacy of the world must ultimately pass from the 
United Kingdom to the nited States. The territory at their command 
is, in comparison with the narrow one of the United Kingdom, unlimited, 
and it posse ses every natural advantage.'' To that he would al:lk, have 
we not other kin beyon sea besides those thus alluded to ?-have we not 
''kin" in territories more unlimited, with equal, and in some cases 
superior, natural advantaaes than we find in the United States-" kin" 
who own the same allegiance to the same throne that we do, whose 
increase in wealth, especially in Australia, had been latterly in even 
more rapid ratio than that which our American cousins can boast of 1 
Let the day arrive when Greater Britain was united in a commercial 
union, then our commercial supremacy would be assured to the mutual 
advantage of both the British colonies and the mother country. (Loud 
cheers.) 

Some had urged that it was advisable for our agricultural interests to 
emigrate to Canada. No doubt free emigration would be a good thing, and 
not the forced emigrati n of a starving people; for why should we not buy 
grain from Canada, as the eastermost parts of United States bought grain 
from California and from the South? There was in Canada, as they were 
aware, boundless acreage of virgin soil which could produce more food than 
the whole world r equired ; the land possessed unbounded fertility, and 
could be most cheaply acquired, and he believed that if British capital was 
diverted more to Canada, and less to foreigners, it would be a great gain 
to those investing their money in that manner, both politically and com
mercially. (Applause.) 

Mr. Mongredien contended in a work he had written advocating 
different views on this que tion to those he (Mr. 'Webster) held, that it was 
an unexampled anomaly that one part of a republic should be debalTed 
from free intercourse with the other. If that were so, and he (the 
speaker) agreed with him in that subject, why should one part of our 
empire be de baned from free intercourse with the other? Why had our 
legislators never stirred hand or foot to give free interchange in the British 
empire~ (Hear, hear.) Again, Sir Louis Mallet, in giving evidence before 
the select committee regarding the wine duties, stated that "if they 
don't take our goods we cannot take theirs ;" with that opinion he 
thoroughly concurred. 

The working classe of this country must look to this important 
question, for every prophecy that bad been preached by the doctrinaires 
had been falsified, althouah they had not the moral courage to own it. 
(Cheers.) The time would come when it would be seen whether England 
was to submit passively to prove the correctness of their theories, or to 
fulfil her destiny of being the workshop of the world. (Cheers.) "I can 
hardly bring myself to believe,'' said au American statesman, "that 
England will long maintain a system that brings rapid and complete 
ruin on her working classe ," and the Americans boasted, but he thought 
it was untrue, that 500 000 of the best of our working-men wou Id in the 
next five years emigrate to the States. Therefore it was the duty of all, 
manufacturers, operatives, landowners, householders, tenantti, tradeemen, 
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publicans and labourers to combine and insist that their birthright should 
not be traded away for a miserable mess of pottage. (Cheers.) If the 
French r:ereaty was carried out in the way Mr. Chamberlain appeared to 
be desirous to carry it out, and England was bound for the next ten years 
by a one-sided treaty, her industri8.l position, it appeared to him, was in 
a very precarious position. The working classes found that their former 
lead6rs had deserted them, so they must find fresh ones in either party 
in the State. If a man came to them as a Con ervative they must say to 
him, "Don't conserve the honour and integrity of the Empire alone, and the 
existing institutions of Church and State, but also guard and conserve 
the commercial and maritime supremacy of Great Britain and the 
industrial occupation of this great country." (Cheers.) If a Liberal 
came t.o them, they must tell him not to be liberal in his promises at 
election times and to forget a11 about them when he got into the House 
of Commons. (Laughter and applause.) He must not be liberal in 
giving away the Queen's territory to rebels (applause), not liberal in 
making one-sided commercial treaties with foreign countries to the 
detriment and injury of the working classes of his own country. (Cheers.) 
He confessed that he entertained great sympathy with the foreigner 
and with "the alien races," and would not willingly injure them. He 
did not hold them first in his estimation, as Mr. Gladstone and Mr. 
Bright appeared to do. He feared he was not sufficiently cosmopolitan 
to <lo Ho. Be it so. His motto wa~ "Eugland. l>efore all ! " (loud cheers) 
and he would conclude his remarks by quoting the words of the late 
Lord Macaulay in the House of Commons on one occasion :-'1 No 
statesman ought to lose any fair opportunity of rendering to foreign 
nations such good offices as he can render, without a breach of the duty 
which he owes to the society of which he is member. But, after all, 
our country is our country, and has the first claim on our attention. 
There is nothing, I conceive, of narrow-mindedness in this patriotism.'' 
(Cheers.) Free trade and equality of competition were convertible 
terms, and if they had not equality of competition they had not free 
trade in the true sense of the word. (Loud and continued applause). 

John Heywood, Excelsior Steam Printing and Bookbinding Works, Hulme Hall Road, 
Manchester. 
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Board of Trade Returns: Imports of Farm Produce. 

1869. 1870. 1871. 1872. 1873. 187 

Animals living : £ £ £ £ £ £ 

Oxen and Bulls . 3,2 9,171 2,622,778 2,407,755 2,131,461 2,454,840 

Cows 402,940 391,269 1,031,899 430,237 6 4,972 

Calves 141,739 133,014 l~0,553 112,841 214,531 170,• 

Sheep andLambs 1,219,014 1,151,373 1,789,826 1,666,857 1,82:2,369 1,610; 

Swine 246,223 356,471 292,089 51,582 242,204 358,. 

Bacon . 2,280,697 1,668,096 2,507,470 3,773,665 5,667,183 

Beef, salted . 3 0,387 427,823 581,771 336,280 417,301 

" 
fresh 39,951 33,698 54,150 84,842 105,395 

Butter. 6,923,210 6,793, 77 6,95 ,961 6,030, 9S 6,957,396 

Cheese. 3,083, 50 3,274,331 3,343,574 3,035,643 4,057,784 
--- ---- ---- ---- --- --

Wheat. . 19,515,758 16,264,027 23,345,630 26,046,876 28,44G,6 9 25,20 

Barley. 3,379,775 2, 31,844 3,407,425 6,194,155 4,010,344 

Oats 3,340,494 4,381,607 4,141,687 4,212,086 4,804,118 

Peas 455,142 751,192 459,624 561,007 522,932 

Beans . 832,412 648,755 1,269,424 1,186,066 1,265,784 

Indian Corn. 5,935,665 5,790,550 6,470,789 8,696,362 6,621,720 

"'Wheaten Flour 3,792,939 3,383,751 3,502,784 4,092,189 5,839,197 

Indian Corn Meal . 2,827 2,682 10,712 9,883 10,570 
---- ------- ---------

£37,255,014 34,054,408 42,608,075 50,998,624 51,521,354 50,75 
---- ----·---- ~------ -

Eggs 1,126, 53 1,102,080 1,265,484 1,837,886 2,367,741 

Hams . 151,563 101,145 195,325 402,964 548,579 

I-fops 1,09 ,475 428,525 907,115 684,764 604,817 

Lard 930,516 727,192 1,307,687 1,308,072 1,388,175 

Meat, undries 246,763 336,007 774,427 1,045,325 949,700 

Pork, salted . 498,307 689,604 624,986 437,718 580,913 

" 
fresh . 77,518 109,904 73,056 12,467 64,240 

Potatoes 392,643 245,252 225,732 1,654,240 2,121,235 

Poultry, Game, &c. 178,481 158,482 176,080 217,542 257,405 
---- ----- ---- -----

.£59,963,313 54,805,629 67,266,115 76,253,903 83,028,184 83,33 
-.- - ---L-_j '-----v--

Three year. ' average .£60,678,352 £80,870,757 



3 

1876. 1877. 1878. 1879. 1880. 

£ £ £ £ £ 

3,554,480 3,243,125 4,445,832 4,071,994 7,001,648 

1,097 019 446,456 494,193 377,443 611,407 

20 941 130,132 131,G6 1 5,03 . 1 4, 37 

2,227 140 2,107,37 2,171,9 6 2,.252,7 0 2,266,130 

172 723 7,599 200, 03 183,12" 17 ' 72 

7,510,220 5,732,678 6,695,651 6, 69,544 8,750,503 

477 754 40 ,o 4 417,767 41 ,573 533,705 

462,947 1,266,2 0 1,335,2!.>9 1,501,340 1,8G5,520 

9,702,624 9,538,305 9,940,412 10,365,762 12,122,172 

4,251,42 4,763,053 4,939,009 3, 22,D 4 5,0 3,017 
- ---- ---- ----- ---- -----

33,820,0 4 27,397,4 7 31~329,500 30,604,2 5 

3,745,4~0 5,396,791 5,54t,, o· 4,70 ,923 4,99 ,442 

4,619,427 4,99 ' 64 4,553,94G 4,500,760 4,946,440 

703,932 64 ,27 714, 3 739,134 871,510 

1,673,644 748,595 894,930 1,049,274 

9,851,236 12,589,422 9,802,249 ll 141 642 G1:ain, Flour? and Pu 
' ' 1111ported rn 1 78 

6,803,327 6,790,020 8,505,308 8,721,269 compared with 

17,2 4 32,214 25,585 361 45 18G0-71 1872-4 187 ------ ---- ----- ------ ---
113,209,508 5 ,372,G2J G0,506/389 G2,369,710 59 °/o + 12 °/o +2~ % 

. ---- ---- ----- ---------
2,610,231 2,472,481 2,511,922 2,297,483 2,241,310 

1,044,009 1,152,278 1,915,939 1,982,0 1 2,1 3, 08 

763,872 1,161,770 630,523 1,218,411 905,371 

1,570,654 1,473,048 1,786,925 1,418,224 1,854,224 

1,169,726 1,842,871 1,740,405 2,124,638 2,331,821 

502,854 736,200 584,554 611,624 599,416 6.:d6,432 

91,532 71,242 23,H88 45,189 90,444 56,732 

071,513 1,742,285 2,346,593 2,396,997 2,695,849 2,761,686 

828,034 297,054 320,047 402,951 442,392 421,544 
-- . - ·--- ---- ---- ---------

046,977 91,220,671 102,310,228 101,187,719 103,513,931 114,351,057 
___) I.... -y-------~ 

1878-80 compared with 1869-71 1872-4 187 

£94,192,625 £106,350,902 75 °/o + 31~°/o + l2~o 



Acreage under Grain Crops in 
United Kingdom. 

1869 1880 
Wheat • 3,981,989 3,065,895 

Barley 2,483,277 2,695,000 

Oat8 4,480,125 4,191,716 

Rye 72,986 47,~37 

Beans 584,251 436,361 

Peas 397,483 235,177 

12,000,111 10,672,086 

10,672,086 

Decrease in 1880 '* 1,328,025 acres. 

Acreage under Green Crops. 
Potatoes 1,635,347 1,3 0,578 

Turnips and Swedes 2,502,512 2,336,499 
l\Iangold Wurzel . 314,421 385,348 

Carrots • 18,831 21,402 

Cabbages, Kohl, and 
Rape. 

Vetches,Lucerne,&c. 

Decrease in 1880 . 

187,667 
407,155 

204,016 
41 ,450 

5,065,933 4, 7 46,293 

4,746,293 

310,640 acres. 

Acreage under Grass, &c. 
1870 1880 

Flax 218,870 J G6,5:H 

Bare fallow 630,294 2 ,778 

Gra~s under rotation 6,320,120 6,3 D,225 
Grass l\Ieadow and 

P ermanent Pas-
tllre . 22,085,295 24,717,092 

Hops 60,597 116,705 

Increase in 1 80 

29,315, l :l 32,168,321 

29,315,1 2 

Acres 2,853,130 

* NoTE.-lu the reduced ncreage of wheat &c., at 
thee. UnmLe of 4 quarters to the acre, and taking 
the p rice at 37/6 a ll round, the annual loss in 
value is close on 10 millions. 
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Live Stock. 

1870 1880 
Number. 

Horses . 2,581,306 1,929,680 

Cattle, Cows, &c. 9,235,052 9,871,153 

Sheep and Lambs 32,786,7 3 30,239,620 

Pigs 3,650,730 2,863,488 

48,253,871 . 44,903,041 

44,903,941 

Decrease in 1880 3,349,930 

Setting off the re-

duction in horses 651,626 

against the in-
crease in cattle . 636,101 

leaves the decrease 

in sheep, lambs, 

and pigs 3,034,405 
as forced realisation, in order to meet the 

pressure of the times, owing to having 

less corn and other crops to bring to 
market, while rents, rates, taxes, and 
labour are permanent as a rule. No other 

deduction (if the above Government sta
tistics are of any value as regards accu

racy) can be drawn. 

This diminution in 

stock at 35/ per 

heacl is 

besides the annual 

£5,862,382 in 1880 

loss on cereals . . £ 10,000,000 in 1880 
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As a general rule the public protest against figures 
being used to enforce an argument or to establish a 
position; at least, such has become too much the fashion, 
as it involves some little trouble and reflection which 
many people will not undergo. Why this shoul<l be so 
seems strange in a great mercantile nation. The money 
dealer does not scorn to add up his banker's book, or 
the merchant his ledger ; and the same rule should 
·apply to foreign trade affairs, in which every one is 
more or less concerned, though he may not care to 
trouble himself about it, but leave others to think and 
act for him. In the case of the annexed statistics, the 
superficial examiner will find the work done ready to 
his hand, the results being shown in one line, with the 
details prefixed, if he feels inclined to dispute or satisfy 
himself. With these few remarks, it must be observed 
that the whole of the figures are on Government authority 
and may be found in the returns ordered by Parliament. 

The results are most startling when it is seen that 
the imports of farm produce 'have increased 7 5 per cent. 
during the last 10 years, or 46 millions sterling yearly; 
for the last 7 years the increase has been 31 ~ per 
cent., or 26 millions sterling yearly; and for the last 
3 years, 12i per cent., or a further 12 millions 

st er ling yearly. 
Now, few will be bold enough to say that our popu

lation has increased 7 5 per cent. in 10 years, 31~ per 
cent. in 7 years, or even 12i per cent. in the last 

A2 
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3 years; especially after making allowance for the 
immense emigration from this free and enlightened 
country to countries where labour is protected and 
prosperity exists. The disputant will say, 'If the addi
tional food had not been wanted, it would not have 
come; ' but in that word ' additional' arises the mistake. 
It is not additional, only to the extent of the small 

~ increase of population bating the emigration, but comes 
·.i 

to :fill up the gap caused by our own land being thrown 
out of cultivation, and our industries displaced in all 
branches by the cheaperproductions ofnominalrentedand 
comparatively untaxed lands. The disputant may say 
again, ' The farmer must do this, and the farmer must do 
that; the landlord must do this, and the landlord must 
do that.' (We are all very presumptuous about giving 
advice out of our own trade or occupation, but very 
reluctant to be dictated to ourselves.) Does the disputant 
think for a moment that the farmer and the landlord 
have been idle . all this time-that one has been losing 
his capital and the other his rent without doing his 
utmost to make both ends meet? Would the manufac~ 
turer suffer or act upon dictation as to how he should 
work his mill ? Naturally each man knows how, or copies 
from his neighbour in the same trade, to make his 
capital and labour profitable. Would the farmer throw up 
his farm ifhc could pay the burdens, local and imperial, 
that weigh upon him and make even a small living profit? 
Would scores go weekly through the Gazette without 
having first made a struggle while exhausting their 
capital? Do our statesmen and politicians ever go so far 
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a8 to consider what it is for millions of acres that have 
heretofore supported the State to be thrown back to 

pasture or waste ? Are they aware that the space that 
will feed eight men under grain will only feed one man 
under pasture (or beeves)? It is only now that capital 
in tenants' hands is becoming exhausted, that the 
struggle is being given up. Ireland went by the board 

:first, having a shallower purse; Great Britain is now 
gradua11y following from necessity, and fresh men with 
capital are slack in taking up the vacant farms; they 
prefer a country that is substantially free from taxation 
and where land is to be had free for cultivation-and who 
can blame them ? Another 10 years with the ex
perience of the last 10 mu t virtually annihilate grain 
culture in Great Britain and Ireland, and the landlords, 
not in a :figure, but truly, ' brought to their knees ;' 
but who will be the gainer by this ? Certainly not the 
State, or the manufacturer, or the labourer! We shallihen 
be thoroughly dependent on the foreigner for our bread 
in time either of peace or war ; we have had wars before, 
and may have again, if the honour of the country is 
still worth contending for. Some will say it is not ! 

Dismissing that question, and assuming we shall hence
forth have universal peace, what will be our position as 
regards the cheap loaf? Foreigners will have gained the 
monopoly, and up will go the price, and in time of bad 
harvests abroad, which have been and may be again, 

the result will be famine prices, if we are still able to 
pay them. 114 millions a year, and still increasing, 
is no trifling sum to meet for foreign farm produce, in 
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addition to 60 millions a year for other food requisite 
that we cannot produce at home. 

Already our exports of manufactures have ceased 
to pay for our food and raw material imports-our 
shipping profits (for freights), our securities (becoming 
Jess and less), and the balance in gold pay the difference, 
but the latter two cannot go on indefinitely, and what 

next and next ? 
When our capital is gone, we shall then be com

pelled to live somehow, and our senses will return to a 
cultivation of our own soil, that must surely have been 
provided for our maintenn~ce and not to lay waste; and 
to enable us to do this, we must either have a sweeping 
reduction of taxation or moderate Customs duties to 
place our land under equal weights with our com
petitors ; we cannot compel a man to go on cultivating 
at a loss. After all, what does a 5s. duty amount to on 
a 4lb. loaf? Less than a halfpenny! To save this, as 
we fancy, we spend the 6d. abroad in foreign labour 
and turn our own land and labour adrift. A large 
family may use probt:i.bly 12 of such loaves in a week, 
and nominally saves 6d. per week, while the man and 
each member of his family able to work has to submit 
to a sixfold reduction of ·wages to enable the goods 
he makes to bear the foreigne.rs' hostile tariff, or lose 
his work! 

The sound of a cheap loaf is very sweet, but the 
wages to command it sound much sweeter. Meantime 
it is useless fighting and struggling against impossi
bilities-the whole world united against us is too strong 
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for us. Vvr e cannot in perpetuity pay the hostile foreign 
tariff, after our own heavy taxation in producing our 
goods in exchange for our food imports. 

It would be some consolation for our landed ruin if 
we had an increased demand for our manufactures 
abroad, but the almost incredible fact present::; itself in 
the analysis of the Government Trade Returns (to be 
had from the same bookseller as this), that while our 
food imports have increased on the 10 years as hereto
fore stated, our exports of manufactures on the 10 years 
are less in value by 1 per cent. ; on the 7 years 
le_s by 19 per cent.; and on the last 3 years less by 
2~ per cent. ; further, that our irnpm·ts of manufactwres 

have increased 50 per cent. on the 10 years, 23 2 per 
cent. on the 7 years, and 3 per cent. on the last 
3 years! 

If the above facts (not mere opinions) do not 
amount to burning the candle iu the middle as well 
as at both ends, we may conclude that ~ to be an 
impossibility. ju/ 

But, after all, why should all this havoc and ruin 
go on simply because, 35 years· ago, a few gentlemen in 

Manchester ventured on the mo t positive assurances 
and predictions that the very reverse of all the above. 
stat.eel facts would be experienced ? 

We have given it a fair trial and set a noble example 

to the world which is not followed, but receded from. 
further and further from year to year. Why should our 
be t industrial interests continue to suffer martyrdom? 

Sooner or later we must revert to moderate Customs 
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duties for revenue purposes; better at once,_ before more 
harm is done; our statesmen must see it, but hesitate 
to acknowledge a mistake; but, as the authors of the 
work pass away, another generation of men, unpledged, 
and open to conviction, will see the error and place 
Great Britain once more on the road to prosperity 
under the good old principle of' live and let live,' a fair 
day's wages for a fair day's work, in which the plough, 
the anvil, the shuttle, and the anchor will participate. 
There must be no class legislation on this question to 
benefit one interest and exclude others. Justice is due 
to all: there must be union of all industries for one 

common end ; division or separation will delay all 
indefinitely. The statesman who carried out the ex
periment 35 years ago did it in detail; had he attacked 
all at once with his whole scheme, all would have united 
to oppose it. In a panic the land ·was first sacrificed by 
help of the shipping, sugar, and manufacturing interests ; 
that accomplished, the others followed in detail, with 
additional adhereni s from those already sacrificed. 
There is a moral and a warning in this. Union is 
strength ; division leads to ruin; wherefore we now 
witness Ireland virtually ruined a1ld in semi-rebellion, 
the English and Scotch landed interests following suit, 
exports of manufactures declining, imports of manu
factures and farm produce doubling upon us, while we 
stand looking on, feeding the displaced labourers in the 
workhouse, and permitting our best artisans and small 
farmers to emigrate to states where justice is done to 
labour as they cannot :find it at home. This grinding 
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and cheapening system must have an end and leave a 
margin to live upon, or farewell British progress and 
happiness as in days gone by ! 

It is futile attributing our reverses and ruin to one 
or two short or bad harvests: surely they have not 
extended over the whole 12 years in question? One 
or two bad seasons could not ruin a well-to-do tenantry, 
but it is the slow and gradual wasting process that had 
already so exhau ted them that the last two seasons 
became finally ruinous to them. Some quote the 
Income Tax Returns as a proof of prosperity all round ! 
but i it so? Ask the Gazette twice a week; count the 
number of farmers, innkeepers, manufacturers in each 
Gazette~ and they will :find otherwise. Farmers pay 
income tax on rent while they are going through the 
Gazette, others as well; the publican's licence has to be 
paid, and tradesmen's in the same way, though in liqui
dation. We all know pretty well that income tax is 
arbitrarily assessed on supposed profits in mercantile 
cases, and the uselessness and loss of time in making 
appeals, which are perhaps listened to, but rarely allowed. 
People pay on their losses rather than contest the claim 
and expose their poverty. 

This iniquitous tax was first inflicted on the country 
as a temporary measure in inaugurating ' Free Trade ' 
as it is called, but which we have never had yet, and 
have to be content with 'Free Imports'~ and the tax, 
after being borne for nearly 40 years, has become a 
permanent tax to bolster up the said 'Free Trade.' 

The people who are reaping a golden harvest now 
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are-first, the exacting and unscrupulous advertising 
money lenders; then follow the lawyers, the trustees 
in bankruptcy, the auctioneers and the bailiffs. While 
these flourish, there is continual woe to the industrious 
farmer and other general producers or manufacturers. 
Reciprocity in trade with all nations, on equal or fair 
terms-in the absence of which, a contribution for 
State purposes to take the place of excessive taxation 
on our home industries, both agricultural and manu
facturing--is the only alternative for the return to 
prosperity all round, and this was the policy acted 
upon by Mr. Huskisson, and advocated by Adam 
Smith, John Stuart Mill, and others. 

Our more modern statesmen and luminaries have 
scouted their advice for things 'cheaper and cheaper 
still;' and though they have not been able to persuade 
the poor benighted foreigner to cut off his right hand 
of defence, as we have done, they have succeeded in 
bringing the most vital industry in their own country 
virtually to a state of pauperism, and claim the 
admiration of the world (at home) for their intrepidity 
and heroism-they cannot call it patriotism, surely! 
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IS FREE TRADE SOUND POLICY 

FOR GREAT BRI11AIN P 

BEFORE we can a rrive n.t a correct, n.ud therefore satisfadory 
solution, as to whethei· :B rec rrra<le ha,s proved advantageous to 
this country or the reverse, we must go back to the condition of 
the country at a period prior to its adoption-that was, say in 
18tb6. 

Before that time, the policy of this country was like all other 
countries then, and most other countries s1:nce, and now, protective 
of its trade and industries. 

:From 1840 to 1846, whi1 ev ry trade and manufacture in the 
country was seriously depressed, and the labouring cla ses in many 
districts: without employment, had not. the means of purchasing 
even the necessarie1:1 of life-a g1 eat and successful agitation, in 
favour of abolition of the Corn Laws, was being carried on by Mr. 
Cobden and others throughout the country-and Sir Robert Peel, 
impelled by the state of public feeling on the question, passed an 
Act abolishing them. 

It had a happy effect, fur although it did not in fact reduce the 
price of food, it showed the starving millions that their legislators 
were at least anxious to do what lay in their power to ameliorate 
their condition. 

The Railw::ty mania, which set in at. this time, set capital in 
motion, and, by giving timely employment to our labouring popu
lation, averted what might otherwise have proved most serious 
consequences. 

But those who hn.d gained the ear of the country, chose to 
attribute the improvement to the initiation of a Free Trade policy, 
and they pressed their views on Sir Robert Peel with so much 
success, that they secured him as an ally. 

He was t oo far-seeing a statesman, to believe that the abolition 
of the Corn Laws had much, if anything, to do with the improve
ment in trade ; but he believed the commercial supremacy of 
England was such, that in any policy where she dared to lead, 
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all oth0,r countries mm;t sooner or later fo11ow. 
that was the principal, if not sole, consideration which influenced 
Sir J~oht. Peel in initiating a policy of Free Trade there can be 
little doubt. We can only jndgc of a man's opinions by the 
expression he has given to them, and we find them distinctly put 
f.•rth in his . pcech on the Corn Laws, deliYered in the House of 
Commons, 16th February, 1 ±6, in which hesays:-"Cboo. e your 
motto, 'Advance or Heer.de.' ~Iany countries arc watching with 
anxiety the selection you may make. Determine for' AdYance,' and 
it will be the watchword which will animate and encourage in every 
state the friends of liberal commercial prJlicy. Sardini:t has taken 
the lead. Naples is relaxing her protective duties and favouring 
British produce. Pru sia is shaken in her adhereuce to restriction. 
The Government of France will be strengthened, and, backed by 
the intelli~ence of the reflecting, and by convictiun of the real 
welfm·e of the great body of tbe community, will perhaps 
ultimately prevail ovr.r the self-interest of the commercial and 
manufacturing aristocracy, which now predominates in her 
chambers. Can you doubt that the nited 'tates will soon 
relax her hostile tariff, and that the friends of a freer commercial 
intercourse-the friends of peace between the two countries-will 
bail with satisfaction the example of England~" 

If the policy of Free 'l'radc, then initiat d hy ir H.oht. Peel, 
had been followed hy other countries as he predicted it mnst 
-all would base gone well, and Engla.nd would have continued to 
l>e, as it was then, the great workshop for supplying the world's 
requirements in all sorts of manufactures-because we had at that 
time, almost exclusively, the machinery and the skill, as we had 
the capital and the connection. 

But tl:iose eloquent predictions have been completely falsified. 
Not one of the countries he had hoped so much from, liaYe 
followed our example. At the encl of nearly 40 years we stand 
alone and isolated as the champions of Free Trade in the world. 
Even our own colonie · have since gone against us, and it is not 
assuming too much to conclude, that had 8ir Hobert Peel liYed 
sufficiently long to £nd our example ·o uniYersa11y set at nought, 
he would have reversed his policy. 

·well, what are the results of this policy of Free rrrude, which 
has been gradually developing since 1846 ~ That nearly all the 
goods which are now sent us uy foreign natious are admitted free 

of duty, that while they have as open and free a market for their 
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productions here as at homo, and enjoy th.., utmost amount of 
profit from our trade, th ey contribute absolutely nothing town,rds 
our enormous taxation. The consequence of this policy i , that 
nearly the whole amonnt of our revenue of some £85,000,000 has 
to be raised among ourselves by excise dutie imposed upon our 
own productions, and l>y direct taxation on our incomes and pro
perty, the effect of which is to make liYing in this country most 
difficult. 

As an offset again t this, we are told that we have :;ill these 
foreign commoditie · cheaper, and that to tax them would simply 
mean to increase the price to ourselves. But this is not the 
opinion of other nation::; quite a1:1 enlightened in the principles of 
political economy as ourselves. It is no!; the opinion of France, 
Germany, lt<'lly, Austro-Hungary, America, or even Canada. 
They believe, and they believe rightly, that an import duty on 
goods is, at least in part, paid by the foreigners who export them, 
and they are supporteu in this view by, among c,thers, no less an 
authority than J uhn Stuart Mill, who says, in bis " Principles of 
Political Economy" (Book V., Chap. IV.), "that th only mode in 
which a country can ::we itself from being a lo ·er Ly the reve
nue duties imposed by other countries on its commodities is to 
impose corresponding revenue duties on theirs." And he further 
denies the theory that a duty on foreign import1:1 falls wholly upon 
the consumer. He says-;' It may, therefore, be laid down as a 
principle that a tax ou important commodities, when it really 
operates a.s a tax, and not as a prohibition, either total or partial, 
almo t al ways falls in part upon the foreigners ; and that this is a 
mode in which . a nation may appropriate to itself, at the expense 
of foreigners, a larger share than would otherwi e belong to it, of 
the increase in the general productiveness of the labour and 
ca!Jital of the world." In discussing the questions of Free Trade 
and Protection, we are all agreed that our statesmen and public 
men, to whatever party in politics they may belong, have in view 
one ~md the same object- the prosperity of the nation and the 
good of the people. They only differ as to the nieans by which 
these objects are best to be promoted. One party in the country 
believe it is by admitting, free of customs duty, all the produc
tions which foreign countries may choose to send us, and which. 
they call by the name of Free Trade. The other, by a moderate 
customs duty on such articles as we can ourselves. produce, aml 
which is generally termed Protection. The intention of the 
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former are good, if they are, as I understand, to legishite so as to 
i:;ecure the greatest advantage for the greatest number; and, if 
Free Trade accomplishes this, it is " sound policy." 

Let us ee whether in reality it doe · so. 
I am not going to weary you by indulging in statii:;tics to any 

extent, which, by very slight manipulation, can be made to prove 
or disprove anything one may choosa to advance. 

I intend rather to atldres myself to your uuden;tandings and 
common sense, in my endeavour to show that Free Trade, as at 
prei:;cut practised, and when nut reciprocated, docs nut <LCCOmJ:.>lish 
the objects its promoter::; lrnve in view, bnt mm;t, on the con
trary, lead to con.·equonces, di ·astrou · to the trade, prosperity, 
and population of the country. 

The policy of Free Trade is to enable coni:;umers in thi::; country 
to purchase as many articles free of duty as possible, which are 
nrn.nufactured in, or arc tho production of, fvreign countries. But 
I deny that they succeed in eff ectiug n.ny real saving to consumers 
by allowing the free sale of foreign produce iu this country. I 
sh;;\11 illustrate this by what has occurred withiu the la t ten dc.t,YS. 

'L'he Indian Government, repeatedly urge l by 8pi1111 r and others 
in thi:::; country to abofo;h the duty on imported yams, an10uuting 
to about ~d. per lb., bas just done t>O, and the effect has been that 
the price has fallen e ·actly the nmouut of the duty. 

\Yell, the difference it makes ou <t yard of cloth i · so iufiui te
simal, thn.t the nrnnufacturer will not feel ju ·titiecl iu clMrging :my 
less price for it. Hence all the advantage from the remission of 
dnty, meantime, goes into the i::.ocket of the Indian manufacturer. 

But the Indian spinner, who is a serious loser Ly the fall iu 
price, consequent on the remission of duty, is doing his utmost to 
get up the yarn again to its former price; and the manufacturer, 
sati fied with his former protit, will in time concede it. When 
this takes place, "·hat will be tho re.·ult7 The consumer, the 
manufacturer, and the spinner, are again in exactly the same posi
tion as they were before the duty was remitted. The revenue of 
India is poorer by the amount of that duty, and the foreign spinner 
just profits to the amount which the reYenue of India loses, and 
the country is to that extent poorer by the abolition of the duty. 

There is much rejoicing among spinners in this country at the 
remission of the duty, because it will very shortly mean ~cl. per 
lb. more profit to them, and foreign prod ueers ge11e1·ally bu.ve the 
same cuuse for rejoicing when we remit the irnpvrt duty ou any 
article, because it simply means so much more profit to them. 
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The necessary amount of taxation mu ·t be rai ·ed somehow, and 
it matters very little whether we raise pa.rt of it by taxing foreign 
produce, or the whole of it by direct taxation at home-except in 
so far as the btter course, operates to the adva.ntage of the foreign 
manufacturer, and the di ·advantage of our own. 

It would be absurd to tn.x: foreign commodities sent here, if we 
had no revenue to raise among ourselve , or if the sum raised was 
lost-but tbis is not the fact. Every pouud which we raise on 
imports taxed, means so much of taxation remitted otherwise, but 
with this difference, the foreigner has been made to bear a share of 
it, in return for the profit he hqs made off us, by the sale of his 
goods here. 

Nor is it fair to the poorer cla ses to admit, say, French silk 
and stuff goods into this country fre of duty, because, by ·o 
doing, you relieve uot them, but the wealthier cla ses who alone 
can afford to purcha ·e tbe e gonds, and you have to increase the 
tu.xe · on articles consumed by the working classc ·, such as tea, 
coffee, tobn.cco, beer, and spirits, to make up for the loss of duty 
you might have imposed upon the .· ilks and stuffs. 

Besides you not. only injnre the working cb.sses, by increasint, 
taxation on the article· they consume, but also injure them in their 
re ·pective trades, by encouraging the manufactures of the foreigner, 
and so reducing the extent and value of labour here. 

Having, I 1 hink, shown that the great body of consumers are 
not benefited, but the reverse, by the admission of certain foreign 
mauufa,ctures into this conntry free of duty, I will now endeavonr 
to show that, even if foreign nations oould sell goods cheap er thau 
we can prodnce them at home, it would uot be for our trlte interest 

as a nation to admit them uutn.xed. 
This is a commercial and manufacturing country, existing 

almost entirely by these means; and if they fail us, either through 
the mistaken policy of our statesmen, or from whatever other 
cause: we must decline in wealth, in population, and ultimately--
if our means of supporting population fail us-cease to take rank 
as a firat-rate power. 

l shall make clear my contention by an illustration taken from 
our own city-the linen manufacturing firm of Richards & Co., 
Broadford Works. 

They employ some 2500 hands, who are the support, as nearly as 
can be estimated, of 7500 of onr population. They pay away, in 
wage and salaries, something nver £ 70,000 yearly. Thi. £70,000, 
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which is wholly spent in Aberdeen, is sufficient to maintain 70 
shopkeepers, doing an average trade of £1000 each, with a not 
profit of 10 per cent., or £100 a-year, which enables thorn to support 
themselves and families to the number of 350. 

The profits which these 70 shopkeeper.:; make off the work-people 
employed by Richards & Co. amount to £71)00, which again goes 
tow;1rds the maintenance and support of other 7 shopkeepers, e;teh 
doing their £ 1000 overturn, and deriving a profit of £ 100 each for 
the support of their several familic ; and if we consider that tt fur
ther distribution of these wages goes on almost ad infinit·Lmi, and thn.t 
n considerable portion is distribnted among tradesmen, whm;c 11ct 
earnings would not b over £50 a-year, "' o bl'ing up the popula
tion of Aberdeen which is maintained here, wholly through the 
e_xistence of this one manufaeturc in thu city, to close npon 
10,000. 

If we further add the harbour dues on the importation of the 
raw material, the profits which onr shipowners earn on the 
freights to this port from abroad, and the employment ne.~essary 
in the discharge and delivery of the same, we shall be under the 
mark when we put the amount which is circulated in Aberdeen by 
this one manufacture at £100,000, to which has to be added tho 
capital employed iu the busines , which, with bnildiugs, machinery, 
&c, cannot be much under £200,000, and allowing the modcrntc 
return of 10 per cent. upon, gives an additional £20,000, n.tHl when 
the partners are all resident iu Aberdeen, the greater part of thi~ 
sum would be spent in the town. 

Now, here is 10,000 people ·resident in Aberdeen, and £120,000 
a.unually circulated, which, if Richards' works were closed, would 
be lost to the town and neighbourhood. 

If the firm found they could conduct their business to more 
advantage if removed to Dundee, the population and pro ·perity of 
Dundee would be benefited to the f:;ame extent as Aberdeen 
suffered loss, because the population would naturally follow tho 
trade. The increase of population and wealth to Dundee wonlcl 
have the effect of reducing the aven1ge amonnt of local taxation 
there, which would be correspondingly raised to the ratepayers of 
Aberdeen, for it must be admitted that even so serions a loss would 
not be followed by any appreciable reduction in ow· local tarntion, 
which would, tliereforc, of necessity, have to be raised from a con
siderably reduced number of ratepayers, and would amonnt to so 
much mo1:e per indiviuual. 
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Now, you will observe, that although the departure of TI ichards 
& Co. from here to Dundee would have a very serious effect upon 
the prosperity of Aberdeen, the mere transference of this trade to 
Dundee, wonld be attended with no loss whatever, poeuniary or 
otherwise, to the country at large. 

Hut if the manufacture earried on Ly Richards & Co. here, 
instead of being removed to Dundee, was removed to some foreign 
country, the consequence wonld be, not only serious loss to 
Aberd en or Dundee, but to the United R i1wdom, because not 
only wou1cl the local rates and profit be lost to a particuiar distriet 
of tho country, but the Imperial revenue would lose, in addition, 
at/. the Imperial taxation leviablc upon the whole 10,000 of 
popuhition, in tho bhape of Loth direet and indirect t::.xation. 

E-very orie of those 10,000 contribute toward:s Imperial taxa
tion, for, except the merest iufout, there is not one who is not taxed 
throngh their consumption of ten., coffee, fruit, tobacco, beer, spirits, 
or wine. 

Now, haviug shown the immense advantage both as regards 
populatim nnd wealth, which RicLurds & Co. or any similar con
cern cnrryiug ou their manufacture here, is to the country, let us 
see wlrnt equivalent the community receive iu return, through onr 
policy of Free Trade. 

One half of Richards' production, or, say £150,000, is consumed 
in this country, and we shall, for argnment' sake, suppose that 
France, under our .Free 'I'rade policy, can supply us with these or 
similar goods at, say, 5 per cent. less. This \vould mean to con
sumers of these aoocls a saving of £7500, which is the utmost 
extent that our country would benefit in return fo'r the loss of 
l 0 000 of its population, and a sum expended annually amongst 
them of £120,000 _. to which would further have to be added the loss 
ot' £~0)000 in Imperial taxation, which these bear. No wonder if 
forei gn statesmen, who have well considered the question, have the 
uppnrt of their countrymen, when they adopt a policy of protec

tion implying duties of 4-0, 50, 60, and even 90 per cent. upon the 
prodnctions of other countries. I believe if by experience they 
found thn.t , nch heavy duties did not sufficiently protect and 
en courage their uati ve indn.'tries, they would still further in
crea ·e them. 

Having seen what lo s the country at large would sustain by 
the removal of this manufacture, let us look how Aberdeen and 
consumers here would be affected by importation of the linens 
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hitherto made here. By the best information T cnn gather, there 
is about £40,000 value of linen and fl.ax goods con. nmed <luring 
the twelvemonths in Aberdeen, and, taking the number of families 
at 20,000, this gives £2 t.o each. .Now, suppose I go, in the name 
of the British Government, to several heads of these families a11d 
say, we have found that the linen goods which you make use of 
can be produced cheaper abroad tban here, and we have deter
mined on a policy of "Free Trade,'' which will admit all manu
fact1tres into this country free of dnty; by this you will in future 
be able to supply yourself and family with these liuens 5 per 
cent. cheaper than at present. This will effect. a saving to you of 
2s. n.-yenr brought n.bout by onr policy. 

Well, but the shorkeeper will reply-I do £100 a-year of my 
bnsine ·s with work people employed at Ricln.rds & Co., nJf' which I 
make a profit of £10, and if they are thrown ont of employment 
by the introduction of these cheaper fornign ~oods, I will be a 
lo er by your policy to the extent of £9 18s. yearly. Is this not 
the fact, and unanswerable 1 

The oJJ]y class of people in this country who could possibly 
benefit hy these cheaper foreign goods, are those in the enjoyment 
of fixed incomes, and such ·would require also to have their taxes 
paid for them, other"ise even they would be no gainen:;. And 
how many, or rather few, are there of such iu this countryi 
Cert.a.inly not a couple of hundred thousand-I doubt if there is 
half of that number. Doctors, lawyers, clergymen aenerally, and 
every class whose incomes are more or less affected arlvantageously, 
or the reverse, by the prosperity or the adver ity of trade at home, 
would, a.nd must, s1tffer in their incomes, as each and all al'8 just 
pa.id, well, or otherwi ·e, in proportion to the means and ability 
which people (on whom they are more or les~ dependent) have to 
pay them. 

'lhe qnantity of foocl raised in this country is exceptionally 
small, in proportion to the wants uf our vast population, and tlrn 
great sources of our \\"ealth Jie in om mineral resources, in the 
labour employed in bringing them to the surface, and with other 
imported raw material · converting them into articles for the uses 
of mankind . vVe cannot snpport 011r population of 35 millions by 
the manufactnre of r:t\\' mn.terial iuto articles for home consump
tion alone. 'Ve have hitherto been, and must continue, dependent 
on fureign countries f<' l' an outlet for more than three-fourths of 
what we produce in this way, and if their fiscal policies have the 
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effect, as has recently been tho case, of preventing om productions 
getting into their markets, we mu. t be prepared to sacrifice by far 
the greater part of our pre ent population. ·w c cannot control 
the policy of other countries, except i.n so far as the rctn.li.atory 
powe1s we possess may enable us to do so, and, to this end, wi e 
legislation on our part should be directed. 

But we do worse than not employing this power which nature 
and our enormous consumption .has given us. By our absurd 
£seal policy, we actually prevent the developement of those 
mineral resources which we have "\Yitbin ourselves, and which arc 
valuele ·s so long a they rcmnin in the bowels of the earth. I 
shall endeavour to illu tr::ite what I mean. 

I am building say a warehon e, in tho construction of which is 
required several malleable iron beams, for which my n.rchitect ha8 
just drawn specification . 

Ho has asked a firm of iron founders in thi country to estimai"c 
for the same. They avail themselves of tho opportunity, and a. 
the raw material-the irnn-is within the country, they make 
their alculation. Living is dear in England, the taxes are high, 
and the weekly hours of labour being re tricted, work.people 
require, in order to live in comfort and support their families, 7 cl. 
per hour. 

This contract, if they secure it, will occupy :.W workpeople 8640 
hours, and as they labour 54 hour· per week, it will take them 8 
weeks to complete, and the amount of these wages will be £252. 

In the meantime, I have bren persuaded to try for the iron 
beams in Belgium, where the taxes are lighter, the livi110' cheaper, 
and there being no legislative restriction in the hours of labour as 
in this country, the workpeople therP arc better off with 6d. nn hour 
than the sfl.me class here with 7 cl. 

Ultimately, T accept the Belgium tender, n.ncl rejoice in tho 
cliscovery that I have saved, by so doing, £:36-exactly the 
difference in the price of labour there as compared with its cost 
here. I have, as an individual, profited to tho extent of £36 (at 
the expense of my country, it is true), but my conscience is at 
rest, for I gave my countiymen a chance, and they could never 
expect me to give them the order at a loss of £36 to myself. 

But what has been the consequence of our legislation in allowing 
a free import ? By the sum which these 20 workmen would have 
earned by their labour during 8 weeks, and the profit on the 
contract price, viz., £291, has the retail trade of the country 
fallen off. 



14 Is Free Tracle Sound Policy 

·workmen in this C'onntry lrn.ve hn,cl that much 1ess employment, 
rmd con. equeutly lcf-{S to spend, n.ncl sliopkeepen~ have lost their 
profit, taken at 1 f5 per cent., of £+:~ 13s. The wholesale houses 
thtir profit of 10 per cent., or £24: 14 s., on the goods which would 
hR.Ye been required by the retail shopkeepers had the wages and 
profit on this contract been secured. A further loss has been 
tmstain d by importers and. manufacturers on the articles that 
would have been consumed of £22 4s., and the founders and iron
masters have been deprived of £39, their profit (reckoned at 10 per 
cent. on £291) which the contract for th iron beams would have 
yielded them. 

Bnt this even i not all-the N ationn,l Exchequer has lost .£4:0 
of indirect taxation through duties imposed on the articles which 
would have been consumed had the money which has gone to 
Belgium been retaiued and distributed in this country. 

Thus ·we have to place again.·t a gain of £3G, a national loss of 
£160 1 ls., which hmi to be borne by mtlll,Y cla.s.· s in the <.:Ountry 
i1t order that I may effect an individual Baving to the extent of 
the nm named. 

'hould not 't11Jh facts as the e, help to co1 vince the most irra
tional Free Trader of the n.lue of protecting laLour, and encourag
ing and fostering, by necessary import duties, national industrie , 
and tho development of the mineral and other re. ources of our 
own · conntry. 'urely such :in illustration as has been given is 
proof that unreciprocatod Free Trade is not, as represented by its 
aclvocates, the greatest good for the greatest nnmbor of our conntry
mon, uut only to tho individual consumer, at the oxpen e of 
numerous taxpayers and producers. An nnport duty of 12~ per 
cent. would have secured this contract for our own country, and 
given employment to, and increased the comfort of, numbers of 
our popnlation. 

But free traders are at present in a groat majority, and they will 
not moYe in this direction one step, to protect the labour of their 
suffering countrymen. 

The legislatiYe treatment of our labouringcla ,·e ·is neither fair nor 
just. They have to bear their full share of onr heavy taxation, and 
must in consequence ha.Ye higher wages before they can live in the 
same comfort as their class in other less heavily taxed and more 
favoured countries, and yet the policy of our government is to allow 
foreign bbour to co::npete on equal terms. Tlrny first clepri ve our 
work-people of the power to sell their ln.bour cheap, and the be-
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(ctiuse it is of uece8::iity J e,n·er, employ the foreiguer::; in prefer
ence. 

Time was and not so long ago, wh en a nn.ti ve born Briton would not 
:have exchanged the privileges and advantages which his nationality 
conferred, for that of any other in the world besides. But the policy 
of recent legislation has been such, that I have serious doubts 
whether those of the generntiou just a.rriYiug at mauhood, "ho may 
bt\.ve to earn their br0<l.Ll by mmrnttl Ltbour, will hn.vc mnch cause 
to rejoice at the accident of their birth, when they come to discover 
that the policy of their rulers of late :yc,u·s ha::; been such, as di::mbles 
them from di::;posing of the fruits of their labour except iu the least 
remuuerntive, becau::;e mo::;t ]!l'Otccted, forei<,.u markets, and 
enconruges an unjn, t, because unfair, competition, frou1 other lo· 
heavily taxed and more favoured nation" for em1 loyment of their 
labour even at home. 

Nov,r let us see what i::; implied by the term "Free Tmtle" as 
understood by Sir Hobert Peel ;md Mr. Cobden, who never wearied 
in affirming during his lifo time, after the treaty of 1 '60, that a 
-very few years would ::;ec all the world following the same policy 
as ourselves. 

'l'he greatest authorities iu political economy, from Adam Smith 
downwards, tell ns, that all tru.de is barter, and it is not absolutely 
necessary to the carrying of it on, that any money should pass 
hands at all. Trn<le is simply the exchange of commodities, which 
an individual, or a nation, has in superfluity, for thm;e of another, 
which must be suverftous to it-and to be free there must be i10 

restriction in the shape of customs duty, or any other form what
ever. 

Two youths haYo ench nn article for which they have no particu
lar occa.·ion-the meet, and enter into a baro·ain, n.nd each i 
sati ·lied with wlwt he has received in exchange, because he has got 
for the article he could spare, something which he was really in 
want of. This is ] ree Trade. But if the parent or gnardian of 
one of the youths1 comes forward and says, before r allow this 
transaction to be ratified, before in fact I allow yonr article to be 
delivered to my son-yon mu t give me a quicl pro quo, to the 
extent of half the value of the article you are parting with--'l'his 
cannot in fairnes be ca.lled free exchange betwixt the youths. 

Amerioan, French, and German imbjects arc quite willing to 
exchange their several productions for ·what the British can giYe 
them in return, bnt thes t:1ke very good care that they shall receive 
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an equivalent in value for what they are pn,rting with. But, before 
the delivery of the British articles can be made, the respective 
governments of these countries come forward and say, before we 
allow the bargain to be ratified you mnst pay us 30, 60, or 90, per 
cent. on the value, by way of toll, which we impose for the purpose 
of reducing the taxation of our countrymen, and in order to prevent 
them from entering into any tran actions with foreigners ·which 
might tend to affect injuriously the development of any industry in 
the country, without the state receiving compensation for the 
same. 

This, surely, upon the most liberal construction of the meaning 
of the term, cannot be called "Free Trade." Bnt it correctly 
illustrates the sort of Free Trade which England enjoys. 

The principal of Free Trade is admirable in its conception, and 
if carried out in its integrity between nations, would not only knit 
them together in the bonds of peace, but each would be able to get 
from the other, what that nation could best and cheapest pro
duce in exchange for commodities produced under similar conditions 
by themselves. uch Free Trade as this implies perfect reciprocity, 
and no customs tariffs whatever. 

The advocates of Free Trade in this country flatter themselves 
that we enjoy such Free Trade as this, and speak as if we di<l. 
actually experience it, when they enlarge upon its blessing . 
Whereas Free Trade, as this country knows to its co:;t, is of a very 
different sort. The freedom is all on our own side-the restric
tion with other nations. We concede everything, and get nothing in 
return. 

And how are we affected by this absence of reciprocity i Well, 
we not only lose the benefits which would acrue to us from a really 
genuine Free Trade, by getting our native productions in larger 
quantities into foreign countries, and a fair and remunerative valne 
for them, but we further sacrifice the profit which customs duties 
would yield us, bringing with them a reduct.ion of imperial 
taxation, and, by ·our declared policy, deprive ourselves of the 
immense powers we possess iu virtue of our enormous imports, to 
coerce other nations by retalia.tion to reciprocate. 

"\Ve have just experienced our powerlessness in this respect, in 
our failure to negotiate a new commercial treaty with France. It 
has generally Leen understood that the treaty of 1860 was a most 
advantageous one for France, yet she will not renew it, and 
why i-Becau .. e we have really nothing to offer in return. , he 
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knows our statesmen arc committed to a Free Trade policy, and 
that she is bound to enjoy the advantabes of our markets, as well 
as other countries, and why shouB she make sacrifices and commit 
herself by a treaty, admitting British manufactures, to the injury 
of her own-beyond what is required of other countries. 

The steadily increasing excess of imports over our exports of 
late years, is justly causing serious alarm to thoughtful and prac
tical men, who know well the c:om;equences to ·which it must lead. 

But Mr. Mongredien, Mr. Chamberlain, and others, tell us this 
i::; not merely a proof of our great ,,,ealth, but at the same time a 
source of it, and a por:;itive advantage to the country, because we 
pay for them; not in hard cash but by goods of our own manufac
ture. But this can hardly be, othenvi e our exports would balance 
our imports, which is not the case. 

A better political economist than either, and certainly 11 higher 
authority, the late Mr. -Walter Bagehot says "that the ordinary 
foreign trade of a couni.ry requires no ca h, and that the exports 
should balance the imports, but if n, country RhoulJ. from any cause 
whatever import more thnn it c.-port,' , the difference must be paid 
for in cash," and it is indispensible that it should be so. Adam 
Smith also, in his '\Yealth of Nations \book 4th, chapter 3rd) says, 
"when one of two nations import from the other to 11 greater 
value than it exporfa to that other, the former necessarily becomes 
indebted to the latter in a greater sum than the latter becomes in
debted to it, the debts and credits of each do not compensate one 
another, and money must be sent out from that place of whirh the 
del>ts overbalance the credits." 

But these same gentlemen tell us that this is 11ot the fact, for 
that gold has not been sent out of the country. But if gold has 
not been sent, fo1·eign and British securities have been parted 
with, which is equinlent, and this country is just the amount 
poorer all the same. As the rnlue of these securities we hold 
become less, we will have to part with golcl itself, and then, if not 
before) the country will become nlive to the consequences which 
Free 'rrade on our part, and protection by other nations, has 
brought upon us. 

As one of many proofs which might be given of the deception 
practised by those who professionally write to bolster up a "Free 
Trade policy," Mr. ~fongredien iu his work-" Free Trade and 
English Commerce/'-which has had an euormous circulation 
(chiefly through the strong commendations of :Mr. Bright)) shows, 
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by a table, that this country during 16 years, commenci11g 1863, 
imported £92)000,000 of gold in excess of what we exported. 

Now, although this may b(.; true, he altogether withholds the 
equally true and most alarming fact, which his own figures bear 
out, viz.-that while during the first 8 of these 16 years, the 
excess of our imports of gold amounted to £60,000,000, in the 
latter 8) down to 1878, the excess was only £32,000,000-that is 
to say, for the last 8 years the amount of gold imported into this 

country had fallen off by nearly one lialf. 
Mr. Chamberlain and Mr. Mongredien further tell us, that the 

wa.y we can afford to import more than we export, and pay for 
the excess, is, because we yearly receive large sums in the shape of 
interest from our capital invested abroad. vVell, no doubt this is 
largely how we have been able to p1y for excess of imports with
out sending gold out of the country, but can this be regarded as 
any proof of the flourishing state of our trade and manufactures 
now ? I think tho very reverse, because, but for the great 
accumulation of wealth in the past, we should be Lccoming largely 
indebted to foreigu countries. In other words, we arc living now, 
partly on the profits by our trade and manufactures, and partly or 
lar,qely, on tho interest accruing from capital invested abroad. Our 
present trade profits alone, are clearly not supporting ns, and mu t 
be very different from what they were in the past, when they not 
only supported us, but enabled us to accumulate and invest 
otherwise, thr large sums from which we are now deriviug the 
interest, which alone is keeping us from bankruptcy. To illus
trate this. 

Suppose tho case of a man who has carried on a profitable 
manufacture for twenty years, during which time it has yielded 
him, on the average, £2,000 a-year, £20,000 he has required for 
maintenance, the other £20,000 he has invested abroad. 

He can still afford to live in the same style now aR formerly, 
although his business has completely failed him, becanse he can 
fall back on the interest of bis foreign investments for his support. 
But has not a serious change all the same come over his mannfocture, 
which from yielding him £2,000 a year) is now worthlc s to him as 
a means for his support. Yet this is known to be the position of 
many of our manufacturers at the present moment. 

N cvertheless, we are &ssured, by i he irrepressible advocates of a 
Free Trade policy, thn.t although the means by which we were able 
to support ourselves during these 20 years, and save a sum on the 
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interest of which we n,rc i1ow fo·i11g, ]ms failed us, our increasing 
imports afford undoubted evidence of our increasing prosperity. 
Most people wonld rather conclude from this, that the sources of 
our previous prosperity were becoming driccl up. 

rrhe member of the Philosophical Society arc too intelligent to 
need to be told of the depressed condition of onr trade and mmrn
factnres, but a few illustration.' " ·ill help to show how general and 
how serious that depression i . 

ln Birmingham and hefiicld rncch:mics arc unable to cam half 
the amount of their former wages; and most of the large con
cerns, which a few yean; ha ·k were <livic1iug their 30, 40, and 50 
per cent., now pay 11othing at all, and their shares arc at a dis
count in the market. 

In Sheffield, at the present moment, there are 5000 teuantlr,ss 
houses, and in Birmingham upwards of 10,000. 

In Manche ter, the seat of the cotton tmd » warehouses are to let, 
not by the score, bnt in hundreds ; and TiraL1ford, rerhaps the 
grerttest sufferer of all by forcigr tariff's and free trade, prcscntH a 
most melancholy spectacle. Mr. Li::iter, of that town, has publicly 
stated that, since the French treaty of 186 1, there has been a loss 
in worl:men's wage~ on the silk goo ls import c1 of between 
£50,000,000 and £60,000,000 stg. 

Coventry, which in lf/61 gn.ve employment to -H,000, is now all 
but cxtingnished · and it is estimated that there arc not now a 
dozen iu the trade " ·]10 have not lrnd to compound with their 
creditors. 

Macclesfield hacl 55 factories, employing 14,000, and is uow 
reduced to 6000. One firm alone bad 180 appr nticcs and 1800 
work-people; and has ?1ow nonr> of the former, and only 100 of the 
l:itter. The decline i who11/ attributed by the 'hamber of 
Commerce to the opern.tion of the ~obclen 1:rcaty. 

The annual return of ribbons and trimmings, which amounted to 
£2,500,000, is now given at £600,000; " ·hilc the wages have fallen 
from £1'.},000 weekly to £2,000. 'rhe United t tites, ,,-hich used 
to take our ilks hy t ens of thou,·ands of pound::; value, .now take 
little or notbing; n.nd the chief of the Statistical Department in 
America tells us that, since the Tariff Act of 1864, the domestic silk 
trade there, has quadrupled. 

A meeting of over 4000 weavers was held at Coventry last 
September to protest against Free Trade, and cxpre ·cd them· 
selve at a loss to understa11d why tliefr class should be so much 
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better off iu countries which have never experienced its blessings. 
Such meetings have not been unusual lately. Our workpeople are 
beginning to see that, w bile ou,r productions are kept out of e-vcry 
foreign port, tho productions of foreigners are let in freely lw·e, and 
they think this unfair, and who can blame them? Universally the 
decline is traced to our treaty with France, under which all 
their silks are admitted duty free, while the French Government 
have imposed heavy duties on the very descriptions in which we 
stood a fair chance otherwise, of competing with them. 

rrhe Duke of H.utland, at the Cuttlers' feast in September last, 
described, in very few words, the condition of trade in the Sheffield 
district.-" Profits," he said, " are a thiug of tho past, \Yages are 
being reduced, your furnaces are being put out, and your mills are 
worked, either not at all, or half-time." 

If there arc, who doubt whether this loss of trade is attributable to 
our fiscal policy, le~ them listen to what Mr. Robert Giffen, a great 
Free Trade advocate, now says:-" what the great masi:;es of our 
workmen in the United Ringdom suffer from, is, not foreign 
bounties, but foreign tariffs. To complain of foreign bountie , and 
not of foreign tariffi::;, is to direct attention from real evils to evils 
which are, by comparison, imaginary." And in this he is quite 
correct. 

The glove trades of W orce ter and Yeovil, and the pottery trades 
of Stafford and 'Vorcestershire, have shared the same fate, and the 
condition of the lO\Yer classes of operatives is becoming most 
deplorable. While the aYerage rem11n ration of A meric:an pottery 
opeiatives is fully 100 per cent. in excess of the wages now paid in 
England for the same class of labour, even boys and young girls 
are earning there from l 2s. to l 8s. a week. 

This may serve to explain, in some degree, to English artizans, 
why it is that protection is the national policy of the United States. 
It is becau ·e the working men find that, under it, they are much 
better off than English workmen are, under single handed Free 
rrmde. It is they, and not the employers, who keep the United 
States a Protectionist country. 

At the Bristol chamber of Commerce iu June last, the liberal 

member for that city, ~1r Samnel Morley, said-" There could be 
no doubt we were suffering from the operation of tariffs, let us 
boldly say, that if these dnties are continued, England will have to 
retaliate." 

Sir Edward Watkin, another liberal memuer of parliament, 
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ftdclressing the ~fanchcster, .~heffield, and Lincolnshire Railway 
Shareholders, in August la. t, told them that there wag n. falling off, 
on their exports from Grimsby, for the Corman Markets of 50 per 
ceut. caused by the tariffs duties now in force in that conntry, and 
much the same was applicable to the American tariff. 

At a meeting of the Scottish Chamber of .Agriculture, in July 
last, one of the speakers dwelt upon the depression of trade, and 
said-" Not only did the master suffer, the workmen were feeling 
the pinch, and were now beginning to see that they were bondsmen 

to the foreigner; that tho foreign toll could only be paid out of 
tlieir wages, and perhaps extension of the hours of ln.bour. To 
avoid this impost, large numbers were emigrnting to countries 
where the products of their lu.bour WOL1hl not only find a jrf'e 

market, but also ,a toll to protect their labours." 
vVhen I have given one additio1Ml proof of the almost universal 

depression of trade that at present exists in this country, I shall 
have done - but it is a startling ouc, and the authority for it is 
no le s an individual than the Foreign Secretary. 

At the meeting of the Iron and • tee) in ·ti tu le, held on 11th 
October last, Lord Granville said, " If you. look at the table of the 
assessment of iron works to the Income tax, you will see that tliat, 

which in 1875 amounted to 71 millions, was reduced in 1879 to less 
than 2 millions of money. Taking the years 1875, 6, 7, and 8, you 
will find a reduction in the quantities of ~teel and iron exported 
from this country of something like 700,000 ton.. If you look at 
the difference of valite there is a diminntion of something more than 
18 millions from a little less than 38 millions of money. That 
represents 25 per cent. reduction in quantity and 50 per cent. in 
value, and that reduction in value represents to the iron trade of 
this country a net value of something like £40,000,000 a year, so 
that during these four years no less a sum than £160,000,000 
sterling was lost to the iron trade." 

When we find the statistics given by the advocates of a Free 
Trade policy in direct and hopeless conflict with such a mass of 
testimony as the foregoing, surely it is more reasonable to distrust 
the figures which are put forward from time to time, than such 
facts as have been adduced.* 

These are some of, but they are far from all, the evils attendant 
upon our following~ a one-sided Free Trade po] icy, and not taking 

• Qua?·terlv Rei-ieic. 
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n,dvantnge of the enormous retaliatory pm,·crs which our vast 
wealth and capacity as consumers enable us to command. 

Some of these evils, through the very natnre of things, it wonld 
have been impossible to avert. It i' long since om· surplus 
capital, unable to find employment at home, hn.s been engaged in 
mining and other operations in foreign countries, and developing 
their resources by the construction of railways and docks. But it 
has been reserved for the last few years to discover men, engaged 
in the manufactures of our own country, withdrawing their 
capital from liere, and employing it in preference in protected 
countries, for the only, but quite sufficient reason, that it is moro 
profitn.ble for them to do so. 

Messrs. Priestly & 'ons, of Bradford, have established mills in 
Philadelphia, and removed all their loom. and the best of their 
skilled operatives to America. Messrs. Coatt'; and Messrs. Clark, 
two of the largest and best known thread manufacturers of Paisley, 
have, for some time, bad mannfactorics in the States, employing 
many thousands of hands, and for no other rea.son than that they 
cannot afford to manufacture in this country and pay the high 
tariff which the Americans impose on the imported article. 

Finlayson, Bousfield, & Co., of J ohnstono, linen thread manu
facturers, have been oLligcd to do likewise, although they would 
much have pr~ferred to develop their manufacture in this country, 
but they cannot afford the duty of 40 per cent., and I have a letter 
from one of the large t manufacturers of Ba.tley, who says, in 
reply to my enquiry :- " The duty on goods m•:ported to Germany 
from this district is now so high as to be almost prohibitory, and 
there lmve gone, within the last few years, 10 or 12 manufacturers 
from this neighbonrhood, who are now makin<Y' our class of good 
there." 

rrhus, the great wealth we possess is becoming an instrument for 
the destruction of those very industries, which, but for our short
sighted fiscal policy, would have been employed in their develop
ment at home. 

The position of the whole question iH this-by her policy Great 
Britain practically says to all foreign countries, produce what goods 
you can, and send them here, and we shall give you the same 
facilities for disposing of them to our people, as our own manufac 
tnrers enjoy, although you contribute nothing tO\Yard the taxation 
of our country. 

\Vhile all protcct<.:d countries, Ly their policy, reply to our invi-
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tatiou to them to do likowiso-:~fo; we are very sensible of the 
great vttlue of your concessions to u , (and we mean to take advan
tage of them to the utmost), bnt we sha11 not a.How our people to 
purchase your manufactures, unless yon can sell them at prices 40, 
60, 80, and 90 per cent. cheaper than our own countrymen can 
produce them. 

We have in England labour in abundance, and capital in abun
dance ready to employ that labour, but both are to a large extent 
idle an.d unemployed, because through the restrictive policy of 
other countries, there can no markets be got for the fruits of that 
labour. 

Even our home trade, which is of the greatest value to every 
country, we have surrendered to the forci<)'ner, admitting to it, on 
equal terms with our own heavily faxed countrymen, tho prollnc
tions of the world-thereby increasing, by the population of tho 
United Kingdom, the home trade of every ot.hor country, aml 
diminishing the value of it proportionally to onr own manufac
turers. 

Nothing could be more ni icln,1, T have the greatest faith in 
the enterprise of British capital-I have the greatest faith in the 
energy of Briti h labour, for I know they can effect marvellons 
things in manufacturing ; but they cannot accomplish impossi
bilities, and it is an impossibility to expect of them what is 
demanded, viz.-that they must produce goods 40, 60, 80, and 90 
per cent. cheaper than other countries, before they shall be 
admitted into their protected markets. One thing is certain, 
other countries must receive OLlr productions as free as we do 
theirs, or many of the industries of England must go to the wall, 
and the only course open to us, to enforce this, is by retaliation. 

This is a power universally pos cssod, and by England to an 
enormous extent, and it is one which every nntion may be justified 
in having recourse to. Adam Smith, in the second chapter of his 
fourth book, says, that.retaliatory duties may be good policy, when 
some foreign nation restrains, by high duties or prohibitions, the 
importation of some of our manufactures into their country ; and 
Mr. Goldwin Smith, whose liberality in these matters few will call 
in question, in the Contemporary R eview of last eptember, while 
explaining that the Canadian tariff was devised to coerce the 
Americans into lowering their duties, justifies their policy, and 
says- " If the pressure were likely to be effectual, wliy should it 
not be applied. An immediate ·acrifice would no doubt be made-
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in refusing to bny cheap American goods-but it would be made 
in ant?'dpation of a greater gain, allfl n, doctrine of Free Trade 
which should forbid such an exercise of foresight, would surely be 
Free Trade gone macl. Political economy is a matter of expedi
ency, it is not like 11iorality, which forbids us to do evil that good 
mn,y come." 

Let it go forth and be understood that in future Britain will 
treat other countries as she is treated by them, and you will have 
all nations emulating each other in their desire to make terms 
with us to secure a free market for their productions. 

From a Free Trade point of view all commercial treaties th11.t 
arc not on eq·ual terms are a mistake. 

The conditions of the world's trade have changed since we 
initiated our policy of Free Trade, and we shall have to change 
our fiscal system to grapple with them, or we must go to the wall. 

It is a serious matter for a country like Engbnd to reverse any 
policy she has followed for so many years, accompanied, as such an 
admission of failure must be, by discredit to a great and popular 
party in the country. But I trust, if once convinced that our 
policy has been unsuccessful ; no mere temporary loss of prestige, 
no lack of moral courn.go, will prevent a.cknowleclgment of the 
same. 

Protectionist countries who have profited through our policy 
may sneer, but better endure that for a time, than merit the ever
lasting and just reproaches of future generations of our c0untry
mc:n. 

Some countries 1nay sneer, but many more will rejoice at the 
returning prosperity, influence, and power of Englund, because the 
pages of history have taught them, that no nation since the 
Christian era, has, in the Providence of God, employed to the same 
extent those agencies for humanizing, for civilizing, and for 
Christianizing mankind. 

Pll.DiTJi:D AT TllS .lBERDE~~ JOl'RlUL Ol'P'IC! , 
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PREFACE. 

TIIE Cobden Club has again held its annual festival, and its 

members have enjoyed their undoubted privilege of once more 

reassertiing their "immortal" principles, reaffirming their infallible 

dogmas,, and congratulating each other that, in the midst of the 

surrounding gloom, and in the presence of the determined hostility 

of the rest of the world, they are the sole possessors of the true 

economical faith. 

The speakers at the annual dinner of the" Club " have been 

this yeair somewhat persistent in pointing out that the fiscal policy 

in their charge is even yet only on its trial- ·a period of thirty 

years or thereabouts being so little in the history of man. Their 

greatest apostle, however, has recently declared that, in this country, 

at least, the question was "settled" in r 846-so that when doctors 

disagree, who shall decide? But" settled," or only on its trial, the 

subject has too absorbing an interest to be lightly dismissed as 

beyond the range of discussion. 

In republishing the following papers, written in reply to Sir Louis 

Mallet's letter to the Chairman of the "Club "-in which it was 

suggested a prize should be offered by the Cobden Club for the best 

statement of the" Reciprocity" case-we have nothing to add than 

that, though originally published on May 3, no serious rejoinder 

has as yet been attempted, either by Sir Louis Mallet, or any 

representative, or any advocate of the system generally known as, 

but most erroneously called, Free Trade. 

EDITOR " BRITISH EMPIRE " NEWSPAPER. 

June 24, I 879. 



INTRODUCTION. 

THE theoretical ideas contained in the term "free trade," which latter l.as1 by 
the force of various exceptional causes, secured for many years an imnense 
hold on the popular mind in Great Britain, are sufficiently captivati1g, on 
the surface, to afford some excuse to the unthinking masses who tale their 
opinions at second hand, and join heartily in the most plausible cry of the 
hour. For this reason a pamphlet issued lately by the Cobden Club, from 
the pen of Sir Louis Mallet, and purporting to inquire into the queston of 
reciprocity, has been received with the profound deference generally paid 
to "inspired" writings. It is not too much to say that at the present day 
Englishmen accept their teachings on economics in much the same man
ner as the majority of mankind accept the doctrines of their severa: reli
gions-without inquiry, and frequently without even knowing, or caring to 
know, the basis of their faith. There is an orthodoxy in everything 
that the popular mind does not readily grasp as well as in creeds, and the 
fashion of the day has ruled that on the question of political economy 
the name of Cobden before all-and then that of Mill, or of lhight, 
or of Gladstone-most appeals to the average Englishman's senses. For 
this reason anything and everything that emanates from such a so rce
and probably in a tenfold degree all that comes out with the imprimatur of 
the Cobden Club and its semi-blasphemous, superficial, and utterly 
inefficient motto-is swallowed whole without cavil or question. For no 
other reason can it be conceived possible that so weak a pamphlet as that 
to which we have referred should have been accepted without protest, or 
even as quietly as it has been. Probably the chief condemnation of its 
internal feebleness is to b found in the fact that it has not created any 
great sensation, which, coming from such a source, would have naturally 
followed had it been a masterly production. In point of fact it bears all 
the evidence of having been only hastily thrown together and somewhat 
carelessly compiled, Sir Louis apparently having in his mind all the time that 
he was only grappling with* (to use his own t<irms) a" man of straw." Had Sir 
Louis waited till this week he might have employed a happier phrase thrown 
him by the Prime Minister, and might have said instead that on seeking for 
his antagonist he always found him a" phantom." He would have found 
that word admirably suited to his purpose, though perhaps he would scarcely 
have used it in the sense in which it was employed by Lord Beaconsfield. 
But since Sir Louis feels this difficulty, and because we cannot admit that 
Lord Bateman's " Plea for Limited Protection or Reciprocity "-which Sir 
Louis appears to regard as the representative of what he calls the 
"modern reciprocitarian "-is at all calculated to remove it, any more 
than his lordship's speech of last Tuesdayt in the House of Lords is likely 
to do so, we have endeavoured to supply the deficiency by papers written 
from the various points of view of each writer. 

Reciprocity, says an eminent authority, is "dead," and its ghost only 
survives to lure us on in "phantom" fashion. Reciprocity is "dead "-the 



SIR LOUIS MALLET'S CHALLEVGE ANSWERED. 5 

first Minister of the Crown has said-because our legislators have nothing 
left wherewith to reciprocate. We have long ago given up the arms with 
which we could fight-all our big guns and nearly all our small arms
and are without the means even to show our teeth. Such, in point of fact, 
is the first conclusion from the statesman's point of view. Not in a hurry, 
but after long and patient thought, the country, captivated by brilliant 
rhetoric and seduced by no less brilliant promises of untold prosperity in 
the future, decided to reverse all its old fiscal system, and to embark on a 
new sea. Hence it is no business of the Government, no matter what 
party to which it belongs, much less of the House of Lords, to interfere 
with that which the nation has willed, until the country again shows plainly 
that it desires another reversal of our fiscal policy. Nor would we 
wish, nor venture to suggest, that aught even now should be done in haste. 
But it is another question entirely whether the matter is not to be fairly 
·discussed, and the people to be told the plain truth as to the principles of 
that which is known-or, rather, believed to be known-by the term reci
procity. From that point of view it is not "dead," but certainly lives in 
the heads and hearts of many. vVe may say, however, at once, that be
tween the faint creed professed by Lord Bateman-who has posed as :i 

prominent man, if not a leader on the question-and the more decided 
views of others, there are many stages. We are not sure, indeed, whether 
Lord Derby"" was not right in the main when he described reciprocity as 
~'protection in a fancy dress." The term was intended as a sneer, of 
course, and as such the delicate mind of Lord Bateman evidently shrank 
from the application in his speech on Tuesday lastt in the House of Lords. 
But we do not hesitate to declare that the protection of home land and labour 
-of the productive consumer rather than of the unproductive consumer
is the first article of the creed of him whom Sir Louis Mallet terms 
the 'modern reciprocitarian." The word " reciprocity " itself is, indeed, 
poor in expression, compared with the policy its most earnest and hardest
thinking adherents advocate. It has probably been widely accepted for 
the very reason that impelled Lord Bateman in so many words to repudiate 
the very mention of the word "protection." 

The "modern reciprocitarian" then, as we have said, aims at protection 
to British land and labour-but differs from that which popular prejudice 
somewhat unfairly ascribes to old "protectionism," in that he does not claim 
to protect the interest of any special class, but to legislate for that of the 
·Community at large, and not to leave all commercial action free as 
the air j any more than society dares to leave the actions of 
individuals free and unfettered. The "modern reciprocitarian," for 
instance-to put a hypothetical case-would dismiss the sugar trade ques
tion tc the four winds, were it not typical of almost every trade and calling in 
the kingdom. The interest of 30,000 families-who are represented in the 
sugar-refining community-would rank as nothing, compared with any 
advantages that could be shown likely to result to 30 millions of people, by 
sweeping the 30,000 families away or driving them elsewhere. The 
"modern reciprocitarian" would impose no duties for the mere sake of 
.levying duties ; but, since taxes must be raised somewhere and somehow, 
would impose them in such manner that home interests should be thereby 
protected, that home land and labour might receive a greater demand for 
its products, and thereby better enable the nation to bear the burden of 
taxation. There are, naturally enough, "reciprocitarians" and "reciproci-

* His lordship also quoted this phrase second-hand. t April 29, 1879. 
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tarians." Some are only "dissatisfied free traders," who profess to advocaite 
a universal free trade much in the same fashion as the ultra-dissatisfoed 
members of the Cobden Club talk : for even in that sanctum there aire 
dissentients. Others, again, are little else than what is known by the terrm 
"rank protectionists," who do not believe in" unrestricted competition" in amy 
shape, not even if two nations mutually agree to open their ports to each ot11(er. 
It were indeed impossible to be otherwise, since as long as human natmre 
exists there must ever be degrees of opinion. For this reason, thereforre, 
possibly, Sir Louis Mallet has found himself, as he says in the first lines of Jhis 
pamphlet, confronted with the "insuperable difficulty" that, 
'In spite of much reading and a very sincere desire to understand the objec ts 
and arguments of the advocates of this new(?) commercial policy, I ha.ve 
entirely failed in finding any statement of their case." 

We have therefore endeavoured to supply Sir Louis, in a measure, wi.th 
that which he so sincerely desires. ·In the following pages he will fond 
that though every writer more or less treats the subject as a whole, ea<ch 
paper has some special point of view from which he regards the questiom. 
For instance, "Veritas" in the first paper has directed his attention maimly 
to the question of manufactured goods and of luxuries. The tone of 
"Agis' " mind, in the second paper, appeals more directly to the questi<Dn 
of the producer and consumer, and to examine which interests shornld 
be primarily regarded. " Vigilans," in the third paper, makes a special 
feature of our international trade generally. " Plus Solis plus Vitre," in the 
fourth paper, looks upon the matter from an agriculturist's point of view. Amd 
"Fortis in Arduis," in the fifth paper, grapples boldly with the whole labour 
question. One point, however, Sir Louis Mallet may possibly search fi r 
without finding-he may complain that no practical measure is formulated. 
Sir Louis, however, must remember that it is easier to pull down and 
destroy-as in the case of the introduction of a free trade policy in the 
days of the Anti-Corn League-than to build up and consolidate a system 
which must be formulated by practical statesmen, when once the country 
accepts the principle. When the '' dead" has arisen again-as it will when 
the film from men's eyes is removed, and they see the delusions by which 
they have been so long ensnared-then will come the hour for such details. In 
the meanwhile it is our part to rouse all those who are willing to think, to 
a conception of the dangers ahead, and to that "impending shipwreck" -
to use the Duke of Rutland's appropriate term-which will inevitably come 
upon us as a nation if we do not alter our ways. 

While thanking the writers of the following pages for the readiness 
with which they have responded to our request, let us add that not one of 
them is "interested " in a business capacity personally with the special 
features from which he views the question. "Veritas" has nothing to do, 
to the best of our belief, with the trade of manufactured goods. '' Agis"
though a worker in one way-is what would be called a non-productive 
consumer, against whose immediate interests he argues. " Vigilans" is not 
a trader, although he occupies a position enabling him to understand even 
the details of our international commerce. " Plus Solis plus Vitre" is not an 
agriculturist; and "Fortis in Arduis" is not in his own person a type of the 
working classes. Therefore the mind of neither is tinged by any personal 
interest whatever-a reproach which is frequently and groundlessly 
brought against the "modern reciprocitarian," to attempt to throw 
discredit on his motives. 

THE EDITOR " BRITISH EMPIRE " NEWSPAPER. 
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FROM THE "MANUFACTURED GOODS" 
POINT OF VIEW. 

SIR Louis MALLET'S pamphlet certainly is a most remarkable production. 
The authior cannot be congratulated upon his good taste, for some para
graphs in the pamphlet are almost bordering on profanity. Expressions 
such as " In thanking God, then, that he is not as other men, or even as 
this foreigner, the British Pharisee must not be allowed to deceive himself 
by a phra.se;" and, "Can it be that while the hands are Esau's hands, the 
voice is tlhe voice of Jacob, inviting us in the name of reciprocity to barter 
our free tirade birthright for a mess of protectionist pottage? " are not very 
creditable to a writer who really has some standing, and a reputation to 
lose; but we have more to do with Sir L. Mallet's accuracy than his good 
taste, and we think it will be found that he is as wanting in one as in the 
other. 

One oif the first things that Sir L. Mallet assails is the word "recipro
city," which he informs us is totally inapplicable to the policy which has 
been so long advocated in these columns. 

We perfectly agree with him that "the essence of all trade is and must 
be 'reciprrocity,'" but we decidedly demur to the statement which follows 
it, that " every transaction of commerce, by which one man voluntarily 
sells his ]produce or property to another, is an act of reciprocity, and i's com
plete -in it.irelf." The essence of reciprocity in the treatment of either nations 
or individluals, is that both parties should be treated alike, and if one gets 
all the kicks, and the other all the half-pence, the treatment can hardly be 
called rec.iprocal, even if an engagement had previously been entered into 
to that effect. 

The st atement also that "the more nearly the tariffs of foreign countries 
approach to the limits of prohibition, the more will the British producer be 
protected in his own market," is so ludicrously incorrect that it seems im
possible tb.at the learned writer can have intended to make it in that form. 
Does he :rreally mean to affirm that if the French tariff is so increased as to 
absolutely exclude our manufactures, while her own are imported here free, 
that it would tend to "protect the British producer in his own market"? 
We imp rted from France £ 2 l millions worth of manufactured goods in 
the year I 87 7, each and all of which competed with precisely the same goods 
manufactured here, while owing to the high import duties in France we 
only sent under £IO millions worth there. Does Sir L. Mallet really mean 
that if the latter were excluded from France it would give greater protection 
to the English producer? While on this point, we may notice that in the 
appendix to the pamphlet there is a list of :c Imports of manufactures into 
England, 1877," in which it is stated that only £16,0601400 were imported 
from France. We will refer our readers to the table issued in our number 
of January 4 last. That table was compiled with the greatest care from 
the Board of Trade returns, and it showed that £z1,240,462 of manufac-
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tures were imported from France in 1877. So much for Sir L. Mtllet's 
accuracy on that point ! 

It is rather amusing to find our learned author quoting from Miill's 
Principles of Political Economy that " things are only in their permment 
state when the exports and imports exactly pay for each other." V\ith a 
total of imports of £394,419,682, and a total of exports of £198,89.:,065, 
he must have felt that, according to his own quotation, our trade wa~ very 
far from a position of " stable equilibrium," but he tries to get out cf the 
difficulty by stating that in recent years the imports of gold and ;il\--rer 
bullion into the United Kingdom have exceeded the exports-the av:!rage 
annual excess in the last five years being, according to Sir Louis, netrly 5 
millions per annum. Now, although his figures are in this instanc per
fectly correct, yet we think it would have been fairer if he had mentoned 
that in the year 1877 the balance was the other way, and that we expxted 
two millions and a half more bullion than we imported, but no one :eally 
knows better than Sir Louis that bullion transactions are no real t~st of 
financial position in the present d~y . Where Sir Louis makes a mist<".ke is 
in confounding the import of foreign goods that we do not manufa::ture 
here with those which we do manufacture here. We want as mu_h of 
the former as we can get, and as little of the latter, and in that ;ense 
the words that he puts in the mouths of the advocates of recipro
city, viz., that they say "Our policy is to induce foreign cou tries 
to take more of our goods, and give us less of theirs in return 11 (p. : 2 of 
the pamphlet), are perfectly correct. Such a doctrine, Sir Louis tel.s us, 
"is not likely to be very popular either with the producing or wit1 the 
consuming classes of this country." We think he is considerably mis·aken 
on this point. To the producing classes it is a matter of most vita. im
portance to prevent the yearly increasing importation of foreign nanu
factured goods, which enter into direct competition with their own 
productions in the home market. Sir Louis, like many other writrrs of 
his way of thinking, tries to make out that the amount of foreign manu
factured goods imported into this country is far below what it realy is. 
vVe shall come to this point soon, and shall show how utterly WT011S his 
figures are, and we only now wish to point out that to those prod1cing 
classes a policy which prevents foreign competition in their own muket 
must be an advantageous one, and that they are not such fools as o be 
ma.de .to believe, even on the authority of so distinguished a man as Sir 
Louis Mallet, C.B., "that every Englishman who sells or buys in a foreign 
country, whatever be the tariff of that country or of his own, is already in 
the possession of complete reciprocity." Moreover, let it be well remem)ered 
that those producing classes are now far more numerous than theywere 
in years gone by. England, whether the change be for better or ' ""orse, 
has ceased to be what she used to be, viz. "an agricultural comtry." 
Out of a total population of 26,072,284 in England, Scotland, and Wales 
at the last census, 5,rn5,998, or very nearly one-fifth of the whole, were 
engaged in manufacturing pursuits or trades, such as mining, dependent 
upon them. We do not for one instant mean to depreciate the impo ance 
of the agricultural interest in this country, and we hope to show her'!after 
how completely that interest ought to be bound up with those cf the 
manufacturing classes in this matter. But it is important to shov- that 
numerically the manufacturing classes vastly preponderate, for hose 
engaged in agriculture now are only one-fourteenth of the population. 
Moreover, besides those actually engaged in manufacturing pursuits as 
mentioned above, there are a vast number of shopkeepers, etc. in our marufac-
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turing towns who are as dependent on the welfare of our staple trades as 
the very workmen themselves, and that when they are once made to under
stand how ruinous our present commercial policy is to those trades, they 
will .probably be willing enough to forego the small advantage they get as 
"consumers" in buying cheap foreign goods. Those "consumers" them
selves, to0>, are becoming alive to the fact that they do not gain all they 
think they do by the cheapness of these goods. The British housewife 
has already found out that it takes two lumps of beet sugar to sweeten a 
cup of tea as much as olle lump of cane sugar would do, and that the 
ruination of our English loaf sugar trade has been anything but beneficial 
to her pocket. 

Wen w come to the most important part of Sir Louis's pamphlet, viz., 
where he tries to shO\v that the real injury to the manufacturing classes of 
this country caused by foreign competition is so small that it would not be 
worth while laying import duties upon it. 

He pll!ts the values of our imports in 1877 of" manufactured and half
manufactured goods" at £49,089,241. We give below a list carefully 
compiled from the Board of Trade returns for that year, and for the 
accuracy of which we can vouch. It amounts, as will be seen, to as nearly 
as possible half as much again as the amount stated by Sir Louis j and 
upon this we will merely remark that a gentleman who is so little to be 
trusted in his figures is not very worthy of trust in the deductions that he 
draws from them. · 

Lz'st of articles -imported z"n the year I 8 7 7 into this country duty free. 

Heads of glass 
Can !es . . 
Caoutchouc manufactures . 
Chemical manufactures and products 
China and porcelain ware 
Clocks . 
Cordage and twine 
Cork, manufactured 
Cotlon yarn . 
Cotton manufactures . 
Drugs, unenumerated . 
Embroidery and needlework 
Flower , artificial 
Gla s of all kinds . 
Hair, manufactures of . 
Hats and bonnets of felt 

,, ,, of traw . . 
Hides, tanned, tawecl, curried, or dressed 
Jute yarn 
Lace . . . • . 
Leather manufactures-boots and shoes 

gloves 
,, unenumerated . 

Linen yam 
, , manufactures . . . • 

Metals-Copper, unwrought and part wrought 
Iron in bars, unwrought 
Steel, unwrought . . • 
Iron and steel, wrought or manufactured 
Lead, pig and sheet . . 
Tin, in blocks, ingots, bars, or slabs 

Musical instruments . 
Oil, seed . . . . 
Oil, chemical, essential, and perfumed 

A2 

Value. 
£66,260 
430,5II 

l,484, 794 
1,056,466 

279,888 
513,387 
542,048 
491,503 
379,801 

1,764,802 
481,501 
84,609 

588,828 
1,908, 167 

116,510 
103, 588 
79,925 

2,953, 722 
37.959 

521,384 
348,786 

1,518,557 
379,005 
285,942 
289,459 

2,888,J7I 
977.971 

70,687 
1,537,063 

• 2,016,803 
961,398 
615,702 
569,967 
237,484 
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Oil seed cake 
Painter's colours . . 
Paper of all kinds (except hangings) 
Paper hangings 
Silk, manufactures . . 

l,457,003 
759,552 

l,220,500 

Skins and furs, dressed, and manufactures therefrom 

62,955 
12,860,988 

l,366,324 
5, 794,232 

444,829 
504, 164 
120,524 

Sugar, refined :and candy 
Toys . 
Watches . . . 
Wood-house frames, fit ings, and joiners' work 
Woollen manufactures 
Woollen yarn . . . . 

5,235,948 
1,753,718 

Goods, unenumerated-mamifactured, vide page 63, Board 
of Trade Returns. 5, 748,653 

Grand Total 

Some exception may be taken to my including " Tin in blocks, ingots, 
bars, or slabs " in the above return, as it may be said that such articles can 
hardly be considered as "half manufactured goods" ; but it must be re
membered that tin is found in large quantities in Cornwall, and that a very 
large population has been almost reduced to destitution by foreign com
petion in the tin trade, vast quantities being now imported which have gone 
through the first process of manufacture. Moreover, there is just as much 
reason to includ~ them as there is to include pig iron, which has gone 
through a similar stage of preliminary manufacture. 

So far, then, from having to deal only with an eighth part of our import 
trade, as stated by Sir Loui, we should have to deal with a sz"xtli of it if '"e 
returned to import duties on manufactures. When Sir Louis comes to 
examine the "sources of our supplies" he is equally, or even more grossly, 
inaccurate. He deliberately states that the value of the manufactures which 
we import from the United States "is less than £2:mil!£01ls sterling, of which 
more than half consists of tanned and curried hides." Let us see what the 
real facts are, which the following table will show : 

Table of Manufactured Goods Imported from the 

Clocks 
Chemical manufactures 
*Cotton manufactures . 
Drugs . 
Furniture 
Glass manufactures 
Hide , tanned . 
House frames, &c. 
Iron manufactures 
Linen manufactures . 
Leather manufactures (including boots and shoes) 
Muskets . 
Oil-seed cake . 
Painters' colours 
Sugar, refined . 
Toys . 
vVoollen manufactures 

Total 

United States in 1877. 

£107,780 
37,074 

400,000 
33,591 
77,064 
4,393 

1,090,8II 
3M93 

200,000 
5, 162 

30,499 
6,199 

l,051,843 
15,081 

425,150 
13,813 
23,568 

"' The above figures, with the exception of '' Cotton manufactures," are taken from 
the Board of Trade Returns. F r some unaccountable reason, '' Cotton manufactures" 
are not there mentioned among imports from the United States, but we have it on the 
authority of U.S. returns that 2,008,348 dols. were exported to Great Britain during 
1877. 
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So much for Sir Louis's accuracy, his two millions having grown to more 
than threie and a half millions. But to this amount may fairly be added 
the following articles of partially manufactured goods, viz. : 

Cop per, unwrought and part wrought 
Lead, pig or sheet 
Oil, turpentine 
Oil, chemical 

Total . 

£27,326 
12,663 

320,834 
43,364 

. £404,187 

which wi 1 bring the total up to nearly £4 millions without including "un
enumerated articles of manufactured goods," which would probably amount 
to at least half a million more. So much for Sir Louis's accuracy on this 
point, an with it falls his absurd argument that because we could not touch 
the United States, therefore we should have no right to place an import 
duty on French manufactures. 

But t e most extraordinary misstatement on Sir Louis's part is contained 
at p. 22 of his pamphlet. He there says that "the importations of manufac
tured goods from France do not greatly exceed the amount of the Br£tislt exports." 
Now, the real facts are as stated in our issue of January 4 last, that while 
the imports from France were over twenty millions, the exports to France 
were under ten millions. 

vVe leave it to our readers to say whether a writer who makes such 
statements is worthy of any credence at all. Sir Louis commences his 
pamphlet by saying that, "whenever I approached my adversary, I found 
him to be a man of straw," and that no "programme of practical measures 
which wi 1 stand the test of serious discussion" has ever been put forward 
by the advocates of reciprocity. We will answer him by saying that in 
the first place our policy would be to place an import duty on the manu
factured goods of all countries that refused to allow our manufactures to 
be imported free. We have already shown that in the year I877 the 
amount of goods imported on which such a duty could be levied was 
sixty-four and a half millions. We would not propose to make this duty 
prohibitory, but would place it sufficiently high to prevent any possibility 
of unfair competition in the home market. 

We should also endeavour to form a national Zollverein between Great 
Britain and all her vast colonies and dependencies. To do this we should 
be prepared to place a small import duty on United States corn and other 
food produce, in order to divert that supply from the United States, that 
refuses to take our manufactures in exchange, to Canada and our other 
colonies who joined this Zollverei?t and consented to take themfree. 

We have shown how we would treat the manufactures of countries that 
refuse us reciprocity. We should treat all alike, so that there would be no 
excuse for statements like those of Sir Louis, that we were retaliating on a 
country which only taxes our imports 20 per cent. or less, while we left 
untouched a country like the United States, which taxes them double. 

But although at the present moment the greatest need of change in our 
commercial policy is caused by the distress amongst our manufacturing 
population, still it must not be forgotten that there is also a cry, and a well
founded one, from our agricultural classes. It is becoming more and more 
impossible for our high-priced English land to compete with the virgin soil 
of the United States. Those agricultural classes, as has been already stated, 
are numerically but a small proportion of the whole population, but the 
owners of the land have immense power in the country, and it is useless to 
think that they will ever concede to the manufacturing classes the recipro-
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city for which they ask, unless at the same time something is done for the 
agricultural classes in return, and both classes must work hand in hand 
together. 

In consenting to a small import duty on food, the working classes will 
remember that cheap bread is of no use to those who are out of work, and 
have nothing to buy it with. 

We are quite aware of the use which our adversaries made in former 
years of the "cheap loaf cry," and doubtless will make again, but it is of 
the utmost importance, apart from any other consideration, that the 
Empire should be self-supporting, and if a very trifling advantage were 
once given to Canada over the United States, we should soon be just as 
cheaply supplied from the former as we now are from the latter, so that 
the injmy to that important individual, the British consumer, will be but 
temporary. 

VERITAS. 
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FROM THE "PRODUCER v. CONSUMER" 
POINT OF VIEW. 

You have asked me to make a few observations on a recent pamphlet 
which, however insignificant in itself, is supposed to have a certain weight 
be ause it is printed for the Cobden Club, and printed at their request. 
It is, I must say, frankly, a somewhat flimsy and unsubstantial production; 
but, considering the materials Sir Louis Mallet had to deal with, and the 
weight of economical error under which he labours, I do not know that he 
could be expected to have done much better. A man who starts from the 
assumption that two and two make five cannot arrive at any very useful 
conclusions. I am not imputing any special ignorance to Sir Louis Mallet. 
He only shares and endorses the fundamental error of his teachers-Mr. 
Ricardo, Mr. McCulloch, M. Jean Baptiste Say, Mr. Bright, and Mr. 
Cobd n-that true wisdom is shown in buying in the cheapest and selling 
in the dearest market. Now, setting aside for the moment the question 
of th tr 1 interests of the community, which are practically ignored by the 
whole of this free trade school, and considering the interests of individuals 
only, it is absolutely and even ludicrously false that it is always best to buy in 
the cheapest and sell in the dearest market. I will tell Sir Louis Mallet 
what is true, though I have considerable doubt whether his mind will not 
be too deeply clouded by prejudice to be able to profit by the lesson. It 
is not always wise then to buy in the cheapest and sell in the dearest 
market, for that is often the height of folly (as I shall hope to con
vince Sir Louis and even the Cobden Club), but it is wise to buy in 
the best market-which may often be the dearest nominally-where you 
can obtain the best and soundest goods ; and to sell in the surest 
market, where you are likely to carry on a lasting and a profitable trade. 
As soon as this higher tmth is stated the fallacy of the old formula 
will become patent, it is to be hoped, to every capacity. The thing to be 
considered in business is lasting, not immediate, profit. The mere consi
deration of immediate money gains is secondary. Suppose a man 
could engage in two branches of business, one bringing only 10 and the 
()ther 20 per cent., but that the former of these occupations were healthful, 
and the latter injurious to human life, and likely to shorten it. Which 
business would pay best? I am endeavouring to make my illustrations as 
simple as I can, that even the Cobden Club may be able to follow me. 
A man's health and strength are his main capital. Any undue waste of 
these would be equivalent to a most heavy money loss. It would involve 
the probable surrender of the whole bulk of a man's capital in order to 
obtain a higher interest for the moment. Now apply this to a country or 
community. If it be true, even of an individual (as it is) that momentary 
gain means often permanent loss, that it is often most unwise to buy in the 
cheapest and sell in the dearest market, how far more true is this of a 
country or a nation ! The bodily, mental and moral health, strength, and 
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wealth of the whole population of the country are its chief capital. Now 
imagine what the wisdom of a system of political economy must be which 
puts this entirely on one side as a matter of no account, and assumes as 
its primary axiom that true economy has nothing to do with communities 
but only with individual gains and losses ! I repeat that the health 
and strength of the population are the chief source of wealth to the land, 
and these depend on two things, first the power of healthful production, 
and secondly the obtaining of a reasonable profit for produce. If, by 
whatever means, the prices of the goods produced fall below a profitable 
or paying standard, the business must come to an end, and the population 
must starve or emigrate. 

The underlying assumption in the minds of "free traders" is that plenty 
and consequent cheapness are absolutely good under all circumstances, 
and this is what they mean when they tell us that the State has nothing 
to do with the producer as such, but has oniy to consider the con
sumer's interests, because all producers are consumers. Here economical 
errors multiply so thick and so fast that it is hard to know which to 
reprobate first. But let us go to the chief assumption that plenty must 
be always a benefit. Now, as this world is constituted, plenty is only 
a benefit when it is the result of healthful energy. Conceive the trees to 
bear loaves of bread, and the rivers to run with wine and milk-or let us 
say with milk only, not to tread upon the corns of teetotallers-would that 
be a benefit to society? We have all heard of the bread-fruit tree of 
Polynesia ! Are we prepared to accept Tahiti, as it was, as our ideal? 
As plain matter of fact, is it not certain that too great luxuriance on 
the part of the productive unaided powers of nature is highly prejudicial 
to the interests of humanity ? Can I not make it clear to Sir Louis 
Mallet and the Cobden Club that the primary sentence on man is also his 
highest blessing? "In the sweat of thy brow thou shalt eat bread." But 
if this be so, it follows that healthful labour is the primary source to man 
of all wealth, and that sound political economy must interest itself primarily 
in the well-being of labour, or in other words of the producer. What 
shall, what must we say then of a system of political economy grounded 
on the unhappy absurdity that the State has only, or mainly, to do wi h 
consumers, when ninety-nine out of every hundred can only consume on 
the condition of producing first ? 

Labour in all its forms was the first source of property; labour 
took possession of the soil and tilled it, and thereby became a landowner. 
Then labour in the shape of higher mental energy organised division and 
cultivation of the soil. The seeming curse of partial sterility or stubborn
ness on the part of nature was the highest blessing in disguise. Industiy, 
zeal, activity, self-control, manly virtue in all its forms, became needful :o 
attain the wished-for goal. In so complex a matter as human society, 
various influences have to be allowed for; the paternal developing in:o 
patriarchal authority, the headspring of the monarchical and heredita:y 
principle, and also physical strength and courage and military daring, the 
power to resist and to attack ; and above all energy, physical and mental
but chiefly mental energy in cultivation and production on a large scale, 
raising one man above his fellows and enabling him to become a practical 
capitalist. Now1 in a highly complicated state of society, the result of a 
long-lasting and ever-widening civilisation, we have landholders, tenants,. 
and labourers, master manufacturers and workmen, all the yast body of 
those who are engaged in commercial undertakings of every kind, all wl:o· 
contribute directly to the health and wealth of the community, lawyer5,, 
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divines, physicians, soldiers, sailors, all the guardians of society, and all 
these are in a true sense producers. Fundholders, as such, are not, because 
they consume without producing. The money which they have lent to 
the State or elsewhere, however, produces, for money breeds money, 
so that they are not useless ; but it is manifest that their welfare is not to be 
preferred to that of the direct producer. Now it should be almost un
necessary to say that the first condition of all production is profit. There 
must be a market, and a sale at a reasonable rate. Is it not clear that the 
wealth of a State must depend in the long run on the amount and value of 
its produce, which is the expression of the healthful energy of its popula.
tion? Plenty is admirable, if it be the result of labour ; if it comes in any 
other way it is a delusion and a snare. What satisfaction could it 
be to us to have corn selling at 10s. or 5s. a quarter in our markets, 
and cattle at an equally low rate, if the land were thrown out of cultiva
tion, if all our landlords were ruined, and our agricultural classes driven 
from the land? Or, supposing, for argument's sake, that we could obtain 
foreign manufactured goods, the result of underpaid labour, at so low a 
rate that we could only compete with foreigners, if at all, on the condition of 
reducing our manufacturing workmen to the state of helots, would money 
cheapness be any equivalent to the nation for the ruin of its manufacturing 
population? But, if this be granted, it is apparent that cheapness is not an 
absolute good, and that it is a fundamental error to seek to constitute the 
world's well-being on a ground-work of unrestricted competition or "free 
trade." It is far better that I should have to put forth my best energies 
in one shape or other than that I should be fed by others as a helpless 
infant on the choicest luxuries. Clearly in the long run cheapness at the 
expense of native labour would mean actual ruin. The great body of the 
population would have, as I have said, to starve or emigrate, and we 
should have lost life itself, national existence, for the sake of momentary 
money gains. 

Now when these first principles are settled, and not before, we can 
approach the question of reciprocity. Sir Louis Mallet and the Cobden 
Club conceive that they are settled in the interest of cheapness. They 
cling to the old transparent fallacies, first that it is best for the individual to 
buy in the cheapest and sell in the dearest market, instead of selling in the 
best and buying in the surest-(by-the-bye, did not Sir Louis offer a con
siderable sum to anyone who should disprove this worn -out fallacy?); and 
secondly, that the State should only consider the interests of consumers, 
and aim at money cheapness and plenty, no matter at what cost. Of 
course, if this were so, if cheapness were the only thing to be considered, 
the cheapness of the moment, then indeed reciprocity would be absolute 
nonsense, for doubtless the levying a tax on foreign produce must have a 
tendency to raise prices finally. If all we had to aim at was the obtaining 
of goods at a low money-rate, we should be only spiting ourselves, as Sir 
Louis tells us, if we retaliated on France or Germany, or the United States 
of America, by taxing their exports because they taxed ours. But if, on 
the contrary, the cherished axioms of free traders are altogether mis
chievous and foolish errors, errors of the worst kind, however specious and 
fair-seeming, then reciprocity becomes a matter of bounden duty and of the 
plainest common sense. 

Now I am not greatly concerned, I must own, to defend the 
language of Lord Bateman on the subject of free and unrestricted com
merce or exchanges, for I have shown it to be founded on a fallacy, that 
the interests of the productive classes should not be considered primarily, 
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which they always ought to be. But the truth is that the most vigorous mindls 
of the last generation have been deceived in England, and as far as I 
know, in England alone, by the sophistries of Messrs. Ricardo, McCulloclh, 
etc. Some notion of the logical value of Mr. Ricardo's speculations may 
be gained from the simple fact that he considers rent to be the profit 
which remains over and above, if any (on the basis of supply and demand 
as ruling prices), after the actual cultivators, tenant and labourer, have 
reaped their profit. The truth is, that in every civilised country, land hats 
an intrinsic value like gold or money, variable indeed, but always real. As 
money must always bear interest, so land will always bear rent. If I lend 
a hundred pounds to a man he has to pay me interest for it at so much, 
quite independent of the question whether he derives a per~onal profit 
from the use of my money. So if I let him a farm he has to pay me rernt 
for the use of my land, wholly apart from the question of his profi.tt. 
Rent is the equivalent for the use of land, as the payment of interest is 
the equivalent for the use of money. But even this primary and mos t 
obvious truth is a mystery to Mr. Ricardo ; indeed, he practically denies 
it, and involves the whole subject in smoke. 

But to resume, the world is governed by words, at least too often. 
Free trade and unrestricl.ed intercourse among nations sound very fine. 
What they mean is ruin in the long run to all producers, that is, to th 
whole country. For a country's wealth, I repeat, does not depend on 
immediate money cheapness, but on the development of all the energies of 
the nation. 

It is needless to say that all foreign countries see this fact, and so do 
all our greatest colonies. They have not, indeed, found the Columbus' 
egg of the matter, the axiom that all true wealth and health must be 
grounded on the well-being of labour. But they are like Molihe's .'' bo1tr
geoi·s gentillzovzme," who had talked prose all his life without knowing it. 
They have acted on a comn1011-sense theory, though they have not ex
pounded it. It has been expounded, indeed, by Sismondi, Alison, and others, 
but the business of a true national league must now be to carry home 
sound theory to the hearts and heads of all reasonable men, the very 
Cobden Club included. For, after all, Sir Louis Mallet and his friends 
cannot wish to injure their country. Let us beware of imputing the errors 
of Messrs. Bright, Cobden, Fawcett, &c., to self-interest. No, they have 
been honestly persuaded that immediate cheapness was the best goal, that 
we had nothing to do but to consult the momentary seeming interest of 
the consumer, and always to buy in the cheapest and sell in the dearest 
market. Is it unreasonable to hope that a clearer light may dawn on them 
yet? As Shakespeare has said : 

"Good reasons must, perforce, give way to better." 

Let them reconsider the starting-point. Should we not aim at the 
increase and consolidation of national wealth and health? Competition, 
doubtless, has its great uses within due limits. It awakens and stirs up 
energy in agriculture and manufactures alike, and to this extent it is good, 
nay, necessary. But there is a limit. The profit of healthful labour is the 
first essential, and on that the good of the commonwealth and greatness (If 
the empire must be grounded. I say nothing of the imperial or colonial 
question now. There will be time enough for that. I am only anxious to 
show that the securing the rights and interests of native labour is the first 
condition of well-being for any community. Reciprocity follows as a 
matter of course, as far as the interests of native labour allow. This is a 
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matter of practical arrangement between statesmen and governments, 
grounded on the plainest common sense. But again and again I say the 
found.ation on which the well-being and greatness of every country and 
empire must be reared is the healthful occupation of labour, and all 
cheapness at the expense of this involves a fearful loss of money and of 
money 's-worth to the whole country, first of all to the productive classes, 
but fimally to the consumers also, because whether we see it or no, we 
are alk one body, socially and politically members one of another, and must 
ultimately stand or fall together. 

I lbeg to subscribe myself, Mr. Editor, by the name of a warrior of old, 
who did his country some service, but scarcely reaped his due-I mean 

AGIS. 

A3 
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FROM THE "GENERAL INTERNATIONAL 
TRADING" POINT OF VIEW. 

A opm10n is rapidly extending itself throughout the country that, in 
view of the melancholy condition of our trade as contrasted with that of 
America and certain European nations, and in consequence of the daily 
increasing displacement of British industry by the growing importation of 
foreign produce and manufactures, some inherent defect exists in our com
mercial relationship with the world, some grand change is needful to 
resuscitate British commerce and reinvigorate the market for British 
labour. In no frantic haste, in no mere sentiment, from no feeling of 
jealousy or ill-will, men in vast numbers are becoming convinced that 
foreign countries are and have been for years getting much the best of us 
in the general trade in which we are engaged with them. Trade returns 
and practical experience, in the form of departed profits and increasing 
losses, are to them forcible proofs that a reversal of pre-existing inter
national economy has set in, and that advantages we once enjoyed have 
been insidiously transferred to commercially hostile communities. 

It is borne in mind that England has for twenty years fought, with free 
ports, a world armed with almost prohibitive tariffs. The establishment 
of such a condition of things, thoroughly voluntary as it was, had for its 
1'ai'son d'etre implicit faith in the soundness of the economical doctrines 
by which we were guided, and hopes that foreign countries, converted to 
our views, would hasten to adopt them, and divest themselves of those 
garments of pure protection to which they had so long been accustomed. 

No such prospect, however, opens up, and capitalist, manufacturer, 
and labourer, alike yearn for that element in international commerce which 
in all matters-political and social-is deemed essential to the well-being 
of communities. That element is "Reciprocity," a common understand· 
ing for mutual benefit based on the enlightened principles of political 
economy which alone forms the distinguishing mark between the barbarism 
of mere barter and the improved polity of really civilised commerce. Such 
a response was the reward Sir Robert Peel looked for in releasing, in 
opposition to the country party of the day, so large an amount of foreign 
produce from the high tariffs prevalent. Similar hopes buoyed up Mr. 
Cobden in renewing and extending in 1860 the action of his great prede
cessor. "Reciprocal instrument" was the e planatory and defensive term 
given to the French Treaty by Mr. Gladstone, and it is no doubtful state· 
ment to assert that the whole of the free trade action of this country since 
1846 has been, as respects the foreigner and his commercial legislation, 
purely experimental. 

Thirty-three years, a complete generation of time, finds us still single
handed in the contest, our monopoly of manufacture non-existent, and a 
teeming and closely-pack d population, whose constant employment is ::. 
necessity not to be trifled with. Self-preservation is our first law, and thE 
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only alt<ernative to a re-imposition of duties sufficient to divert home capital 
to h01mce uses is the yielding to us that condition on which our faith in 
treaties vas ever based, viz., mutual advantage, mutual benefit, or, in one 
graphic expression, "Reciprocity." 

Sin: Louis Mallet, in his letter to Mr. T. B. Potter, M.P., designed to 
bring ridlicule and contempt on those who advocate the application of this 
great principle, presents us with a document whose every page, whilst 
bristling with inconsistencies, contains within itself, at the same time, the 
most thorough vindication of his opponent's arguments. 

Wha.t is reciprocity, and how will they apply it? is the question pro
pounded. On the very title-page is the motto of the Cobden League, 
"Free t:rrade, peace, goodwill among nations." What is this but a prayer 
for " recnprocity "? The disagreement between Sir Louis and those who differ 
from birm being that whilst he must be held to assume that the appeal is 
realised, they, on the contrary, assert that practical everyday life displays the 
one-sided character of international trade, and demands the fulfilment of 
the condition which was undoubtedly in the mind's eye of those who 
launched free trade upon a world, as it, appears ill-prepared to understand 
or appreciate its economical value. 

w ·hat is reciprocity? "The essence of all trade is and must be reci
procity,'" says Sir Louis. He speaks elsewhere too of a school of econo
mists who "by discouraging and discrediting all attempts to obtain 
'reciprocity' of free trade, and by ignoring the incontestable truth that 
you cannot have free trade without reciprocity, &c., &c." So that 
"reciprocity," even in the opinion Df Sir Louis Mallet, and we must sup
pose of he- Cobden Club, i admitted to be a real force, and its advocates 
therefor are not fairly liable to the abuse which doctrinaires of the Stuart 
Mill following are so accustomed to fling at them. 

\Ve have, therefore, Sir Louis Mallet with us thoroughly, though it 
may be ·omewhat in spite of himself, as to the value of the doctrine which 
the advocates of reciprocity seek to insist upon as the rem desz'deratam 
in international trade. Our difference, then, is mainly in the admission as 
to the extent to which that doctrine already applies, and as to its further 
application. 

Si Louis thinks a " one-sided free trade better than no free trade at 
all." \ e reply, "Free trade" implies, and was intended by £ts authors to 
z'nvohe, reciprocity. No half measures could be called free trade. 
N othi.ng can be half free. A man with one hand shackled to one leg is 
bodily half free, but precisely and morally he is the complete slave. The 
trad between two countries may be, fiscally speaking, half free, but inas
much as the manufactures of one are protected by a duty imposed on them 
by the ther, there is no complete freedom of trade, but an utter absence 
real reciprocity. "If one tariff is bad, two must be worse," adds Sir 
Louis. Not so, if the interests of our producers are first considered, for 
the imposition of . duties on foreign products to any extent would, in pro
portion, throw money now spent abroad into home channels, encouraging 
home labour and production. 

In the examples of the " banque" of wine, it is overlooked that on 
the basis of argument there employed, the English producer and consumer 
pay the whole " damage 11 of duty. They get less wine for their manufac
tures exported, and they pay the duty on that wine when imported, whilst 
the foreign Gov rnment, having the benefit of the extreme duty on the Lanca
shire cloth, the individual importer of the cloth is the better in the bargain, 
fiscally, by the proportion of that duty, which saves him taxation of another 
kind. 
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Following up this question of the effects of non-reciprocity, and seekirng 
to show the result to a country indulging in the levying of high tariffs, Sir 
Louis says 'that to whatever extent it closes its ports on foreign commo
dities, it prevents foreign countries from importing its own." We need only 
point to the proportions of our trade with America, the highest tariff maker 
of the world, to fix an irremovable negative on such a statement. 

The United States declined to take more of our commodities last year 
than £ 15 millions. That did not prevent them shipping to us the enor
mous amount of £90 millions of produce, &c. In 1872 the proportions 
were-imports, £ 54,660,000, exports £ 45 ,900,000. A proportion of 1 1 

to 9 in a total of £ 1 oo millions as against, under increased tariffs, the pre
sent proportion of 18 to 3 in a total of £105 millions, almost an identical 
volume. Is it thus, then, that we are to realise the assertion "That the 
more foreign tariffs approach to the limits of prohibition, the more will the 
British producer be 'protected' in his own market"? Does Sir Louis real y 
think English producers are the better off for selling to the United States 
£15 millions rather than £46 millions? Is this argument consistent with 
the reminder to that " school of English Chauvinism " which has frustrated 
the designs of Sir Robert Peel, that they, " in admitting foreign product s 
free, do not take care of our imports." If all foreign imports were free, 
would that fact further assist in the operation of " protecting " our 
home producer ? 

But this argument is again illustrated at p. 17, by the assumed reply 
of the Frenchman or American upon the fact that we tax wine and tobacco. 
Remit those duties, says Sir Louis, and the foreigner would reply, "Now, 
since you enable me to pay you for your goods in tobacco and wine 
-the only coin which I have to offer-the more you take of those the 
more shall I be able to take from you in exchange." The facts in refutation 
of this line of argument are that, in face of an immense increase in the 
importation by us of these very articles, the relations of trade between us 
and France and America have assumed the proportions above referred to, 
viz., of 6 to 1 in the case of the United States, and of 3 to 1 nearly in the 
case of France. 

Then, again, in dealing with the mode of action which Sir Louis assumes 
would be that favoured by his opponents, he implies that retaliatz"o11 would 
be our policy. Now here has this been proclaimed, nowhere has it been 
proposed "to apply to each foreign country a tariff of duties which would 
correspond as nearly as might be with that which it enforces agai st us." 
We should offer terms with any or all nations on the ground of reciprocity, 
which will of course imply a readjustment of tariffs, in fact, the practical 
performance of those conditions which were undoubtedly present to the 
minds of the framers of free trade policy and commercial treaties. 
And, in default of reciprocal inclinations, we should doubtles5 apply 
tariffs not necessarily retaliatory or "corresponding," but stf:ficient 
to give our home labour its fair share of employment by a p ro rata 
discouragement of that great mass of foreign imports which is 
yearly growing upon us. Sir Louis does allow us to contemplate 
"a moderately protective tariff, say 1 o per cent. upon all foreign manu
factures." There he is probably nearer the mark as to the intenticns and 
policy of reciprocity advocates. But he says "this cannot be in:ended, 
for it would be a simple return to a policy which we have already tri !!d, and 
which we have abandoned step by step from a bitter experience of its 
results." Indeed, where were the" disastrous results?" Take our trade returns 
for the period of years from 1850 to 1860, and it will be found that 
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they progressed surely and safely, whilst gradually, and that the severe 
commerctial crises only supervened upon the introduction of the stimulants 
which, wisely or unwisely, it was deemed well to apply from 1860 
downwarrds. Large figures may, indeed, be pointed to as the outcome of 
such experiments as the French Treaty and the " Limited Liability" Acts, 
but in aill references to trade by those who have been responsible for its 
present condition no mention is ever made of the bad side of those 
experim<ents which, gradually accumulating, have in the main contributed 
to the awkward dilemma in which we now find ourselves of being com
pelled to admit that free trade so-called has not that element in it which it 
was intended should have been present, at all events within a reasonable 
period, after our generous and confiding treatment of the whole com
merci.al universe, and that therefore we have not free trade but only the 
spurious. form of it, the contingent remainder having never been realised. 
From 1863 to 1877 we have abolished on Lalance £26,500,000 of taxes, of 
which customs stand for £14 millions. 

Foreign imports have in consequence grown from £164 millions to 
£304 millions, or very nearly roo per cent. To what extent has this been 
reciprocated by the demand for our products? In 1863 they were 
£142 millions, in 1877 £176 millions, the growth having been a little 
more than 25 per cent.; the falling off since 1872 has been £73 millions, 
almo t ntirely due to the reduction in value and quantity of home manu
factures. 

Finally, Sir Louis dissects our imports from 1877 into raw, manufac
tured, and food, a very proper classification ; and, assuming that it would 
be only on manufactures we should impose duties, proceeds to show that 
our trade with individual countries in this respect is so small, with the 
exception of France, that it would be hardly worth while to incur, for 
the s.ake of the protection afforded, the possible retaliation of foreign 
countries. But surely this is a question of principle, not of expediency. 
We ex ected reciprocity; we have not got the least approach to it. 
Foreivn countries act on the policy of self-preservation. They take what 
they want of us, and nothing by way of compliment to our free trade 
systen.1. Did we impose reasonable duties on their manufactures, or even 
still more moderate duties on some of their raw materials, would there be 
reason to expect "retaliatory" action pure and simple ? Will they deny 
themselves coal, iron, and machinery, and so arrest that course of home 
manufacture which they have diligently followed for some years past? As 
it is, hey are taxing less of our purely manufactured articles, but we, on 
the contrary, on account of our free ports, are continuously increasing 
an import of their products and manufactures, to the detriment 
of our home labour and trade, and with the inevitable result of leaving 
ourselves more and more dependent on the foreigner for the very articles, 
the production of which we have in past years been renowned for. 

The issue between Sir Louis Mallet and his confreres of the modern 
political economist school, and those whom he designates as utterers of 
the "blind cry for reciprocity,'' is a very simple one. 

He and his friends pat the consumer on the back, and bid him con
tinue to invest his income by preference in foreign products and manu
factures. " They are clzeap, cheaper than you can make them at home, 
therefore buy them without regard to the incidence of such trade on home 
labour." 

We put home labour in the fore-front of our cause. We deem it 
essential that the great army of our producers should be well employed. 
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We, too, advocate cheapness, but we insist that cheapness for the con
sumer in juxtaposition with idleness for the producer means, at no distant 
day, simple national ruin. We are now, as a nation, working inter
nationally at a tension such as we never yet encountered. Vve have 
wheat at 40s., a price confessedly unremunerative to the grower. The 
British consumers, 34 millions, would benefit to the full, if the very cause of 
this low price of corn was not at the bottom of the contemporary stag
nation, and in many cases, extinction of our home trade. Sir Louis Mallet 
condemns the policy of " masterly inactivity" as applied in the past to 
our commercial system, and this admission was confirmed by the Prime 
Minister in his speech on the reciprocity debate last Tuesday in his decided 
expression of opinion that England had missed her opportunity for recipro
city in the wholesale remission of import duties. "Masterly inactivity" 
has nearly worked havoc with our foreign policy, and it is the clear opinion 
of the advocates of reciprocity that this policy must be terminated in our 
commercial as in our foreign administration of affairs. Sir Louis Mallet 
and his friends would stand quietly by and view the logical realisation of 
their policy in the complete annihilation of our exports, whereas we would, 
whilst there is time, endeavour to arrest this continuous growth in the dis
proportion of our trade with the world. Their experiment has had a long 
trial. It has admittedly failed. Our alternative should be met with 
something more reasonable and practical than open contempt. In a far 
different spirit the country is preparing to consider it. 

VIGILANS. 
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FlR.01/II THE "AGRICULTURAL" POINT OF 
VIEW 

" THJE Cobden Club is a failure," said one of its members on the afternoon 
of Monday, April 28 last, adding, "we were established to consolidate and 
ext1enid the principles of free trade throughout the world, and our attempt 
to do so is unsuccessful." Such was the voluntary comment made as the 
abov -named pamphlet came casually under notice, and this admission at 
once suggested the query, "Is not the pamphlet, issued by the Club, also 
eqnalily a failure in its arguments and facts ? " 

I shall attempt to show that such is really the case, so far as Sir Louis 
Mai.lle-t deals with those matters with which I am best acquainted-the 
supply and price of bread-food. 

The old scarecrow of "dear bread " is brought out of the curiosity 
lumber shop of the past to do duty once again, and frighten away discus
sions on the plain merits of the question. Those who have leanings to, or 
might be persuaded to support, a revenue duty on corn are startled at once 
on being told that such a measure would heavily touch all consumers' 
pockets, that such a duty would become "prohibitive," and, as a result, 
bread would be dear, very dear. Is this the truth? I say roundly it is 
not so. I say that the most experienced corn merchants in Mark Lane 
and throughout the country would also reply that such a statement is not, 
in their judgment, a tme one. So far I am not here discussing the desira
bility of imposing, or of not imposing, a duty on corn (that subject shall be 
presently treated), I am simply dealing with the Bridge-head of defence of 
Sir Louis Mallet and other free-traders, when they say, "a duty on corn 
would make bread dear." To demolish this first point of defence is the 
object of this reply, as to fortify it appears to have been the chief care ot 
Sir Louis in his latter-day pamphlet. 

Too much stress cannot be laid on this point of the general question, 
because when once Giant Dear-Bread shall be slain, the course will be 
left clear for statesmen to consider freely the expediency of taxing food
imports for revenue, quite apart from the consideration of taxing them 
with the object of protecting the British farmer and landlord. Perhaps 
the first useful illustration of taxed imports being not, therefore, dear, is 
derived from the article of tea, which, although furnishing the revenue with 
a most substantial and regular income, remains one of the cheapest articles 
of domestic consumption. This instance is all the more remarkable as the 
sources of supply of the exotic herb are relatively very restricted in com
parison with the world-wide sources of wheat supply, and to which I now 
draw attention. 

Those who run may read and understand that relatively any or all 
Revenue imposts on such an article as wheat are very insignificant in com-
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parison with its production, and transport, and commercial charges. They 
are but as the halter is to the horse. 

In regard to foreign wheat, transz't remains (and was more s9 in the 
past) the one ruling charge that determines whether wheat shall be dear or 
cheap in England. Transit may now be considered as permanently reduced 
to a scale that renders it unlikely in the future that wheat will be ever again 
above a general level of cheapness, and I submit-

r. Untaxed wheat under transit charges of only a few years ago might 
be represented as 20, whilst 

2. Hea,ily taxed wheat, with Californian freights, under 50s., and 
Indian freights under 30s. per ton, may be placed at 15. 

This one cause of cheapness of transit demolishes a hundred petty argu
ments and hindrances that once might be considered as objections to the 
taxation of bread-food; for what was at on·e time of great importance to the 
consumer is now quite unimportant. Moreover, the ease and lessened expense 
of transit has stimulated an extra production of quite 20 million quarters of 
wheat in the world (not forgetting the increment of population) in the last 
twenty years, and thus a surplus is grown to be kicked about the markets, and 
make " dear bread" in all ordinary seasons well nigh impossible, and I re
peat that the free trader who sets up the scarecrow of dearness to frighten 
consumers either does not know his subject or wilfully misrepresents pro
babilities. 

The statistics of past and present wheat supply are things so generally 
known that I need not encumber this column with them, and will only 
refer to one undoubted fact that through the very exceptional deficiency of 
the harvest in France last year, a surplus production of ten million quarters 
in the United States has been absorbed in Europe, over and beyond the 
ample supplies sent to the United Kingdom. 

Coming to another consideration, that of permanent cheapness, I am but 
repeating the recently expressed opinion of an American statistician, and 
which I heartily endorse, that there can be no counterweight to wheat 
prices being subject to inflation in England, so effectual and regular, as tlze 
regular cultivation of four mi!lz'on acres of wheat by the British farmer I Now 
the apologists for one-sided free trade use recondite arguments, and 
would knock down opponents with lumping figures. All free traders 
should be Senior Wranglers to talk as they do. " The question is a mathe
matical, not an economical one"-" The policy is a mathematical policy," 
are common phrases; yet without going further than a plain rule-of-three 
sum, let us ask these free trade mathematicians and all the " plain folk" 
of our agricultural counties-" How will the consumer escape taxa
tion if matters proceed as at present they are proceeding?" We 
must suppose our Budgets will remain at about their present level. 
Who are to supply the ways and means? The landlord's property 
in the soil is computed at £ 2 ,ooo millions, and of the farmer 
at £400 millions. Here are totals that, without a change in affairs, 
must be reckoned as bearing reduced rentals of 30 per cent-so much 
less Income tax ! Then the coincident reductions of farmers' assessments 
to local and poor rates will make a void in balance sheets that will require 
to be filled up from other sources. Thus, in both cases the taxes, 
rates, &c., borne by landlords and farmers will have to be shifted to 
the stronger shoulders of other tax and ratepayers-consumers amongst 
them. 

Is this a better system than keeping the landlord and farmer in a posi
tion to pay taxes in their present proportion? The burden on the back of 
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John :Bu 11 will remain much the same whatever plan be adopted, but it 
should be strapped on his shoulders to bear equally on his strength, on 
his anms and legs and body-the right arm of commerce should not be 
free and the left arm of agriculture bound fast to his side.* 

0 e of the plain questions to be answered is, are the four million acres 
of vvhi.ea t land in England to go out of cultivation, or is the revision of 
revenue so to be made that the British farmer can be induced to cultivate 
wheat amd produce about half of the country's requirements ? In former 
times,, bcefore this country had negotiated thirty-eight treaties of commerce 
with other countries, the farmer stood alone ; now at his side are ranked 
commence and labour, and a national in tinct that the foreigner is 
favoured. This combination of interests and sentiment may, I believe, 
be backed against the array of mathematical figures and arguments 
employed by the out-and-out believers in free trade. To me free trade 
mean.s s.lavery to an idea rather than the outcome of legitimate reasoning. 
Has t h . world advanced so as to double the assessments of Income Tax, 
more than triple the deposits per head in our Savings Banks, to reduce 
the pe rcentage of pauperism, because of its having worked on one-sided 
free rade principles? The answer is, tha t countries whose idea is 
protectifOn, and not free trade, have advanced in the same or in larger 
propmtion ! Thus the swarm of flies that, on the wheel of progress, claim 
to give motion to the chariot, must all b e brushed away. A true 
principle in political economy lasts for centuries, but free trade cannot 
yet count its half century, and is already challenged as a principle essen
tially m sound, because impossible. 

T o judge from the action of other countries the verdict has been given,. 
and f E nglish free traders it mety be said, 

Their clreamings and schemings, their ruling and schooling 
The world does but call them as Free Trade in fooling; 
They're witless and fitl ess, the world "'rill not take them, 
So England may freely, if sadly, forsak e them: 
Until aU the nations a R ound Robin ~igning 
Take up with the Free Trade of England's designing. 

Dou tl ss to carry out a grand idea England has made noble efforts, but 
free t rade has still to be regarded apparently as much an impossibility as 
is the conversion of the idea of universal quality into a fact If Eng
land h as loosened the chains of foreign trade, it has imposed fetters on 
its h ome trade since it has handicapped the British farmer and 
manufacturer, and then started them in a race against the unweighted 
foreigner. 

Is the above a common belief, or is it not ? 
Sir Louis Mallet states that " Every Englishman who sells or buys in a 

foreign country, whatever be the tariff of that country or the tariff of his 
own, is already in the.possession of complete reciprocity." 

I confess that I do not understand Reciprocity as thus defined, and 
wond er no longer that the meaning of the word puzzles a Prime Minister 
as well as a plain farmer. 

But to revert to my chief object of controverting the head and front of 
Sir Louis Mallet's offending, where he asks (and so implies), Will "the 
people of England ever again submit to corn laws or sugar duties, and 
return to their small loaf and dear gromy ? " I claim the right to state 

* Vigilans employs a similar illustration on another phase of the question. Neither 
writer saw the other's paper before it was published, n or had any communication passed 
between them.-[EDITOR.] 
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that, any moderate import duties that might be imposed on foreign pro
duce or manufactures, whilst it would be sufficient to enable the British 
landowner, the British farmer, and the British manufacturer, and the British 
labourer to maintain a rightful position in the world, would not enhance 
the value of bread-food to the masses of the people who consume it to any 
appreciable extent-even to any quotable difference in the price of their daily 
loaf, and I base this belief on a personal knowledge that the present pro
ductive resources of the world have been so generally utilised by the 
facilities of team transport, on water and land, during the past thirty years, 
that areas, in our colonies, in the empire of India, in the Dominion of 
Canada, and in other countries, have been brought under cultivation in a 
proportion, relatively to consumption from increased population, that would 
sanction any English statesman imposing a duty on grain (without the 
chance of the cost of bread-food being thereby materially raised), should 
other circumstances international or national, make a revision of the 
revenue desirable. 

"PLus Sous PLus V1TJE." 
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FROM THE "LABOUR" POINT OF VIEW. 

"FREE TRADE, PEACE, GOODWILL Al\IONG NATIONS," has for many years 
past been a very takin~ cry in .this country. Thanks to this rallying cry 
having been coupled with promises of "free bread" and "free breakfasts," 
its inwentors, styling themselves L£berals, succeeded in securing more than 
their fair share of public support. They were placed in office and handed 
the reins of government six years after the repeal of the Corn Laws, or in 
the year 1852, their supporters desiring to give their "free trade" policy 
a fair trial; and in 1853, Mr. Gladstone being then Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, the first sweeping abolition and reduction of" import duties" 
took place. The gold discoveries which had just previously been made in 
California and Australia flooded the British market in the five subsequent 
years with ove~ 130 million.s ?f bullion, a_nd inft.~sed new life and vigour 
into ur previously langmshmg home mdustnes, and the consequent 
prospcerity was, as a matter of course, attributed by our rulers and their 
supporters to the working of their novel fiscal policy. Free trade was 
de lar d to be an unparalleled succ ss. The vote of the year 1846 was 
generally assumed to have " settled" the future fiscal policy of Great 
Britain ; and those who remained unconverted were regarded as "heretics," 
"lunatics," and "simpletons," with whom it was worse than useless to 
argue,, as it was thought that their conversion from " old and exploded 
doctrines" could neither benefit the cause nor strengthen the party. Re
garde1d with disdain as numerically too weak to retard the development of 
the free trade policy, they were left to their natural fate, the belief of the 
Liberals being in " the survival of the fittest," and who more fit to have 
dominion and to survive all opposition than "the chosen of the people"? 
Such1 in brief, was the origin of what you will allow me to style " the free 
trade craze." 

In this sublunary planet, however, " all is not gold that glitters ; " and 
the istory of the past, together with the inexorable logic of facts, are 
proofs sufficient to all rational beings that to jump at conclusions is the 
greatest mistake a man, in whatever station of life he may be, can commit. 
The consequences attending hasty action have, as a rule, to be repented in 
sorrow and bitterness of heart by the individual ; but when a nation has to 
repent of its past actions, the distress is enormously increased, and can 
hardly be over-estimated. Committed in haste to a delusive policy, it 
seldom has the power of repenting at leisure, owing to the disturbances 
which arise amidst its vast and complex organisation when the reaction 
sets in ; and the demoralisation of the population takes place. But it is 
not too much to assert that a vast number of individuals are scattered 
broad cast over the country, who have ever maintained that the logical 
sequence of "the settlement of r 846 " could be nothing less than Socialism, 
and tJ1e dismemberment of the British Empire. 

The predicted reaction set in about June 1873. The exchange value of 
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the products of British labour fell some 50 per cent. in three short months., 
and has continued falling eyer since. Hundreds of thousands of :Britislh 
workmen have been thrown out of employment, and have been forced to 
seek assistance from the relief funds raised to alleviate their distress. At 
no time in the history of friendly societies have the funds of our trades;,. 
unions been in such a deplorable condition as they are at this moment. 
It is positively asserted by those who ought to know what the circum
stances of these societies really are, that were the books of every existing 
trades' union honestly, carefully, and strictly audited, not one would bee 
found able to meet its liabilities. Under such a state of things it is not to 
be wondered at that our working classes should turn their eyes longingly 
towards the land, and murmur at its uncultivated state. They do not 
understand the cause of its lying idle. Their leaders point to its unproduc
tiveness, and already murmur in their ears the fallacy, " Had each unem
ployed hand only two acres of that land, he could raise sufficient produce 
to support himself and family throughout the year." The poor are little 
apt to reason. The idea takes root. They never consider that capital 
is required to make the land produce ; nor do they give heed to the fact 
that, while their crops are growing they would starve unless they had 
sufficient capital to support them during the interval which must neces
sarily elapse between sowing and reaping. The only thing the poor man 
can understand is that he has no work to do ; that he earns no wages ;. 
that he is starving. He sees that there is plenty throughout the land, and 
he naturally exclaims, "Why should all those good things exist, and yet I 
be forced to die from sheer want of the mere necessaries of life ! " 

The "people's men," who brought about "the settlement of r 846,',. 
know full well that this feeling is daily gaining strength throughout the 
country. To admit that their past policy is the cause of the depression 
and distress, and of the land being thrown out of cultivation, would be 
more than we ought to expect from human nature-it would mean the 
downfall of the Liberal party. But the Liberals do not intend to allow 
their party to be extinguished if they can help it. They got into power on 
a popular cry, and intend, the 'last one failing, to start a new cry to regain 
the reins of government. Any cry will do. The Extension of the Fran
chise ! Amendment of the Land Laws ! Abolition of the Law of Entail ! 
One or all of these will serve their purpose. They have already openly 
commenced to agitate for the "extension of the franchise." The other 
questions are being silently diffused among the masses by their emissaries, 
those paid delegates of the working classes who form the Workmen's 
Parliamentary Committee, and these, in return for their services, hope one 
and all to be returned to Parliament at no very distant date through the 
support of those men whose cause they are now advocating. The Liberals 
of England, however, know better than to let their present slaves find a 
seat within the portals of St. Stephen's if they can help it. They promise 
anything and everything; but they do nothing. They use the working 
classes as their tools, through the trade delegates. In that lies the secret 
of the success of the Liberal party. Workmen listen to workmen, but they 
turn a deaf ear to their superiors. The most extravagant theory pro
pounded by a workman is accepted, au grand sen"e1tx, by his ciass ; while 
the most simple truism, emanating from a gentleman, is looked at with 
suspicion. Hence, the working classes have always believed in "Free 
Trade," not because it emanated from Richard Cobden, John Bright, or 
William Ewart Gladstone, but because the theory of " buy in the cheapest 
market" was preached to them by their own delegates, in the pay and 



SIR LOUIS M A LLET'S CHA LLEi GE ANSWERED. 29 

at the expense of the Anti-Corn Law League and other Liberal 
associatioms. 

Suddenly, these delegates found themselves confronted by a new cry. 
It was th:at of "reciprocity." They reported faithfully to their employers 
that tln.is cry was making headway amonb the working classes. They 
could n0>t explain what it meant, but it seemed a taking cry, promising 
labour to the unemployed. What ! prefer labour to "free bread " and 
"free reakfasts ! " Surely there must be a mistake? True, the promise 
of free food has not been fulfilled. But what of that ? Had not the 
" peop1le' s men" made the promise, and ought that not to be sufficient? 
Might it not yet be secured if only some patience be exercised? And as 
for the "'reciprocity cry," what on earth does it mean? Did the men 
want tt:o be led back to protection and starvation, such as existed in the 
land prior to "the settlement of the year r 846 ? " No, surely not ! it 
must lbe a mistake. There could be no real agitation on foot to upset 
free trade and " the settlement of r 846." If so, who were its promoters? 
who the leaders? They must be members of the hated Tory party. 
They mUJ.st come from among the bloated aristomacy. Therefore they 
must bellong to the old category of "heretics," "lunatics," and "simple
tons," who were deemed crushed out of existence in the past. Strange 
they s;hrnuld have risen, as it were, from the dead. Nevertheless, they 
must now be put down, be they men of substance or men of straw; and 
the Cob.den Club has chosen its president, Sir Louis Mallett, C.B., to 
assail the foe, with what result we shall now proceed to discuss. 

" In spite of much reading," writes Sir Louis Mallet, " and a very 
sincere dl.esire to understand the objects and arguments of the advocates 
of thi~ ne w policy, I have entirely failed in finding any statement of their 
case, or · ny programme of practical measures which will stand the test of 
seriou discussion. So that whenever I approached my adversary I found 
him to he a man of straw." 

H vi.ng no one to attack, the logical conclusion would be that Sir Louis 
Malle would have been unable to cross swords with that which he says does 
not exist. Strange to say, however, he finds a man, not exactly of straw, 
in the person of Lord Bateman, who happens to have written a pamphlet 
eiititled A Plea for Lz"m£ted Protectz"on or for Reciprocity, and Sir Louis 
Mallet, therefore, straightway imposes upon himself the task of demolishing 
Lord Bateman's Plea for Reciprocity, contenting himself with quoting a very 
short paragraph from his lordship's somewhat weak pamphlet. This quota
tion ends with the statement that "it cannot be denied that the sting of 
'want of reciprocity' has from the first checkmated our philanthropic 
efforts, and obliged us now to confess, after thirty years of trial, that in 
practice our free trade is at best but one-sided; and that, while we are 
opening our ports to the commerce and manufactures of the world free and 
unres ricted, other countries, without conferring upon us any reciprocal 
benefit, are taking advantage, without scruple, of our magnanimous, but 
disastrous (because one-sided) liberality." 

To this Sir Louis Mallet replies, "No one would, I presume, deny that 
the system under which British trade is now carried on is not one of free 
trade,, nor that a complete system of free trade is better than a one-sided 
free trade ; but if, as is alleged, protection is only sought for the sake of 
reciprocity, it is impossible to understand why a one-sided free trade should 
not be better than no free trade at all." 

C n free traders bring forward no better argument than this defence 
()f their one-sided policy? Surely the president of the Cobden Club ought 
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to know better than to place such an argument before reasoning, thinking 
beings. How on earth can a "one-sided trade'' be free? The difficulty I 
experience is to deal with such crass ignorance as that which presumes to 
assume that any sane man would maintain such views. Sir Louis Mallet 
admits that no such thing as free trade has ever existed in this cou try, 
and then naively acknowledges his inability to comprehend that a ne
sided bargain must be unfair to one or the other of the parties to the trans
action ! He then dogmatically asserts that " the mutual relaxation of 
restrictions is a mutual advantage." Of course it is, but where do we find 
such " reciprocity" in existence between any two nations? Sir Louis 
Mallet endeavours to demonstrate that a one-sided relaxation of restri'ction.s 
is a mutual relaxation of restrictions. But nowhere do we find restrictions 
reciprocally relaxed. On the contrary, all foreign countries vie with each 
other in maintaining old and in imposing additional restrictions on the 
products of British labour, so as to prevent those products finding a sale in 
foreign markets. This necessarily restrains our production, and prevents 
our exporting commodities in sufficient quantities to pay for those we 
import. At the same time, foreign Governments are increasing the sub
sidies or bounties they grant to their own producers with the avowed, or at 
times concealed, object of enabling them to find a ready sale for the pro
ducts of their labour on the British market. This must necessarily further 
curtail the demand for the products of British labour. No complaint would 
be raised if for every ton of foreign commodities sold in our home market 
for home consumption, an equal quantity of commodities, the product of 
British labour, could be exported and sold in foreign markets for foreign 
consumption. All we desire to do is to equalise and stimulate the healthy 
consumption of the products of labour-British and foreign; but if any 
favour is to be shown, we say favour British labour, and let the foreigner 
look after himself. As things now stand, the products of British labour 
are being curtailed on all sides by unfair foreign competition in the home, 
and by restrictions, amounting to prohibition in many instances, in the 
foreign markets ; and the natural result of burning the candle at both ends 
jn this manner is to lessen the general demand for-and consequently to 
impoverish- British labour, the people, and the country. 

Nevertheless, in the face of these facts, Sir Louis Mallet, altogether 
ignoring the effect of the foreign bounty system, has the temerity to assert 
'' that the more nearly the tariffs of foreign countries approach to the limits 
of prohibition, the more will the British producer be protected in hi own 
market," and that, in consequence, reciprocators "must rejoice at every 
new restriction placed upon British trade abroad, as necessarily involving 
increased protection to British trade at home." 

From whom do such fallacies emanate? On whose authority are they 
now propounded? The apostles of free trade never preached such foolish 
doctrines. Thus, for example :-

Ricardo says that " in speaking of commodities, of their exchange value, 
and the laws which regulate their relative prices, we mean always such 
commodities only as can be increased in quantity by the exertion of human 
industry, and on the production of whi'ch competition operates without re
s/?'a£nt." 

Adam. Smith assures us that " it must sometimes be a matter of ielibe
ration how far it is proper to continue the free importation of certain breign 
goods, when some foreign nations restrain by high duties the importation 
of some of our mamifactures in their country. This case naturally d ctates 
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retaliation, and that we should impose the like duties upon some or all of 
their 1Jlla7cufactures coming into our country." 

Mc Cw.lloclt asserts that "all commerce, whether carried on by indivi
duals rnf the same or of different countries, is founded on a fair principle of 
reczprodty." 

But I forgot. Have not Mr. Foster, Mr. Lowe, and Mr. Courtney only 
recently disowned all such authorities in the House of Commons, when 
assuring the country that their views of political economy were their own, 
and consequently-infallible? 

To use the words of Sir Louis Mallet, " some apology appears to be 
necessmy" therefore, for thus reproducing statements of doctrine which I 
always thought had been thoroughly understood and accepted by free trade 
econonnists, but there would appear to be a widespread belief among 
certain lasses of our countrymen that it matters little by how 
great an mount our imports exceed our exports in value. These never 
consider that, in the words of McCulloch, " should we import ten or twenty 
millioI1s :vorth of foreign commodities this year more than we imported 
last y a:~ it is undeniably certain we shall have to export ten or twenty 
milliorus ;vorth more of our peculiar products to pay them." This undeni
ably certain fact never enters into the head of the one-sided free trader, who 
thinks only of "buying in the cheapest market," that is to say, of self
interest instead of the national good-forgetting that a self-interested is only 
a temporary, while a natz"onal is a permanent benefit. And from this cause 
Sir Louis Mallet commits the same error that all free traders have fallen 
into r garding the balance of trade. Both he and his party forget that 
McCulilo h's dictum-" In whatever degree, therefore, an unrestricted foreign 
trade might lead us to receive commodities from other countries, in the same 
degree it would render those countries customers for our commodities ; 
would promote our manufactures and extend our trade "-has been falsified 
by the stratagems adopted by foreign Governments to force us to import 
their goods while excluding the products of British labour from their own 
markets. This foreign policy was recently graphically illustrated by M. 
Pouyer-Quertier, when he said, " We want the English consumer to 
accustom himself to use the products of French industries, but we do not 
want our consumers to accustom themselves to the use of British com
modities." That is to say, the foreigner is willing to accept English money. 
but he declines to receive the products of British labour in exchange for 
the products of his own labour, exported for the use of the British con
sumer. Here Sir Louis Mallet commits the usual fault, common 
to all free traders who think they see a benefit in purchasing " cheap " 
foreign goods. Having quoted from John Stuart Mill, he admits1 

with Mr. Mill, that a country which wants more imports than 
its exports will pay for has to pay the difference in monry, ·and that, by this 
transmi'ssion of the prec£ous metals, the quantity of the currency will 
diminish in such a country, and increase in the countries in which it 
trades. But, urges Sir Louis Mallet, no money leaves England, nor are any 
of the precious metals sent abroad, as ought to be the case had we to pay for 
the excess value of our imports over our exports in coin. On the contrary, 
says Sir Louis, "as a matter of fact, the imports of gold and silver bullion 
into tl1e United Kingdom have in recent years exceeded the exports. l n 
1878 the excess amounted to nearly £6 millions sterling, and the average 
annual excess in the last five years has been nearly £5 millions." Hence, 
argues Sir Louis, we are actually paying for an immense value of imports 
by means of a lesser value of exports, "and, if foreign countries are content 
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to accept £so worth of British goods in exchange for £90 worth <Of their 
own, are we to complain of their generosity?" Most assuredly not, Sir 
Louis, did they do so. 

It is quite true that reciprocators, or the advocates of reciprocity, do 
complain that the foreigner, taking advantage of our one-sided fisca l 
policy, is restraining more and more our production, and is at the same 
time forcing us to pay him, not in commodities, but in cash. The error 
-nto which Sir Louis Mallet has fallen is this- that to pay in ca sh he 
assumes that money or bullz"on must be exported. He commits thi error 
because he forgets that there exist institutions called banks and stock 
exchanges. The British bankers receive the money wherewith to p ay for 
the imported commodities. But they do not export that money. The 
banker employs a stockbroker, and by carefully watching the foreign stock 
·exchanges, purchases such stocks in the British Stock Exchanges as are 
best adapted to his purpose-that of making a small profit on each trans
action- and the stocks, bonds, or securities thus purchased in the British 
Stock Exchanges are remitted abroad, and a.re sold on the foreign 
stock exchanges. The purchase money is then divided between those who 
have any claim upon it. In this manner over £140 millions worth of stock 
and bonds and various other quoted securities are annually changing hands, 
that is to say, are being surrendered by their original British holders for 
·Commodities used, enjoyed and destroyed, and are being accumulated by 
the foreign producers of those commodities, or by the capitalists directly or 
indirectly connected with their production. Since the year l8S8, over 
£1,300 millions of securities originally held by British subjects have passed 
from this cause into the hands of the foreigner, and it is not to be wondered 
at, therefore, that the interest originally receivable by this country on its 
foreign loans is each year becoming smaller, and the amount received from 
a.broad and payable in England beautifully less. Soon, very soon indeed, 
no interest will have to be paid in this country, should we persist in 
.adhering to our one-sided simpleton's fiscal policy. 

If it is beneficial to the nation or to the individuals forming our popu
lation to buy in the cheapest market-that is to say, should there be any 
saving effected in buying cheap foreign commodities simply because they 
are offered cheaper than their natural cost of production to the British 
producer-then the British consumer should, were such the case, derive 
great and lasting benefit from purchasing all the commodities he requires 
from the foreigner, provided he secured them for less exchange value than 
from the British producer. The nation ought equally to benefit by this 
transaction if it really benefits the individual-and-liome production w ould 
.be a mistake. We should need neither factories nor workmen. And vet, 
strange to say, Sir Louis Mallet assures us "that without imports there can 
be no exports, and without exports there can be no imports." Truly, I 
.cannot understand the logic of these free traders, it is so curiously seli
·contradictory and selfish ; it is such a curiom mixture of facts and fallacies, 
half-truths and untruths. 

Unfortunately for the arguments brought forward by Sir Louis Malle:, 
it is the home industries of the country which foster and build up the 
wealth of the nation, and not the "buy in the cheapest market" theory. 
British commodities must be exported in equal value to that of the fore ign 
commodities imported. No foreign country gives us £ 90 worth of i·s 
goods for £so worth of our goods, as can be seen by referring to the Board 
of Trade Returns, where the values set down are equivalent values in Br"ti 1 

currency. British commodities are the products of British labour. The 
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products oflabour saved and accumulated instead of being used enjoyed, 
and <le:str"oyed, constitute capital. If, therefore, we are forced, through a 
one-sidledl policy, to use and destroy the surplu production of the foreigner, 
it stands to reason that the accumulation of wealth-the saving-is effected 
in foreiigm countries and not in England. Consequently, in proportion as 
foreign C<ountries increase in wealth, Great Britain will be impoverished, 
unless sh<e can induce foreign nations to take payment in commodities the 
produds ,of Britz"sh labour. For the last thirty-three years we have been 
attemp tirug to persuade foreign nations that they are entirely wrong in ad
hering to their policies of protecting labour, and that we are adopting the 
only wise course possible in our free trade, peace, good-will among nations 
policy, wnich forces labour to shift for itself, by altogether shifting out ot 
the counttry; but, so far from having succeeded in convincing our neigh
bours t:hai.t we derive any benefit from a policy which allows the yearly 
balanc1e of trade to steadily increase against us, but in their favour, or 
that they are thereby placed at a great disadvantage and are ruining their 
own con.sumers, we find that all foreign Gm-ernments are now bent on 
raising thleir protective tariffs, as if to give the death-blow to British 
industry, and they one and all, even to our own colonies and dependencies, 
steadfastlly refuse to listen to the voice of the Brummagem Charmer, charm 
he ne er so wisely. They see through the :British Pharisee who thanks 
God daily that he is not as other men, and who would have foreign 
nations copen their ports free to his wares that he may be enabled to 
flood 1th ir markets with his goods, and crush their own native industries, 
while pnetending, under the guise of free trade, to offer them free com
petition ! No wonder then that the astute foreigner replies laconically, 
" Pas s£ bete I " 

Sir Louis Mallet also points exultingly to the prosperity of this country 
during; the years immediately following the repeal of the Corn Laws; but 
he omits to take into consideration the effect of the gold discoveries of 
that pericod, the development of our railway system, then only just com
pleted, and of the wars in America and Europe which soon followed. 
These cai.uses combined to flood the British market with export orders in 
no manner connected with our fiscal policy, and, therefore, unnecessary to 
be fur1ther discussed. Sir Louis Mallet omits, however, to mention that, 
although from the above causes England did increase her trade, France 
and other protectionist countries increased their trades in a greater pro
portion in the same space of time, and notwithstanding the wars of 
invasion or rebellion they were called upon to undergo. Consequently, 
since foreign countries, notwithstanding those drawbacks, have done 
better under their protectionist rf.g£me than England has under her one
sided fiscal policy, misnamed free trade, and in the face of her great 
natural :.advantages, it necessarily follows, as a logical sequence, that this 
one-sided commercial policy of ours has caused this country to descend in 
the sc.al of prosperity in comparison with the ascent made by our rivals, 
and this is, I maintain, good and sufficient reason for the English people 
to quest-on the soundness of the policy embodied in "the settlement of 
1846." 

Wbat is reciprocity? Such is the question asked by those interested 
in maintaining the settlement they made in their own interests but at the 
expense of the interests of the nation. To crush the movement embodied 
in the word these men assume false premises, and then prove to their own 
satisfaction that the policy of the movement is absurd. But such conclusions 
and arguments are easily overthrown from the moment the premises on 
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which they are based are shown to be false. In their narrow-mindelness 
free traders assume th::it the policy of reciprocity is to tax corn anc raw 
materials "right away," as our "kin beyond sea" would say. Surel} they 
can give us the credit of appreciating the merit of cheap food an( raw 
material at their full value. They allow we have sufficient wisdom mt to 
merely advocate taxing the paltry £so millions worth of manufacur<ed 
goods now sold yearly on our markets as the best means of relievin~ tlhe 
existing distress, and of infusing new life and vigour into our home i1dus
tries. And they then pretend to be unable to understand what can ieailly 
be meant by the policy of reciprocity, or to see its utility if only srnh an 
inadequate remedy is proposed. Most free traders start in their Lrgu
ments against reciprocity with the old cry of " What ! tax the poor nan's 
loaf?" and pose once more as the champions of the working chsses. 
No doubt this is clever fencing. It raises a taking hustings cry, and 
its promoters know full well that the poor are not very prone to nason 
before gulping it down. Indeed, the poor are more apt to forget that 
cheap goods manufactured at home are a blessing, only because the poor ha ve 
been employed to produce tlwse comnzodities, a11d ltave earned £n retun the 
means ef purchasing "tlze loaf," be £t clieap or dear. But the poor invarably 
forget that, when the cheap goods sold in our markets have been procbced 
by foreign labour in a foreign country, the presence of those goods in our 
market is, to the poor, a curse, unless foreign nations have reciprocate! the 
ad vantages we have conferred upon them by allowing their goods to ~nter 
our markets free of duty, and in return have admitted the produc:s of 
British labour on reciprocal terms into their markets. But when, as is at 
present the case, this mutual interchange of the products of labour does 
not take place, then the products of foreign labour displace the products 
of our native labour. The poor are deprived in consequence of thei em
ployment. This prevents their earning wages. They have, consequmtly, 
been robbed of their birtlzrig!tt-labour. And without labour the poor 
are deprived of the means of purchasing the " cheap loaf." The 11ore 
prohibitive the foreign tariffs, the less the volume of our exports, and, con
sequently, the less labour is there for the poor. Hence, Sir Louis Nallet 
is decidedly wrong in asserting it to be a fundamental truth, placed ' in a 
way which leaves no door open for dispute or discussion," and 01i wh1:·h he 
makes the value of the wlwle of lzis arguments depend, " that the more rearly 
the tariffs of foreign countries approach to the limits of prohibition, the 
more will the British producer be protected in his own market." I can 
only say that, if this is the accepted method of the Liberal party of im
proving the poor, one or both will soon be improved out of existence, and 
for the sake of the national welfare I do hope the working classes wiL not 
be the "improved" in this case. What is reciprocity? As a matter of fact it 
means" tax for tax, freedom for freedom, and--as a result-English ffi)ney 
spent amongst Englishmen." Free traders assert that the working classes 
must work "longer hours" to bring about a revival of trade. ·why" lcnger 
hours "? Is it to produce more commodities that no one will purchase ? We 
say " tax foreign goods " as a first step towards securing a reyrival 
of trade ; so that the question for the working classes to decide am ngst 
themselves is, "Which of the two policies will they support? " "Lenger 
hours, say 7 2 a week," or" a tax on tlze products of foreign labour 11ow all,;wed 
to compete untaxed in British markets against the heavily-taxed products of 
British labour." 

There is, however, much more in the policy of reciprocity than i taken 
into consideration by the philosophy of its opponents. It is not hat 
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Sir Lou.is Mallet has striven hard to make it appear to be-a means of 
increasing the cost of the necessaries of life. Did reciprocity increase the 
price of fi od, it would cause a reciprocal increase of wages to take place. 
That, h<Dwever, would confer no benefit on the workman. What reciprocity 
aims at accomplishing is the creation of a permanent and lasting demand 
for Brit'sh labour; at securing for labour a fair day's pay for a fair day's 
work "'"ithout increasing the hours of labour ; at securing for the country 
a natural nd constant supply of cheap food and raw material ; and at 
putting an end to all existing one-sided commercial treaties, so as to 
restore to the country its liberty of action. 

Having accomplished this last object, the supporters of the policy of reci
procity aim at substituting an Imperial for the Liberal vestryman's policy, 
which would isolate England from the rest of the world, sever her from her 
-colonie:s, and leave her to die like a poisoned rat that has taken to its hole, 
·uncared for by the world. Instead, reciprocity would strengthen the bonds 
of unio•n between England and her colonies ; restore peace to Ireland, and 
found an Imperial trade federation, which should make the British Empire 
self-supporting and self-subsisting-totally independent of foreign upplies. 
Over " hatever soil the British flag is unfurled to the breeze, that should be 
recogni sed not only as British soil-it should be England ! Be it the 
British Isles or Australia or the Cape or Canada or India, it is 
all England ! English soil tilled by English hands in most cases, and in 
all ca es dependent on English arms for protection against foreign 
aggress ion. "Horn and corn" raised by British hands from Bri.tish soil in 
all parts of the world will supply England with cheap food in abundance, 
and English money will then be spent amongst Englishmen in the repro
duction of those commodities now supplied to us by aliens. Then the 
foreign·er can be excluded from our markets unless he consents to deal 
fairly~ ith us. We ask him for no favour, and most assuredly will show 
him none. If anyone is to be favoured, let it be our own flesh and blood, 
for we can now dispense with foreign goods, since there is nothing the 
foreign er produces hut what can be obtained, of better quality and at a 
less co t in one or the other of our colonies-that is to say, within the 
British Empire-and in this manner reciprocity aims at securing to our 
working classes that which they sold to the Liberals for a mess of pottage 
-the birthright of our people and the cause of England's greatness
LABOUR. 

It must not be forgotten that every member of the community willing 
to wor k has, aP the least, a right to food and clothing enough to 
support life. If, by a vicious policy, he is robbed of his labour, both food 
and clothing must be supplied to him gratis at the co t of the taxpayer. It 
is by no means the wealthy only who are specially concerned in this ques
tion. The interests of all who, in their different degrees, desire to work 
truly an d fairly together are idf!ntical. All alike depend on profits, or, 
more strictly speaking, on the ample reproduction of capital consumed. 
We must never forget the fact that a nation, just as much as an indiviclual, 
is bound to give value, in one form or another, for all it receives. Our 
wealth and capital rest entirely on the maintenance of our vast and com
plex organisation of productive labour, which may, and by every obligation 
of our duty to our children and descendants, must, be improved to the 
utmost., but which cannot be destroyed or intermitted without the ruin of 
the wh()le fabric. The capital of the country, if not used in the direct or 
indirect employment of British labour: will sooner or later disappear in 
paying for the products of foreign labour used, enjoyed, and destroyed 
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by the Bright-Gladstone ideal consumer. We are all consumers ; lut we 
are all dependent for our means of consuming on the right applicaion of 
reproductive labour. The Gladstone school, however, has cleverly dvided 
consumers into two classes, whose interests for the time being are ciame
trically opposed. We have to face producers of British goods on te one 
hand, and d£stributors of foreign commodities on the other. The latter 
owe their incomes to the assistance they receive from the foreign lounty 
system in enabling them to dispose of the products of foreign labmr to 
the British consumer, who, by rights, and by every consideration f his 
duty as a citizen, ought to purchase the products of British Lbour. 
British producers, unable, in consequence of this one-sided and unfar dis
tribution of the products of labour, to find a sale for their commoditi1s, are 
forced to give up the unequal contest, and in this manner our vat and 
complex system of production is at present intermitted, and will scm be 
destroyed for the benefit of the distributors of foreign commodities, mless 
the one-sided fiscal policy of the past be shortly made to give vay to 
sounder principles of political economy. The wealthy antl the em1loyed 
derive little or no benefit from the foreign bounties. The bount: only 
secures the purchase of the foreign goods by the distributor, who, in onse
quence, refuses to purchase the products of British labour, being umble to 
distribute both, owing to the capacity of consumers for consurnptionbeing 
limited ; and in this manner British factories are forced to discharg1 their 
workmen and close their doors, and the British farmer is oblig:d to 
leave his land fallow. Workmen are thus reduced to see their fanilies 
starve in the midst of plenty. The markets are literally cranrned 
with cheap foreign goods, but they are of no use to those who, 
thrown out of employment, earn no wages, and consequently cannct pur
chase, and, as yet, dare not steal them. Hence the question wo·kmen 
have now to answer is a simple one. The Liberals say, "Alter the FLctory 
Act and work longer hours ! " Which shall it be? Longer hOlrs, or 
reciprocity-meaning protection to British land and labour-and fair play? 
Workmen, please reply! 
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PREFACE. 

THE efforts recently made to direct public attention to the 
subject of the follo" ing letters have provoked a good deal of 
critici m, sometimes angry, and often contemptuous. 

This movement of opinion may, of course, be a mistaken 
one; or, if well founded, may be lulled by some temporary 
return of prosperity; but it cannot be scolded into silence, or 
l'cpre sed by scorn. Nor, on the other hand, can its object be 
advanced by the impatient zeal which would drag it into the 
arena of party politics, for it is not a party question. No 
rlovernment ought to attempt to deal with it, except upon the 
distinct demand of the great body of the people. To invite the 
attention of working men, an<l to put our facts and arguments 
temperately before them, on all suitable occasions, is therefore 
the present duty of those wllo believe a change of policy to be 
required. 

And there must be no putting forward of class interests; no 
selft h and partial efforts to obtain relief for the manufacturing 
population at the expen e of the agricultura1, or vice versa. A 
well considered and comprehensive policy can alone command 
sufficient support; or, if carried into effect, produce lasting 
benefits. 

It has been said that a Government based on a widelyN 
extended franchise can never successfully rule or hold together 
an Empire embracing distant Colonies, because the multitude, 
whether at home or in those Colonies, will never grasp a far
reaching policy, however wise and beneficent, nor make the 
present sacrifices it may demand, nor allow it to be pursued 
with the needful steadfo.stne . 
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And thus I am continually told, as the one conclusive argu
ment against my proposals, that the working class will never 
tolerate an import duty on foreign food, however moderate, even 
if adopted simply a •an instrument to defend their own employ
ment and wages. But they have proved, and are daily proving, 
by immense sacrifices nmde through the agency of Trade 
Unions, their readines to incur present loss in order, a they 
believe, to secure future advantage, and to e cape the con e
quence of over-competition. I am confident, therefore, that 
when better informed on this question, they will not only 
tolerate but demand the adoption, at whatever temporary cost, 
of a policy which would deliver them from the unfair competi
tion in the home market, of foreigners who refu e to aJmit 
their productions in return ; and, from the till greater los 
and danger of depending for food upon nations who will only 
receive their manufactures in exchange subject to import duties 
which operate as a heavy fine, and so depress their employment 
and rate of wages to the lowest level. 

For it is their interests and thos of their children which are 
most of all imperilled. The pr ent cri is will ooner or later 
pa : many employ rs and many cli tributor will di appear, 
trodden down in the pitiless truggle for a dimini bed trade; 
and those who survive-the trongest in capital and ability
will probably enjoy a period of prosperity, because they will 
have fewer competitors, both in the sale of productions and in 
the purchase of labour; whilst many workpeople will be left 
without employment, and the rest will receive greatly reduced 
wage . Meantime, it is melancholy to see employer and work
men in any case wasting their resource in mutual injury, in-
tead of standing houlder to houlder to resist and defeat that 

selfish policy of foreign nations which is rapidly impoverishing 
them both. 

lt is said that Emigration must be looked to as a means of 
i:elief. Yes; the forced emigration of a starving people-that 
exodus of English labour and capital to which Americans have 
all along boastfully pointed a the certain and triumphant issue 
of their Protectionist policy,-this is the alternative that our 
critics are willing to encounter, rather than abate one jot or 
tittle of their pedantic theory. Indee<l, the whole issue of the 



Ill. 

contflict between American and Engli h commercial policy j 

whcether the industrial population of Britain, now dependent 
on foreign food, sh11ll be permitted to remain and to labour in 
thejr native country, freely exchanging the work of their hands 
for such food; or shall be forcibly expatriated, and compelled to 
beciome citizens of the United States, as the only condition of 
effocting that needful exchange. 

For, as matters stand, it i to protectionist AnHirica that they 
mu.st go; it is there, and not in her own Colonies, that England 
ha .. · pent the countless millions of her savings, in opening out by 
railway the land that is to grow her corn and other chief supplie 
of food. And, n. if the more compl tely at every point to play 
the~ gnme of Amrrican policy, he hn · with a cold a11d pitiles. 
imJPartiality, treated her Coloni t them elves exaetly like 
foneigners, steadfa tly refu. ing to grant to their production , 
on entering Briti h ports, the least advantage over those of 
nations who exclude her manufactures by enormous dutie!3. 
The inevitable result i tbat the Colonies are treating the mother 
country in return more n,n<l more n foreign nations treat her ; 
an , unl he . hall chaug' her p ]icy, th y will go on in that 
cou1"e until they too shall lrn.ve shut out her manufactures. 
She will then naturally decline any fnrther liaLility to taxation 
for their advantage or defeucc, and tlrn. the Empire will br 
broken up, and 'England r due cl to the po~ition of A. second or 
third rate power. 

And what class of society, whether in England or the 
Colonies, from the richest to the poor . t. but will share the 
humiliation and the loss:) 

Compared with consequences like these, what matter a 
difference of 10 per cent. in the cost of food? Have we not, 
during the past ten years,* encountered far larger fluctuations in 
the price of food, of which the 11ation, well employed in all its 
in us tries, and enriched by foreign trade, was scarcely conscious, 
and which were certainly never taken into account by any manu
facturer in estimating the co t of his goods, simply because they 
never affected the rate of wages ? 

• In 1871, 1872, and 1873, years of great manufacturing prosperity, the 
average price of wheat was 57/5 per quarter; in 1878, 1879, and 1880, years 
of extreme depression, the average price was 44/10 per quarter ; a difference 
of more than 20 per cent. 
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Is it not plain that work and wages are as essential as cheap 
food; and that to let slip a la1~ge portion of our employment, in 
order to gain an extra turn of cheapness in our food, is a folly 
lilce that of Es~u. who for a morsel of bread sold his birthright? 
For it is only the last turn of cheapness that we do gain by our 
present shortsighted policy; cheapness and plenty we should 
still have, after taxing foreign supplies 10 per cent.; since 
America, compelled to sell her vsst production at some price, 
must certainly bear the loss of a portion of that impost; whilst 
the stimulus given to Colonial agriculture would operate to 
increase the total supply of food, and so to keep down prices. 

I have enough real respect for working men to dare to tell 
them, with perfect frankness, what I honestly believe. If, 
therefore, I have proposed to them, in the following letters, 
even the smallest sacrifice of present interest, it is because 
I am convinced that by no other means can steady employment, 
fair wages, and reasonable hours be secured to them in future. 

The vast increase of lahour-saving machinery, and of facilities 
of tran port, ought naturally to bring an increase of leisure to all 
who labour; and if what has been gained in this way be again 
imperilled, it will be because ho&tile tariff: interfere to prevent 
the free interchange of our productions, and compel our iron
workers and spinners and weavers to give more hours of labour 
than they ougT1t, in exchange for their supply of food from 
foreign countries. To secure a continuance of reasonable 
hours of labour we must, therefore, either break down tho e 
hostile tariffs, or make ourselves independent of the nations 
which impose them; and I think the following letters will sh w 
that a small differential tax on foreign food products is the only 
instrument by which we can effect this. 

All attempts to persuade working men that it is designed to 
tax their food, even in the smallest degree, against their ii;ill, are 
too absurd to receive serious notice. The power to do any such 
thing rests entirely ·with themselves; but, on the other ban , 
should they determine to use that power for their own great.er 
advantage, it is equally certain that no doctrinaires, of "hatever 
school or party, will be able to forbid them. 
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I am accused, in many quarters, of disloyalty to the principle 
of lFree-trade; of a lingering desire for Protection. It would 
be precisely as just to accuse a man of being litigious, who, 
afte,r always exhibiting a peaceable and forbearing disposition, 
should at last be driven to legal proceedings to maintain some 
indiispensable right. Protectionism resides in the motive,-in 
the desire for protection; its very essence is wanting in duties 
imposed for the sole purpose of bringing about an extension 
of 1the area of Free-trade, after all other means have failed. 

In perfect sincerity, I have admitted and extolled the sound
nes:s of the principle of Free-trade; I have acknowledged that 
no import duties of any kind can be in themselves other than a 
burden and a loss to the nation during their continuance. But 
I 111ave urged, with the earnestne s of profound conviction, that 
pre: ent circumstances render it wise-nay, absolutely needful for 
us to take upon ourselves that burden and that loss, in a small 
mciasure and for a limited time, in order to work out our 
deliverance from a far h eavier burden aucl a far more enduring 
los . . 

W. F. E. 
2"0TII l\IAY, 1879. 
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PREFACE TO FOURTH EDITION. 

In preparing a Fourth Edition for the press, I have 
endeavoured to make some passages more clear and concise, 
and have removed a few sentences immaterial to my argument, 
to make room for a little new matter. 

The experience of the past two years, and the further di -
cu sion of this question, have not only confirmed the facts aud 
arguments set forth in this Pamphlet, but have also created a 
strong and wide-spread National Movement in favour of the 
policy therein advocat d. Within the past month the National 
Fair Trade League, 23, Cockspur Street, S.W., has commenced 
operations, under the presidency of Sampson S. Lloyd, Esq., 
and has, I am glad to observe, is ued a programme substantially 
in accord with that policy. I h ope it will soon obtain the sup
port of a thousand branches. 

Working men are proving their ability to understand tbe 
difference betw en th e form er protectioni t duty of 20s. or 30s. 
a quarter on wh at, levied for the purpose of raising r nts,
and the differential duty of 4s. per quarter, now proposed only 
for the purpose of transferring our food-growing from those who 
will not buy our manufactures, to those who will. They see 
that the latter would soon bring them a new supply of duty-free 
food from our own Colonies, which would probably compel the 
Americans to accept 4s. per quarter less, in order to neutralize 
the duty, which thus would never raise the price in England at 
all; and what is far more important,-would briug them good 
custom in return for that food, " ·hich 'vould increase employ
ment and sustain wages. The well.wo:m cry of the big and the 
little loaf bas th erefore lost its power, since th ey see that there 
are duties aimed against the working man, and duties to be u ed 
for his defence ; and that reason and common sen e can distin
guish between the two. 

W. F. E. 
25th Augu t, 1881. 



LETTER I. 

To the Editor of the Bradford Obsert:cr. 

Sir,-Neither Mr. Forster's address to the Bradford Chamber 
of Commerce, nor Lord Derby's recent speeeh at Rochdale, nor 
the frequent articles in The Times, Economist, and other leading 
journals, deal at all directly or satisfactorily with the opinions 
held by myself and many others, which are confounded with 
views of a totally different character, and loosely described as 
the policy of reciprocity. It is not worth while to meet our 
opinions fairly and answer them specifically? 

We are all agreed as to the soundness and de irability of Free
trade, and we must all admit that, in spite of the hopes and the 
con tant sanguine predictions of the pa t 30 y ars, free-trade is 
steadily losing ground. ls it then more reasonable to drift along, 
resting on expectation which exp rience bas completely falsified, 
-or seriously to consider what will be our position if the sy tern 
of protection should still grow, and gradually overspread such 
nations as Turkey, China, Japan, the South American States, 
and our own Colonies-and promptly to take measures which 
promise present help and future deliverance. Here is a distinct 
controversy, in which we are always met by a repetition of those 
vague, vain hopes which can no longer soothe us, instead of a 

fair examination of the consequences which must fall upon our 
trading and labouring population if, (as we see no reason to doubt,) 
our productions be shut out increasingly from foreign markets 
in the future as in the past. 

The dangers which mu t ensue for us, should foreign nations 
refuse to follow our Free-trade policy, were, I think, always set 
aside by .M.r. Cobden by the positive assurance that they would 
never arise, for that other nations would soon be compelled by 
self-interest, and by the spectacle of our prosperity, to follow in 
our wake. 



To those who doubted this, it was all along clear that we 
might have to pass through three stages of experience, viz. : 

1. A period of almo t unbounded prosperity, during which 
the nations from whom we purchased our supplies of food and 
raw material , 11ot having as yet the means of manufactw·ing for . 
themselves, must of neces ity take our manufactures in exchang . 
During this period, any protective duties they might levy would 
not affect us, and would only enhance the cost to themrnlves. 

2. A transition period, during which the e nations, gradually 
increasing their own manufactures under the shelter of protec
tive duties, should become more and more independent of ours; 
whilst yet the activity of our home trade and the growth of 
markets in semi-civilised lands should suffice to maintain our 
prosperity. 

3. A period of contraction and difficulty, when-being obliged 
to import half the food of a den e and delicately organi ed 
population-we sl1ould find the nations excluding, by hostile 
tariffs, tho e product of our industry which are all we have 
to off ~r i :1 exchange in the long run. In the effort to escape 
this dimculty, we houlcl at first force our goods on such 
markets as remained open,-su taining an illegitimate trade by 
un ound financial and banking operations, and thus for a time 
obtaining, even at a serious loss, the means of paying for our 
food imports. 

Meantime, whilst excluded from the ordinary healthy current 
of demand for manufactures in America and on the Continent, 
we should be subject to a most trying and dangerous set of 
spasmodic influences; for whenever, at a moment of prosperity, 
the demands of tho e countries should happen temporarily to 
e ceed their existing mean of production, we should receive 
large orders for iron and textiles, which would (as in 1871-1'2) 
disturb our eqnilibrium , raise prices and wflges, induce grent and 
sudden extensions, and excite and d8moralise our people, and 
then as suddenly cease, leaving us to regain our balance as we 
could. 

The moral and pecuniary results of such a series of excite
ments and depressions must be equally disastrous, and must 
culminate in results which I will not attempt to pourtray; let 
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every English patriot pray that no vision of them may ever 
haunt his dreams. 

Such then are the dangers which we see and fear-such the 
fate whose grasp we already begin to feel; whilst we believe that 
it is not too late for England, by the adoption of a large and far
sighted policy, to av rt them completely, and to lay strong and 
deep the foundations of a steadier and more lasting prosperity. 

But before de cribing thi policy, let me say once for all what 
we do not want, and therefore what we trust our critics will cease 
to attribute to us, or to expend their energy in denouncing. 

We do not want protection against our foreign competitors, (I 
write as a manufacturer); we will cheerfully compete with all 
comers ; and if the French or others can beat us in some 
specialities, all h011our to them. No nation can be vain enough 
to expect to excel the world at every point, surely. 

-v.,r e do not want retaliation, as commonly understood ; a complex 
system of import duties, graduated to meet the varying follies of 
foreign protectionists, would be a remedy too silly for discussion. 

We do not want an import duty levied on the raw materials of 
our industries; that would be a imple act of suicide. 

\Ve do not want the coercion of our Colonie and dependencies 
into a Free-trade policy; that would be to provoke resentment 
where we ought to attract and conciliate. 

What we do want is that certain great objects should be 
calmly, resolutely, and persistently pur ued ; I place them in 
the order of their importance. 

1. That the United Kingdom and its Colonies and dependen
cies be gradually ;velded into one great Free-trade Empire, 
capable, if the protective system be finally adopted by other 
nations, of supplying all its own essential wants. 

~. That our fiscal arrangements be directed to divert the 
growth of our food, and the further investment of our capital, 
from foreign countries which impose duties on our productions, 
to our own Colonies and dependencies. 

3. That we abandon the system of commercial treaties until, 
by the temporary imposition of duties on foreign manufactures, 
we shall have regained, in every instance, the power of bar
gaining for equal treatment.* 

• See Notes A and B. 
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To attain the first two objects, our course of action is clear; 
to impose and maintain, for many years to come, a small 
import duty on articles of food and mere consumption received 
from foreign nations; admitting the like commodities from all 
parts of our own Empire, free. We need not wish our Colonies 
to impose similar duties, as their enjoyment of a profitable 
transit trade would greatly aid their development, which is 
our primary object. Thus American food products would come, 
to a large extent, by way of Canada, enriching her railways, 
merchants, and shippers, instead of those of the United State , 
during the period in which the differential duty was rapidly 
developing Canadian agriculture. 

I have already said that no duties would be levied on the 
raw materials of our indu tries, from whatever quarter they 
might come. 

A steadfast adherence to this policy would nece arily, though 
no doubt gradually, tran fer the trade of growing food and 
luxuries for the English market from foreign protectionist 
nations to the various portions of our own grand Empire, which, 
were its resources fairly developed, is undoubtedly capable of 
supplying many times our requirem nts, well and cheaply.* 

A large field for emigration, and for the legitimate and safe 
inve tment of English savings, would thus be opened out~ to the 
discomfiture of the floaters of foreign loans, American railway 
bonus, and unsound limited companies. 

Our dependencies, thenceforth bound to the mother country 
by the strong ties of material advantage, as well as those of 
sentiment and affection, would be more ready to meet our 
wishe , and to establish Free-trade with us and with one another, 
in return for the valuable privilege accorded to them. No coercion 
would be needed or thought of; but an inspiriting sense of 
renewed youth, an assured hope of a secure and glorious future, 
inJependent of the caprices of foreign legislation, would be felt 
by the citizens of the British Empire throughout the world. A 
Free-trade Empire of 300 millions of people, embracing every 
variety of soil and climate, and strong to maintain the freedom 
of the seas, would be no mean World in its elf. 

And what is the sacrifice requisite to attain this end ? 

• See Notes A and B. 
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An enhancement of the cost of some articles of food and 
luxury perhaps equal to one-seventh the amount now spent in 
intoxicating liquors; probably less than the annual interest of 
the capital lost during the past ten years in foolish loans to 
foreign governments, and foreign railway and other companies; 
a loss likely enough to be repeated during the next ten years, if 
our present aimless national policy be continued. 

But it is said that our manufacturing population would not 
endure the imposition of any import duties on articles of food. 

That depends upon the amount, and still more upon the 
purpo e of such duties. 

I have conversed much with working men on this subject; 
many of them are keenly alive to the danger of our increasing 
dependence for food upon nations who will not admit our manu
factures in return; and I am convinced that no class in the 
country is more ready to appreciate such a policy as the fore
going, or to make whatever present sacrifices may be needed 
to carry it into effect. 

They fully understand that even the increase of cost would 
not be lost, but that the produce of the import duties would go 
either to lessen other taxes or to reduce the public debt. They 
also recognise the tremendous pressure at present felt by our 
agriculturist , which is seriously damaging the home trade, and 
thus lessening their own employment; and they do not think 
that any class can long profit by the ruin of another. On the 
principle of "Live and let live," they would, therefore, not 
regret any advantage whioh might accrue to the agricultural 
population. 

They trouble themselves little, so far as I can judge, about 
foreign competition here; but a great deal about the increased 
exclusion of their own handy-work from foreign countries by 
protective tariffs, especially when this is done by nations whose 
best customers they know themselves to be. They would, there
fore,' regard with a rather contemptuous indifference any duties 
levied by England upon foreign manufactures for their own pro
tection; but would highly approve them as means of exercisiug 
pressure abroad to obtain fairer treatment for British manu
factures. 
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But there is growing in their minds a strong feeling of distrust, 
almost of resentment, against those who ori the one band declare 
that our Government canne>t and ought not to do anything to 
meet and foil the selfish policy of foreign protectionists, and on 
the other hand that we must encounter their hostile tariffs by 
lowering wages till we can force a demand in spite of them. 
For they see clearly that, to do this, their wages would have to be 
lo"·er than those of the foreign workman, by the amount needed 
to oYercome the tariff which protect him. 

Whatever may be the judgment of working class constituencies 
upon a policy such as I have tried to ketch , I dare venture to 
a sert that its advocates will, at least, receive more favour at 
their hands than those who have no policy to propose but that 
of passively drifting into the straits pr pared for us by the pro
tectionist nations.-! am, sir, yours faithfully, 

Lomeshaye, near Burnley, 
January 23rd, 1879. 

W. FARRER EOROYD. 



LETTER II. 

To the Editor of the Bradford Observer. 

Sir,-I have always intended to set forth some further facts 
and arguments in support of the policy advocated in my previou 
letter, and it is for that purpo e that I now ask to be once more 
allowed to tre pas on your ~pace. I shall notice in pa sing, 
some of the critici rn of it which have appeared in your columns 
but am content in the main to leave what has been said to the 
judgment of your readers. 

It is evident that in many minds the effects of foreign com
petition and those of foreign protectiYe tariffs are completely 
confused; now these two things are absolutely separate, and 
must be carefully kept so in every discu ion which i to be of 
the least service. Foreign competition in th home trade, or in 
neutral markets, i only to he met by intelhgent enterprize and 
kill, by integrity and indn try, by the acceptance of wao·e and 

prices such as the times will afford, by the spread of real du
cation, by the avoidance of extravagance and carele nes on th 
part of all cla~ses-buyer and sellers, ma ters and workmen. 
Against foreign protective tariffi , however, none of these things 
are, or can be of the least avail; for hould we ucceed at any 
time in thus neutraiising them, they would at once be raised 

ufficiently to make them effect the purpose for which they 
were imposed.* 

For myself, I utterly disclaim any desfre to invoke the action 
of Government to help us in the first of these issues; and 
should it be needful to impose duties on foreign manufactures 
in order to bargain for the admission of our own into other 
countries, I earnestly hope that such duties may be regarded as 
purely temporary, and their duration strictly limited to the 
attainment of that end. 

* See Note C. 



vVe may observe a very similar eonfusion of ideas in many 
per ons who :first mis-apply the term Free trade, and then 
found arguments upon the mis-used term I have always said, 
and I now repeat it, - Free-trade is ::;o mcl, benefi0ent to all 
parties, heartily to be de .... ired everywhere. But Free-trade is 
the interchange of commodities between nations on terms 
of equal freedom; and that is wh::i.t we do not at present enjoy, 
and what we cannot obtain as bet,Yeen our elves and foreign 
countries, because they are unwilling to do their part in it. 

Such questions as those of your correspondent who asks 
"Does the decline (of our trade) proceed from our policy of Free
trade? and is our p,)}icy of absolute Free-trade unable to 
compete with the for ign policy of moderate protection?" are 
instance of this confu ion. Whatever we ma.y desire, or assume 
in theory, we have no policy of ab olute Free-trade in force ; 
for the simple rea on that such a policy require the co-operation 
of foreign nations, which we have been hitherto entirely unable 
to obtain. 

Another remarks, "A trade must be free absolutely, or it is 
not Free-trade; " and then goes on to ay that it i for me to 
show that a trade limited to a certain portion of the world i in 
a true sense of the word, " Free-trade." 

I so entirely adopt his :fh· -t propo ' ition that I nm spared all 
fmther trnulile in regard to the delllon ' tration be i11vites. The 
quality, not the geograpliical distribution, is ele1trly that whieh 
constitute Free-trade: i~ mu t be, in his words, ''ab olutely 
free," not free on one sicle and bound on the other, or it is not 
Free-trade at all. Absolute Free-trade between England and 
France would be real Free-trade; whereas the kind of trade 
we now have with France would never be Free-trade, though 
extended to the whole world. 

Far better, therefore, for the eventual spread of real Free
trade, to say at once to France and some other countries, "¥le 
insist either on Frce-tra.de or open Protection; we will have 
whichever you choo e, Lut it , hall be the same on both sides; 
" ·e care not how large the exchange of your manufactures for 
ours, but it mu t be on fair and equal terms, and shall be in 
future on no other." 
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To carry this policy into effect, it would, I think, be sufficient 
to impose on all foreign manufactured articles an ad valorem 
duty about equal to that now levied by the French on our goods, 
say 10 or 12t per cent.; but in doing this we ought to give distinct 
notice that in case any nation hould agree to admit our manu
facturP.s duty free, we would at the same time open our ports to 
theirs on the same terms. A perpetual offer of Free-trade in 
Manufactures would be thus made to all nations. Surely this 
is not to demand Protection for the British manufacturer, but 
simply a fair field and no favour; it is therefore both illogical 
and disingenuorns to repreRent it as a cry for some artificial 
shelter to spare him the necessity of wholesome and intelligent 
exertion. 

No doubt the last sudden flush of excessive prosperity in 
1 71-2 produced an unhealthy inflation, and to a certain extent 
d 'rnorali ed all cla se by encouraging car lessness, idleness, 
and extravagance. But the e bad haLits will be checked by the 
wholesome discipline of adversiry, and wages and prices of all 
kinds will find their necessary level here as in other countries. 

;o that after all, on a fair :lieltl we can, I am convinced, still 
beat our foreign competitl\ rs in tho. e great in<lu trie which are 
best suited to the geniu. of the nation. Tho French will, as 
heretofore, excel u in certain specialities-notably in articles 
of fa. hion and luxurious taste; the Am ricans will outstrip us 
in a few labour-saving "notiom," and in hnndy utensils for the 
farmer and woodman, both born of the necessities of a new 
country; but our :first-cbss ironworks and factories, and their 
attendant worker in iron, cotton, and wool, for the wants of the 
million, are not yet matched in the world, nor likely to be. 

In spite of all the talk about our being beaten in fair com
petition, I shculd extremely like to watch the re ult of absolute 
Free-trade for three years between England, France, Germany, 
and America, and to see who ·e ironmasters, shipbuilders, cotton, 
worsted, woollen, and other manufacturers, woul<l £.rst cry out, 
"Hold ; enough." 

No-it is not the fair competition of foreign nations that we 
fear,-but their hostile tari ffs, which exclude us from competition. 
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This exclusion we might endure, could we dispetise with the 
large supplies of food which we have to buy in exchange for our 
goods; but as we can only feed our manufacturing population 
by the sale of their productions, whilst foreign nations are more 
and more resolutely closing their doors against those productions, 
we have but two alternatives. 

Either (1) our population and its industries must be reduced 
in proportion to thi forced contraction of demand ; or (2) we 
must, even at some present sacrifice, take active measures to 
establish, within our own Empire, food-growers who will purchase 
our manufactures in exchange. 

This conclu ion is inevitable, and it is usele s to say we 
should prefer other circumstances, or that we object to make 
any present sacrifices; the case is one of nece sity, and in 
choosing the latter alternative we simply accept the less evil of 
the two before us. 

What then are the capabilities of our Colonies, either as cus
tomers for our goods or as gr©wers of food ? In the year 1877, 
(the la t of which I happen to have the returns before me), our 
Australian Colonies, with two millions of inhabitants , purchased 
our exports to the value of £19,285, 718; whilst the United 
States with about forty millions of inhabitants, purchased only 
to the value of £16,376,814. In the same year the Dominion of 
Canada (with Newfoundland), containing four millions of inhabi
tants, took from us exports to the value of £7,613,54 7; whilst 
Russia, with nearly eighty millions of people, bought only to 
the extent of £4, 178,fl41. In other words, every Australian is 
as large a customer to u as sixteen American , and every Cana
dian is better to us than thirty-five Russians. Thus, should we 
succeed, by the aid of a differential duty, in settling only four 
or five millions more inhabitants in our Colonies, their custom 
would be as large as tlrn whole of our present export trade to 
the United States and Rus ia combined.* 

* I would strongly recommend working men to examine regularly the 
Annual Returns and Statistical Abstracts issued by the Board of Trade, and 
to notice the growth and steadiness of our export trade to the Colonies and 
India, and the irregnlarity of that of America, Germany, &c. 
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Nor need we fear that by the adoption of such a policy we 
should lose any export trade to America or Russia which we can 
retain under the present system, or provoke any action on their 
part which will not equally be adopted as matters now stand, 
should they deem it advantageous to themselves. 'l 'he enor
mous duties now levied by the e 11tttions on our manufactures 
·were imposed by them in the face of our Free-trade policy, and 
this may convince us that no consideration of reciprocity or 
want of reciprocity has influenced their actions at all .* On the 
contra ry, we should probably com· rt into zealous Free-traders 
the carriers, merchants, and exporters of New York and the 
Atlantic States, who, hara- d by the favoured competition of 
Canada, would be anxious to obtain the large t and mo t direct 
exchange of commodities with thi country. For from the 
mom nt ·when they hould see us re olved in earnest to become 
independent of them, the tables would be turned, and the fear 
of gr dually lo ing their vast trade with England, who now 
takes two-thirds of their food exports, would make them, instead 
of ourselves, the perplexed and an ,·ious party. Amongst other 
re ults we might reasonably expect a con iderable migration of 
farm rs from the remote North ·western State into our terri
torie . But it would be a fatal error to allow any offer of 
reciprocity, even from the Americans, to turn us a ide for one 
moment from the steady pursuit of a policy directed to secure 
the unity and prosperity of the whole Empire. Instead of that, 
we ought, without delay, to open out and hasten the settlement 
of the best corn and cattle growing lands in our dependencies. 
What some of these are the following extracts will show :-

"Of the total area of the Dominion of Canada, upwards of 
"two million square miles are agricultural and timbered lan<ls, 
"and of these the wheat zone occupies about one-half. The 
"range of productions is extended in grains from barley to 
"maize; in fruits from apples to peache , grapes, melons, nee
" tarines, and apricots ; in vegetables, from turnips, canots, and 
"cabbages to the egg plant and tomato."- 0.fficial Ilandbook of 
Canada: Paris Exhibition, 1878. 

•See Note D. 
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"North of Lakes Erie and Ontario, and the Biver St. Lawrence; 
"east of Lake Huron, and included mainly within the Province 
"of Ontario, there is as fair a country as exists on the North 
"American continent,-nearly as large in area as New York, 
"Pennsylvania, and Ohio combined, and equal, if not superior 
" to these States in its agricultural capacity. It is the natural 
"habitat of the combing-wool sheep; it is the land where grows 
'' the finest barley; it rai es and grazes the finest of cattle, with 
"qualities especially desirable to make good the deterioration of 
" stock in other sections ; and its climatic conditions, created 
"by the vicinity of the great lakes, specially fit it to grow men. 
"Such a country i ~ one of the greatest gift. of Providence to 
"the human race."-Hon. David A. T¥ells , ·in the North American 
(United States) Review, September, 1877. 

To develop these resources and the like in other portions of 
our Empire, is the task to which we ought at once and energeti
cally to address ourselves; but to do this rapidly in the face 0f 
the vast food-growing and carrying organizations which America, 
by the aid of our capital, has already got into full operation, 
would be impossible without the aid of a differential duty. The 
young plantation will be strong and healthy enough, when 
full-grown, but it mu t be fenced and sheltered during its 
infancy. And probably this is the best inve tment pos ible for 
England herself; for pa t experience and the clouded future 
both ·warn us that, in the absence of such legitimate opening · 
for capital and enterprize, we may totally lo e, during the next 
few years, in unsound home and foreign in vestment , in the 
forced idleness of many workpeople, and in the reduced wage 
of the rest, an amount sufiicient to have opened out new lands 
that would sustain a couple of millions of our people in plenty, 
and supply half our import of corn, cattle, bacon, butter, and 
cheese. \V'hat would have been our position in these respects at 
thi moment had uch a policy been adopted ten years ago, and 
hau one or two hnndred millions of the money now hopelessly 
lost in foreign loans and foreign rail way bonds been directed, by 
the wise initiative of goyernment, to the development of our own 
territories and the growth of our own food? 

India would also prnfit greatly; indeed it is difficult to estimate 
how much we might in this way raise the condition of her people, 
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and their power to purchase our manufactures. A privileged 
trade with England, and reduced taxation, would be worth more 
than an army of defence for India, by increa ing the comforts 
and the contentment of her people. 

The pre ent time is especially favourable for the inauguration 
of su h a policy,-iron and steel being unprecedentedly cheap, 
and much capital and labour anxiously seeking legitimate 
employment. Its immediate effect would be to create a large 
dema 1d for railway and other iron, to ease the Indian exchange, 
to quicken trade and increase employment in all directions; 
whil t the steady current of emigration '''onld be available first 
for the execution of the needful work , anJ then for the 
settlement and cultivation of new lands in our Colonies. Our 
agriculturists, manufacturers, and traders would thus be relieved 
from the undue competition caused by too much capital and 
energy seeking employment at born ,-and our workmen from 
the d pres ing results of nn over-stocked labour market. 

'Vhat, meantime, would bethel robable apparent cost of this 
policy to the Briti h consumer? I -ay apparent, because I am 
co1wi11ced that the indirect gain would, eYen from the very first, 
be much great r to all cla e , thau the direct and apparent lo . 

To effect our purpose ]t would, I think, be needful to impo e 
peciiic dutie~ on foreign food products, equal to about 10 per 

cent. on a low range of values, aud to maintain them steadfastly 
until our own dependencies should be able to supply our wants. 
I will not encumber my letter with a long array of figures ; 
but aftRr a careful study of our average imports of food from 
foreign countries, I find that a duty of 10 per cent. on them 
would amount to about £12,500,000. From this must be de
ducted £4,500,000 which would be remitted by reducing to JO 
per cent. the exi ting duties on foreign tea, coffee, cocoa, dried 
fruits, &c., and by admitting these articles duty free from 
English dependencies. To the balance of £8,000,000, I add 
£ 1,600,000, to cover the charge and profits of wholesale and 
retnil distributors on the increa. ed cost; this bring the sum to 
£9,600,000. We have next to consider the effect of the duties in 
raising the price of some of these articles which are also grown 
at home ; thi is a complicated question, because it is not easy 
to e timate the proportion of loss. which would fall upon th 



foreign grower, just as millowners and workmen too well know 
that they now endure a portion of the burden of those foreign 
tariffs which I ress upon their gouJ.s, and render their toil 
and trade less profitable. I take the amount, however, at 
£7,500,000, after much research,-thus bringing the total up to 
£17,100,000; of which sum it is evident that £8,000,000, being 
new revenue, would at once enable us to lighten the existing 
burden of taxation to an equal amount. This would leave 
£9,100,000 as the nett additional cost to consumers; of which 
£7,500,000 \vould go to relieve our depressed and harassed 
agriculturists, and the remaining £1,600,000 to increase the 
interest and profits of wholesale and retail distributors, should 
competition permit them to charge it to us. 

Now our present population is about 35 millions, or 7 million 
families of 5 persons each, amongst whom to divide the added 
co t of £9,100,000. This would give 26s. per annum, or six
pence per week as the charge on each family ; surely a very 
moderate price to pay for benefits so great and enduring as 
those which have been described. 

Is thi most fruitful sacrifice then to be the one specially decried 
and feared, whilst the serious limitation of employment, and 
reduction of the wages and incomes of all classes, which do, 
and must attend us, as we drift passively and aimlessly along 
our present course, are accepted as if they were the decrees of 
resistless fate ? 

Cheap foreign food will avail our people nothing unless it can 
be obtained in exchange for the fruits of their own industry; for 
the workmen whose forges and looms are brought to a stand by 
hostile tariffs, may yet starve in the midst of unprecedented 
abundance.* 

Our import trade in artides of food is our chief instrument 
wherewith to obtain an export trade that shall give employment 
and wages to our people; and if we are content to buy fifty 
million pounds worth of food yearly from those who will not 
buy from us in return, we have necessarily far less employment 
and wages than we should otherwise enjoy. 

*See Note E. 
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Fifteen or sixteen years ago, trade between England and the 
United States 'vas about equal in both <lirections; but uow our 
imports from that country are auove fourfold our exports there, 
leaYing a diff rence of about 60 millions terling per annum to 
be met in some fore d manner, in,tead of by the natural process 
of sending our own productions in exchange. 

I have thu far found no one able to explain how our enormou 
import of food from America are eventually to be paid for ; for 
two years past we have evidently paid for them to a large extent 
by the transfer of investment ,-but that mu t soon come to an 
end. I know we are often told that such matter right them-
elves by a natural law, and that America mu t perforce ell le s 

to us, unless she will buy from us in return ; and that is doubt
les true, but it seem to point directly to the conclusion I most 
dread, namely, that we mn.y some day be unable to purchase the 
needful food for our population, becau e ". have nothing to offer 
that America and other countries are willing to receive in 
payment.* 

If again it be aid that, to :fincl mea11 of payment, we must 
increase our tmde to di tant emi-civili ed nation who cannot 
manufacture for them eh-e , the an wer is that we have already, 
in the unconsciou effort toe cape our difficulty, forced our goods 
upon such markets far too largely ; witne s the vast losses 
incurred in the Eastern and South American trade , culminating 
in recent heavy disasters; so that these op nings for the employ
ment of our people, in ten.cl of being enlarged, are being, and 
must be, contracted to their legitimate limits. 

There is therefore, appar ntly, no way of e cape from the 
danger ancl difficulty of our one-sided tra<le with America and 
other countries, but the policy I have proposed. It demands a 

• The statement that our exC'ess of imports over exports is due to the large 
and increasin!{ incnme accruing from our foreign investmentR, whilst satis
factory to financiers a accounting for the balance of trade, is t.y no means 
calcu lated to reassure om· working classes. 

It will certainly, and very ,iustly, alarm them to learn th::1t our imports are 
acqufred more and more in payment ot rents and interest due from abroad 
to our wealthier classes, and less and less in exchange for the productions of 
their own industry. 

And they will judge what must be the effect of suub a movement as that 
upon our industrial population. in the long run. 



. 16 

great effort and perhaps some sacrifice to begin with, but it would 
work a radical and permanent cure. 

No doubt mutual dependence, and the free interchange of 
commodities between England and America, would have been 
far more to the advantage of both nations. But to that end the 
co-operation of both parties was e ential, and it is by no fault 
of England that such a condition of things has been rendered 
for ever impossible. Under a persistent policy of protection, 
America has built up for her elf vast iron and textile industries, 
which are, or soon will be, able to supply all her wants. These 
she will not and cannot now destroy or undermine. 

The die is finally cast, and by her act, not by ours ; mutual 
independence is the only relation possible between the two 
countries in future, and the ooner we realize this conclusion 
and act upon it, the better for u . 

We waited long and patiently for the best; it bas passed for 
ever 011t of our reach. Let u take heed that the possibility of 
the second best does not lip a.way, wliilst we are still drifting 
and hesitating. Canada still remains to us,-a mighty resource. 
But enjoying, in her trade with us, no privilege over the most 
illiberal foreign nation, there is great danger, as matters now 
stand, of her being :fir t bribed by the United States into a 
Protectioni t Alliance, and as a final result, absorbed politically.* 

One of your correspondents remarks that our Colonies and 
India would probably decline to accept their assigned parts in 
this scheme, and argues as though it were intended to restrict 
them to agricultur only. Can he really suppose that it implies 
the concentration of all the manufacturing industry of the Empire 
in these islands, and the employment of India and the Colonies 
exclusively in growing raw product::5? 

Surely our dependencies would then, as now, be perfectly free 
to develop themselves to the best advantage, and to establish and 
maintain such manufactures as they might find profitable, just 
as we should still grow corn and wool at home ; but their 
superiority in soil, al9.d climate, and area, for the growth of raw 
materials, and the scope afforded in the mother country for the 
more perfect organisation of manufactures, would always fix the 
predominant part of each in the common industry. 

* See Note F. 
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Any further great increase of our home population and manu
facturing industries is perhaps neither on economical, sanitary, 
or moral grounds to be desired; for my part, I distrust entirely 
those" advances by leaps and bounds" which moved to exultation 
some who are now foremo t to proclaim the approaching decline 
of England, and rise of America. I shall be content if ~ur 
present position as a manufacturing country can be consolidated 
and secured, and the way prepared for a safer if much slower 
advance in future. 

Probably an increased opening for emigration to the Colonies 
would be far happier and better for our growing population, 
than the closer packing of them in our indnstrial centres at 
home, through any expan ion ( ven if we had power to secure 
it) of our export trade to countries like France, Germany, and 
America, who might at any moment, by one troke of the pen, 
again take away their employment, and with it their daily bread. 
Indeed the danger most to be feared is that some sudden access 
of prosperity,-quite temporary in its nature, as all such move
ments must be under our present system,-moy blind us to the 
danger of our position, ancl by inciting to further xten ions, 
bring back all our difficulties in an aggravat d degree. 

I confess myself entirely unable to understand the p icture 
which one gentleman' imagination has created, of our Empire 
surrounded, under this policy, with a " Chinese wall." On the 
contrary, so far as I can judge, we should still be by far the most 
liberal of all the great commercial nations, and should still 
possess the greatest foreign trade in the world. But we should 
have proclaimed to those who do pursue a policy of Chinese 
isolation, that we have the power to be self-supporting in case of 
need, and that they can only retain our custom by admitting om 
productions, in future, on term just as free as those on which we 
are ready to admit theirs.* 

It is perhaps hardly worth while to hold up to ridicule, as it 
would be very easy to do, the (;Ontradictory notions propounded 
by those who choose to look everywhere but in the right quarter 
for the cnu es of tbe decline of our trade. Yet it may be observed 
that one hll.s daily to read or hear, " 'ith as gmy a countenance 

*See Note G 
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as can be kept, such mutually destructive propositions as the 
following :-

1.-That protection necessarily destroys the power of those 
protected to compete in foreign or neutral markets; yet 
that America, after a long term of the most excessive 
protection, is actually becoming one of our most formidable 
competitors! 

2.-That our depression is largely owing to our heavy load of 
taxation; yet that France, far more heavily laden, suffers 
lea t of all nations from the depression of trade! 

3.-That we ought to bring our waste lands into cultivation, 
and so require to import less food ; when it is evident that 
the pressure of foreign competition, by disabling farmers 
from expending an adequate amount on labour and manures, 
has already seriously reduced the productive capacity of 
even our best lands, and that this disastrous effect is still 
increasing! 

4.-That the reduction of wages and prices will create an 
increased demand for our productions, even in the face of 
hostile tariffs; yet, in spite of an excessively low range of 
price , lowered further for some time past, by the losses of 
employers, the depressiun only deepens, and the demand 
still contract ! 

No ; we have to fall back on the fact that the cau e of our 
distre s is one sided trade, and THE ONLY REMEDY REAL FREE

TRA.DE; TO BE OBTAINED WITII FOREIGN NATIGNS I F POSSIBLE, AND 

lF NOT, TO BE RESOLUTELY DUILT UP WITHIN OUR OW r E:.rPIRE, TO 

AN EXTENT AT LEAST UFFICIENT TO ENABLE US TO OBTAIN OUR 

FOOD IN FREE EXCHANGE FOR OUR PRODUCTIONS. And if in doing 
this, we are accused of unfaithfulness to the principles of 
political economy, we ma.y fall back upon a high authority. 
Adam Smith wrote,-" The case in which it may sometimes 
" be a matter of deliberation how far it is proper to continue the 
" free importation of certain foreign goods is when ome foreign 
"nation restrains by high duties or prohibitions the importation 
"of some of our manufactures into their country. Revenge in 
''this case naturally dictates retaliation, and that we should impose 
"the like duties and prohibitions upon the importation of some or 
"all of their manufactures into ours.'' He goes on to describe 



the attempts of the French to favour their own manufacturers by 
restraining the importation of foreign goods, and the war of 
tariff between France and England which followed, to the great 
detriment of both nations, and then remarks,-" There may be 
"goo policy in retaliations of this kind, when there is a proba
" bili y that they will procure the repeal of the high duties or 
"prohibitions complained of. The recovery of a great foreign 
"market will generally more than compensate the transitory 
"inconveniency of paying dearer, during a short time, for some 
"sorts of goods." TVealth of Nations, Book iv., chap. ii.* 

If ever circumstances can make this "matter of deliberation" 
for u , they certainly do so at present; and it ill becomes any of 
those who profess a regard for the high authority of Adam Smith, 
to sneer at us, who imply propose to con ider what he sugge ts. 

Perhaps indeed nothing has done so much to retard the spread 
of Free-trade, and to encourage foreign nation in excluding our 
goods by protective tariffs, as the continual loud proclamations 
of fooli h people in this country, that, let those nations treat us 
as ba ly as they may, we shall never retaliate, or alter our policy 
of admitting their product and manufactures duty free. 

One remark, and I have done. In your kindly and courteous 
leading article on my previous letter, you not unreasonably 
as ume that the economic benefits to our manufacturing popu
lation, rather than the great political interests of the Empire, are 
the "influential motives" in the minds of us who advocate this 
policy. 

I c n only say that in my own case political con iderations fir t 
inspired these views, which were strengthened by my perception 
of th ir economic bearings. Tho patriotic and economic questions 
are one and indivisible; the ultimate interests of' our agricultu
ral and manufacturing population at home, and of' our Colonists, 
and the inhabitants of our dependencies, are ideatical. 

Our first and highest end should be to consolidate and 
strengthen the Empire, and so to give to all its citizens, in 
England and elsewhere, the sense of belonging to a great nation, 
still in the vigour of its youth, and possessing Yaried and inex
haustible resources; a nation, therefore, which, though disap-

* See Note H. 
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pointed at the policy of selfish isolation pursued by others, needs 
neither to be perplexed nor dismayed, but to turn with courage 
and promptitude to the alternative still left, which, though less 
profitable to the general interests of mankind than the course 
she would have preferred, may prove scarcely less profitable to 
her own. 

I fear nothing so much as the sentiment of despondency,
the feeling that England has passed the summit, that henceforth 
she is to decline whilst others take the lead; a sentiment 
neither wise, nor patriotic, nor founded en any wide review of 
our real position, nor worthy of a high-spirited imperial race. 

Let us proclaim to each other the doctrine of con olidation 
and hope, in tead of thi miserable belief in disintegration and 
decay, which threaten to paralyze our energies, and so to bring 
about its own fulfilment. England is called to a great work, 
worthy of those high energies which our fathers have always 
put forth at every past crisis of her history, and never yet in 
vain. She has her Empire to reconquer and consolidate,-not 
by blood and iron, but by a patient, unwearied, resolute, yet 
peaceful policy, dir cted to a clear and d finite, and I hope not 
di tant end.-I am, ir, your faitbfull;-, 

Lomeshaye, near Burnley, 
28th February, 1870. 

W. FARRER ECROYD. 



NOTES. 
NOTE A. 

It is alleged that were we to withdraw from the system of Commercial 
Treaties, we should lo e the advantages which we now enjoy, in certain 
cases, under the most favoured nation clause. 

Bnt n the other hand we should regain our own freedom of action, and 
so soon as it ber:ame evident that we meant to put up with nothing short of 
recipro al treatment, we need not fear the loss of those poor concessions for 
which we have had to wheedle and supplicate foreign governments, or which 
we hav recEJived as accidents of the bargain made between them. 

'Vith such an amount of custom to bestow as is represented by our vast 
import , we may rest assured that we shall at all times be able to secure 
the ad111ission of our exvorts on the most favourable terms. if only we let it 
be clearly known that we mean to strike promptly and strike hard wherever 
(as at present by Spain) we may be subjected to special disadvantages. 

And if it be true that we are already so bound by existing Treaties of 
Comm rce that, for many years to come, it will be impossible for us to 
choo e r to change our own fiscal policy,-that seems an urgent, nay an 
alarming reason why we should lose no time in commencing our escape from 
a false position, either by refusing henceforth to ne~otiate or renew instru
ments o completely at varian ·e with the principle of Free-trade, or else by 
making them in every case terminable at a year s notice. 

NOTE B. 
The Yew York Times of April 18th, in a leading article on my proposals, 

does not dispute their fficacy, but regard them as impracticable for two 
reasons. First, because no English government would dare to exasperate 
the working classes by an import duty on foo<l ; and secondly, because tLe 
chief E11glish Colonies are thems lves becoming hopelessly protectioni t. 

But Americans habitually undenate the education and character,-foe 
patriotism and political influence of English working mon,-many of whom, 
in the generation now risen to manhood, arc probably as well infonoed as 
th bulk of the middle cla sin tho Tnhcrl States. There can, indeed, be no 
greater mi take than to suppose that tLe great bod of our artisans are 
wantin0 in love of country, or that they regard the nited 'tates with 
longing eye . Many have returned from America dnring the past five years, 
disgusted with the extremes of the climate, the mode ofli \'ing, the inordinate 
power wielded by irreat trading and carrying corporations. the lax enforce
ment f laws, and the rigid party orgaJ1izations which trample down in
dividual lilierty of opinion. For tt-ue comfort and true liberty they infinitely 
prefer their native country, and they will heartily support such political 
measures as may help them to remain and exercise their industry there, 
rather than in a foreign land. 

Our working classes may, therefore, themselves dictate the adoption of 
the policy in question, and so enlist Colonial opinion and interests in favour 
of a British Zollverein. which, beside supporting Home indust1ies, would 
powerfully di"ert English commerce, capital, and emigration from America 
and other protectionist countries to our own dependencies. 

NOTE c. 
To correct a mistaken notion, which exten. ively prevails, that the effect 

of foreign tariffs upon our export of manufactures may be overcome by 
longer hours of labour, reduced wages, or improved machinery,-! may here 
state that the import duties levied by America, Russia, and Spain on textile 
fabrics are, in many cases, equal to the whole cost of the raw materials con
tained in su.ch goods ;-whilst the more moderate duties imposed by other 
nations generally equal, and often exceed the total amount of wages paid in 
their manufactur~. 

It is therefore self-evident that, eYen when economy of labour anrl reduc
tion of wages shall have been carried so far as to depress the condition of 
the Briti . h workman to the ntrno:t, the true remedy for our difficnlties will 
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be still to provide ; whilst he will be far less able than at present, to endu:-e 
any slight and temporary addition to the cost of living which it may involve. 

NOTE D. 
We are warned that we might provoke a "War of Tariffs'' if we should 

venture to offend the United States by a modest duty of 10 per cent. on p1 -
visions, or France by an equally modest 10 or 12~ per cent. on silks. 

Such sublime disregard of existing facts is almost amusing, when our ve~y 
complaint is that we are already in the midst of a tremendous war of tarifi's , 
which still thickens around us. Our long-continued practice of the friendly 
and open-handed policy of Free-trade towards them, has not prevented 
Russia or America from smiting our industry with duties of 1>0, 60, or 80 per 
cent., levied on all its most important productions. 

The question, therefore, is not whether a war of tariffs is to be institut . 
We have long been under a heavy :fire in front and flank without replying ; 
we see more and heavier guns continually placed in position against us. 
Are we, for fear of s-ome loss of ammunition, to spike om· own splendid 
artillery, and abandon the field to our opponents? Or are we, at last, to 
open fire in return, and thus, in the truest kindness, drive them from a 
position as injurious to themselves as to us? 

On this point, the following letter of PROFESSOR DON.A.MY PRICE will 
be read with interest. 

To the Editor of "The Times." 
Sir,-! hope you will allow me to answer in The Times a question which 

is at the present moment much discussed in many quarters. The question 
is this-Is retaliation against a country which imposes protective duties ever 
justifiable? I answer:-

1.-That Frne-trad~-that is, the non-imposition of duties for the protec
tion of native industry-is, in principle, absolutely true. No objection to 
it can be sustained, and it is of the highest value for the ln·osperity of every 
country. 

2.-That reciprocity--that is, the imposition of counter duties on imports 
from a country which has enacted prntective duties solely for the ~ake of 
meetmg them, blow for blow-is a mischievous and utterly inuefensible 
violation of Free-trade. 

3.-But i·etaliation, as an act of war, carried out with the sole object of 
bringing the duty-imposing country to its senses by making it perceive the 

· injmy to trade and the losses which protection inflicts, is a wholly di:ffer13nt 
matter. But it is entirely outside of political economy. Political economy 
is a subordinate body of knowledge. It makes reports on the subjects which 
belong to it to the statesman. It informs him that all war is a breach of 
political economy, that it destroys wealth, and thereby creates poverty. 
There its function ends. '' Very well, Mr. Economist," the statesman replies. 
•'I have no doubt that you have spoken rightly, but I am going to war for 
reasons of which you Rre not the judge." To this the economist has no reply. 

The policy, therefore, of a war ot retaliation against foreign protection 
d0es not lie within the decision of the economist but of the statesman, 
though the former contributes facts for consideration. There are many 
elements in such a question which are not economical, and of which the 
economist is no better judge than others. The temper of the nation attacked, 
its relations to other countries, the effects which assaults on its trade in one 
quarter may have on its commercial position in another, the mor 1 effect 
which the war may have on its people, the chance of enlightening its mind, 
are not economical questions but political. 

In such a problem all that can be said beforehand is that war is economi
cally wrong, but may be justified by reasons which the statesman accounts 
valid. 

June 18th, 1 81. BON AMY PRICE. 
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NOTE E. 

The tone of lofty indifference with which a portion of the public press 
treats matters involving the ruin and breaking up of the homes of large 
bodies of our industrial population, must be, in charity, attributed to the 
ignorance of the writers. Apparently they are quite unaware that the 
skill and experience demanded of each class of workers-under the condi
tions of modern competition and the increased division of labour-rnquire a 
l engthened training, which in a great degree unfits its subjects for any other 
employment, and entirely prevents their obtaining it during a time of gene
ral depression. 

If 20,000 workmen are cast out of employment by the operation of the 
French Sugar Bounties, what matter, say they, so long as consumers enjoy 
the casual advantage of a farthing a pound in price for a few years? But 
surely the hollowness of the argument that the interest of the consumer 
alone is to be considered,-and that, if the French are kind enough to make 
ns a present, we ought gladly to hold out both hands to receive it,-is 
proved by the fact that our governments have actually labomed to induce 
the French to withdraw this benefit from us ! 

Whatever optimists may say, it remains certain that the real prosperity of 
the country depends on the sustained activity of all its productive industries, 
and. not upon that mere buying, selling. speculating and spending which, 
however useful in its own secondary sphere, does nothing to increase the 
stoi·e of man's necessaries or comforts. 

The p.:>licy advocated in the foregoiug pages, wbich, amongst other 
measures, would of course include an import duty of 10 pe1· cent. on foreign 
sugar, would thus restore full employment to our sugar refiners, as well as 
to other workers, who are suffering so cruelly from the effects of foreign 
legislation. 

NOTE F. 

Since tbis passage was w1itten, Canada has given us a lamentable proof of 
its truth, by seriously raising her import duties. She is thus drawing nearer 
to the American system, and separating herself further from that of the 
Mother country. 

As we treat her productions with no more favour than those of the United 
States, we cannot complain should she raise her duties on our manufactures 
to the same prohibitive level, and so treat us in return with no more favour 
than the Americans treat us. 

But tbe outcome of all this must be the alienation and final loss of 
Canada and all our principal Colonies,-a fatal result,-for which we shall 
have to thank our own narrow and short-sighted policy. It might have been 
far otherwise had we been wise in time; and late though it now is, the Sibyl 
has not yet burnt all her books. 

NOTE G. 

I have had occasion in the foregoing pages to say many hard things of 
American commercial policy, and to insist on the importance of bringing 
into play our own great strength and resources to resist and cherkmate it. 
I believe it to be of the utmost consequenre to the future of the whole 
English-speaking race, and most of all to that of the United States, that 
this great contest should result in the victory of the Free-trade system on 
both sides the Atlantic. 

I am utterly at a loss to understand why there should exist any feeling of 
jealousy, much less of antagonism, between the United States and England. 
The advancement of the human race may almost be said to be waiting upon 
the success of these two great kindred nations, in fulfilling their allotted 
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tasks. T ie chief danger to both is that the system of Protection may buid 
up separate interests in various regions of each, which at last may bretk 
t hem up into a dozen separate nations, jealous of and, commercially if rut 
politically, biting and devouring each othBr. 

Both here and in America it has been too much the fashion to look upm 
England quite apart from her Colonies, instead of as the centre of a vrut 
commonwealth. \Vhat California and Texas are to New York, Philadelphi1, 
and Boston, such are Canada, Australasia, and the East and West Indies ·o 
London, Liverpool, and Glasgow. The ocean is indeed a grand highway 1f 
commerce, and a far less formidable obstacle to the exchange of commoditits 
than the Rocky Mountains. 

As regards the difficulties caused by differences of race, it is evident thtt 
Great Britain and her Australasian , Canadian, and W st Indian Colonies a:e 
quite as homogeneous as the American Union, which contains an immerne 
Negro population, not to speak of the various foreign elements acquired ly 
recent immigration. 

And lastly, the differences of interest between PennsylYania and Masst
chusetts on the one hand, and the purely agricultural States of the South 
and West on the other, are as great as any which exist or ever can exis;, 
between England and her Colonies . 

.America ought indeed to watch with a deep and sympathetic interest tle 
success of England in maintaining the unity of her Empire ; for, should sle 
fail, it may be deemed certain that the widely-separated communities whi 
compose the American Union are doomed to a like disruption: the sarre 
forces and motives will inevitably produce the same effect. 

Is there not in the hearts of the wisest and best men in both nations a fi;r 
higher and worthier aspiration ?-a vi ion of a future F ederal Free-trade 
Union of all English-speaking communities, which shall give them i11creasal 
strength and wealth and assurance of peace ; and shall enable them to exte 
to less civilized lands, in a degree hitherto undreamed of, a participation in 
their own priceless inheritance of freedom and order based upon Christian 
ci rilization. 

Of India I do not speak at present, as it is not a Colony, but a dependency 
of the Empire. except to remark that whatever impedections may still 
remain in its administration, history presents no previous example of ary 
great dependency so nobly and unselfishly governed. The fact of our control 
over, and consequent practical Free-trade with India, has done much 1o 
prevent the utter disaster which the oppressive tariffs of Foreign natiois 
would otherwise long since have brought upon our great industries. 

JOTE H . 

John Stuart Mill also says :-"A country cannot be expected to renounce 
the power of taxing foreigners, unless f'oreip-ners will in return practise 
towards itself the same forbearance. The only mode in which a count ry 
can save itself from being a loser by the revenue duties imposed by other 
countries on its commodities, is to impose corresponding revenue duties en 
theirs. Only it must take care that those duties be not so high as to excefd 
all that remains of the a<lvantage of the trade, and put an end to importt
tion altogether, causing the article to be either produced at home or im
ported from another and a dearermarket."-Principles of Political Econom't, 
Hook V ; end of chapter iv. · 
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FAIR TRADE AND FREE TRADE. 

I. 

The Junior Lord of the Treasury who was re-elected the other 
day at Leeds, while eeking re-election, said a few words on Fair Trade 
to the Liberal Four Hundred, which showed that he thoroughly mis
understood what he was talking about. He quoted figures carefully 
prepared by some one to show that some unprotected industries pros
pered and ome protected industries did not. N everthele s Roubaix 
prospers and Bradford starves. It is highly probable that the export of 
silk from France ha decrea ed, not becau e it is protected in France, 
but because other countries have been raising their import duties. It is 
very likely that the United States haxe increased more rapidly in agri
cultural than manufacturing export , while agricultme is unprotected 
and manufacturing is protected. But if true, it is nothing to the pur
pose, as Mr. II. Gladstone himself must haYe known. 

One can only suppo c these cases suggc ted on purpose to mislead. 
Now, to mislead may be ingenious· but it i. not honest. A vrnve of de
pr' sion passed over the civilised world, owing to the contraction of the 
cm:rency dependent upon the withdrawal of ilver from the circulation, 
as Mr. Gladstone no doubt very well knew: no one ought to know it 
better. We have 1',ree Trade; France and America have not. Accord
ino- to Free Trade philosophy, we ought to have recovered first; but 
everybody knows that the truth is just the reverse. I have spoken of Pro
tection; but Protection is not what we are a king for. The foreigner sells 
in om market free of the market dues we have to pay ourselves-that is, free 
of our rates and taxe . \Ve ask to be put upon the ame terms as he is. At 
present he is protected in our market by us; and he has protected him
self in his own market. Hence, while we are being under-sold at home, 
we are excluded abroad. 

The object of the Fair Trade movement is to restore to us our home 
market and our foreign market as far a possible-to secure our colonists 
as customers, and be their be t customers ourselves. Free Trade of 
which all the burden is ours and all the freedom is somebody else's, we 
hold to be worthles.. I propose from time to time to write a paper on 
Fair Trade and Free Trade, in order that this radical philosophical 
ignorance, this judicial blindnes arising from a habit of inward con
templation of its own perfections, may be, if possible removed. 

In the first place, Free Trade, as it i called, was carried by fraud. It 
wa never popular till it was carried. There neyer was a genuine 
public meeting in favour of Free Trade in Manchester itself till after the 
scs ·ionof 184Gwas over. No c.lonbt this isa statement that will be 
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eag-erly contradicted ; but the Anti-Uuru Law League wa · an a<ept at 
making the opinion of. a r-;mall noisy minority appear the minion 
of a majority. The appearance of popular feeling, such as it vas, iu 
favour of the Free Trade policy " ·as the re ·ult of careful packiDg. 

vVhen Sir Robert Peel went oYer, a good deal of the work of H'gan
ising the opposition was done by my father, an old ·whig, wlno ;at for 
the North Riding of Yorkshire from 1832 to 1862. Thougb. 10t in 
health to take a lead in speaking in the House, for some time, til Lord 
George Bentinck becam the acknowledged leader, the work of reirg·an
izing the country party fell a good deal into his hands. Among other 
things, some few hundred pounds were raised for the purpose oj send
ing lecturers to Manche ter and Lanca hire generally. Two 01 th.rec 
men ·were sent-Spitalfield weayers, I think they were. I rememrer one 
of their letters expressing surpri e that in Lanca hire ev ry mro as 
"J ohnuy" or "Tommy'' and there were no "Misters" among· them. What 
with lecturing and talking, the noise that wa · made was such tlat my 
father's hand was stopped by Consenative timidity, which colld not 
eYen bear popular houting when it was in their own favour. Th1y aid 
he "\vould stir up a revolution. Hence I know that Free Trade ¥.as not 
popular even in Manchester. 

The object of the Opposition wa to force Peel to dissolve. Th£ ques
tion of Free Trade and Protection had been submitted to the comtry, 
and the country had decided again ·t Free Trade. Peel went round 
canied a per onal tail with him, and the present Prime l\Iini. ter 1s one 
of its joints. The oppo ·ition offered every facility for feeding ·r ~land; 
but held that it was unjust for a Parliament elected for one pur1ose to 
do just the opposite, One remembers the fable of the Turkish Atmiml. 
I heard it spoken. 

II. 
" By grnng an unduly heavy tax on commodities coming 

from abroad you greatly les8en the supply of those article;, and 
thus raise artificially the supply of all the like articles prodmed at 
home ; at the same time, by exempting the British producer from com
petition you lower artificially the quality of those things prodlCed at 
home," said Lord Palmerston in substance in 1846. It is a fair mmple 
of the }~ree Trade argument; and i obviously no answer to the chim of 
Fair Trade in 1881. l£ it contemplated the present condition, it ihould 
be put thu : "By placing· an unduly heavy burden on comnl>Clities 
produced at home you raise artificially the supply of all the like a'ticles 
produced abroad. At the same time, by exempting the foreigi pro
ducer from competition you lower artificially the quality of the a'ticles 
he sends you." Converting Lord Palmerston's language to presmt cir
cumstances, that is our present case. 

It was urged by Mr. Miles, in 1846, that one-sided Free Trade eant 
giving foreign nations the power of inundating om shor~s with their 
products. He could not see how we were to compete w1th foregner 
uulc::;s we reduced wages. "rages are being reduced alrea<ly. Ju fact 
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for three years after free trade became om policy agricultural wages 
were knocked down on an average about three shillings a week all over 
the country. It was not till California and Australia sent gold enouo·h 
to force up prices that thi tendency of Free Trade was checked. 

0 

Lord George Bentinck said in 1846 : " I know that we, the a()'ricul
turi ts, profit by the prosperity of manufacturers. 'Vhen they are

0 

pros
perous, when their labourers receive full wages, they con. ume more corn 
and meat. Increased demand increase. prices. Our prosperity adds 
to yours ; when we prosper we purchase yom· fabrics Are we not a 
thousanCI. times worthier customer. than foreign countries?" 

Even that canJid and liberal. tatrsmnn Ur. Bright admitted the othrr 
day that the deprc sion of the farmer did thr manufoctmer no good. 

" It may be vain," . aid Mr. Di raeli on the third reading of the C~rn 
Bill in 1846, "now in the midnight of their intoxication to tell them 
that there will be an awakening of bitterness. It may be idle now in 
the spring-tide of their economic frenzy to warn them that there will be 
an ebb of trouble. But the dark and inevitable hour will arrive: 
then - when their spirit is softened by misfortune - they 
will recur to those principles which made England great, and in 
our belief can alone kcP.p Englanrl great. They may then perchance 
remember, not with unkinclnc s, those who betrayed and deserted, were 
neither ashamed nor afraid to struggle :for the O'ood old cause-the cam;e 
with which arc associated.principles the most popular, sentiment. the 
most entirely national-:he cause of labour, the cause of the people, the 
cause of England." 

I heard a good many of these peeches. It appears to me that the 
period point~d to by the. e speakers has arrived. A minority deluded 
the then Minister and Parliament into the notion that Free Trade was a 
popular cry. The object all along was apparently to lower the cost of 
living, in order to reduce wages and cheapen the cost of production for 
the purpose of export combined with jealousy of the social po ition of 
the landowner. Not very noble motives either of them ; but :Free Trade 
sounded plausible. It failed for a time, becausealargersupplyofgoldraised 
prices. Every foolish person, and even some who were not very particu
larly foolish, concluded that Free Trade had sent up prices. All op
position was ilenced. But i1ow, the abstraction of . ilver having 
counteracted that gold supply, Free Trade has produced exactly the 
effect that was prophesied in 1846, both_ on trade and agriculture. That 
is to say, Free Trade for years succeeded becau e it failed, and is now 
failing because it has at last ucceeded. 

It wa impossible it should be otherwise. No ane man would tax a 
spectacle-maker at home sixpence on every pair of glasses he turned out 
and admit foreign-made spectacle.· free of all duty (for the sake of olcl 
people with bad ight), ,mJ then fancy he hncl benefited the guild of 
. ·pectacle-makers. 



Ill. 
There is a common fallacy upon this subject which is worth whie to 

dispel. It is, in one shape or another, this : that everybody coms·mes, 
and only some men produce; and that therefore a policy which con
siders the interests of the consumer and leaves the interests of the pro
ducer to take care of themselves is a policy which regards the gr.a.test 
happiness of the greatest number. The fallacy is in this : that a ltbugh 
all men consume, yet with the greater number of men the power ofcon
sumption depends wholly on the power of profitable production. The 
majority live by the labour of their own hands, or of some other peBons' 
hands-either in making something to sell or in acting as the mtldle
men between others wh have something to exchange which they have 
produced. The number of persons who liYe upon fixed incomes is very 
limited. 

If by unduly taxing producer!" you render it unprofitable to cortinue 
to produce, while you remove all taxe on consumption, for a time you 
cheapen produce, and certainly to some extent benefit those who have 
fixed incomes. At the same time you depriYc those who live by pr1duc
tion of everything they depend on for a livelihood. They must snrye, 
rob, or emigrate : hence production ceases. But the number of pe·sons 
who live upon fixed incomes is not as one to ten of those who li~ by 
production. Therefore, by taxing production to a point beyond Yhich 
it ceases to be profitable to produce, and by letting in foreign pnduce 
to compete with it free from all taxation, if you to some extent and !or a 
time benefit the few, you altogether destroy the•rnany. 

This, however, is not a thing that happens all at once : as taxatim is 
screwed up, and as profits fall, one indu try after another goes-one 
producer after another i overwhelmed. The man who has to pa: for 
steam-power, for instance, may go down before the man with a ~reat 
water-wheel at his back. Sugar has gone, with corn and catte to 
follow, and calico and cutlery in the wake. The owner of a :fixec in
come benefits for a time only because fixed incomes come out of S)rne
body's production such as funds, mortgages, and railway deben-Ures. 
'Vhen every production ceases to pay, all these must of necessity ~ome 
to an end and fixed incomes cease. The only ultimate source of w~alth 
is production. The thing· lasts for a time ; but some accidental cm,e, 
such as a series of bad hanests, brings about a break-up. 

There is another fallacy connected with this subject. It ca1 be 
proved easily enough that when exports do not balance imports the dif
ference is not always paid in bullion. Writers on Free Trade dtYotc 
many pages to prove a thing that nobody ever disputed; but when they 
go on to imply, as they usually do in subsequent argument, that th dif
ference is not paid at all, and really represents the profit made b the 
transaction, that is a thing that may or may not be true according ti cir
cumstances, and generally is not. If the difference be small, it ma; be 
difficult to show that tle proposition might not be true; but whe1 it 
gets beyond, say, 25 per cent., it is in the highest degree improlab e 
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that this should be true. Suppose the prices to be such that 25 per 
cent. is to be made by importing any article. Trade is quite free; every
body can import the article; 25 pe1 cent. profit is much too good a thing 
to go beO'ging: depend on it plenty of people will send in their article, 
and the 25 per cent. will Yery speedily vanish because of a glut. There
fore, it may with sufficient safety be assumed that when imports exeeed 
exports by, say, 25 per cent., they are not paid for in goods. Besides, 
if it were true that the excess of exports represents profit, then the 
greater the excess, the greater our pro. perity: but the fact is just the 
other way, as we know by woeful experience. 

·we have seen that the excess is not generally paid for in bullion : how 
then is it paid? It is paid for in capital. Foreign bonds, 
home bonds, colonial bonds, three per cents., railway and bank shares 
and debentures, are all largely held abroad; and probably this is how 
they got abroad. Living out of capital has an end. One has known a 
good many people try it in private life : the result has not been suffi
ciently encouraging to be worthy of national imitation. "What we are 
doing is simply living beyond our income. This is the result of economic 
philosophy : great wit to folly nearly is allied. Again, it is said that the 
excess of imports over exports represents the interest of debt due to us ; 
but I have seen no e,·idence of the balance of interest due to us, if any 
balance be left us, in any degree approximating to the excess. 

In concluding this letter I will tate ome of the truths upon 
which the Fair Trade movement i acting:-

1. Imports do not necessarily lead to exports. 
2. If imports are continually paid for out of capital. in the end 

capital must become exhausted. It is therefore necessary to look after 
exports a well as imports. 

3. To buy in the cheapc t market and sell in the dearest is a sound 
position when the cheapness and dearness are natural. But when the 
dearness of our own produce is caused artificially by rates and taxes it is 
unsound. 

4. To levy rates and taxes on tbe production of goods at home and 
not on the like goods w};len imported from abroad is neither just nor 
politic. 

IV. 
Hard as is tbe case of the Sheffield grinder or Bradford operative 

thrown out of work by being undersold in his own market by the pro
duce of America, France and Belgium, which does not contribute a 
farthing to the rates and taxes which his own produce pays before it 
comes into the market, yet the case of the farmer is harder still. 

The producer of cutlery or of worsted fabrics pays rates not on his 
in ~ome, but only on that portion of his expenditure which goes in the 
re t of his mill and the house he lives in. When he is working at a 
profit, that bears a very small proportion to his income. It is 
d ubt£ul whether it exceeds a tenth of it; it is certainly not a fifth. 
The man making a thousand a year would not ha.Ye a house and 
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to understand the question (the gist of which lies in a nutshell), sio tong 
will periods of depression continue to succeed short, and perhaps Fahcrter 
periods of prosperity. Free Trade professed, on the other hand, tto ro
duce a well-fed people, because it would make food cheap; but itts real 
object was apparently to favour the foreign grower of food as mgrin t 
the home grower. The people were to be so well and cheaply fed aJ to 
be able to produce cheaply enough to undersell the world ; while 
by the obvious prosperity we enjoyed the world was to be indu<ceC. to 
follow our example, and buy all our wares. Alas for the departed giory 
of the theory in onine cevum splendide mendax. Free Trade dlid not 
knock down prices. The price of food (woe be it spoken!) is no 1 ;ver 
than it was. Beef and mutton are both of them nearly twice as dear . 
But, by putting all the taxes on production, and no taxes whate er on 
consumption, and by admitting the foreign producer to sell here f;reE of 
burden while we tax our own produce heavily before it gets intto the 
market, we enable him to undersell us and thrust our ovm horn ' -rrade 
goods out of the market. They are kept out of the foreign mark et of 
the civilised world by heavy duties abroad. 

Hence the outcome of Free 1'rade is this. It has heaped tax upon 
tax and rate upon rate on the home producer, and has raised the ost of 
his produce to such an extent that production is ceasing to pay b(ec u e 
he ~annot compete with foreign produce here that has to pay non of hi 
rates and taxes. He has lost the foreign market ; he is losing the home 
market. The capitalist is losin.g money; the workman is on short time 
or unemployed. If food were cheap, he has little money to b y it ; 
but food is not cheap. Farms are unoccupied which means going to 
grass-and that bad grass: which, again, means that the agricultural 
labourer is short of work ; and as more land goes to grass he will be 
shorter. 

All this means grass instead of tillage; and that must result in not 
only for a time lower rents, but no labourers. It is the destruction of a 
good half of the purchasing power of the home market-to say nothing 
of land in grass producing no corn and only half the beef and mutton. 
For "the more grass the less beef." 

VI. 
"There are a great many things that go to form the price of a thing. 

In agriculture there is working the land, sowing, weeding, reaping, 
threshing, and delivering; in manufactures there is the building, the 
machinery, and the labour. Now, both in agriculture and manufactures 
all these matters cost something; and if the people for whose use they 
are done cannot give the price which it costs to make them, together 
with a small profit to pay for the trouble of making and the risk or sell
ing-why, they are not worth producing, and the labourers who made 
them are no longer worth employing. But there is another serious item 
in price in these days which does not appear at first sight, and that i 
taxation. Parliament, for the purpose of raiEing money to pay debts and 
the expenses of government, has laid a tax upon everything which any 
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man can use or make anything of. Now, if the thing when made will 
not fetch a price which . shall cover the taxation as well as other 
expenses, then it may turn out that taxation may prevent any of those 
things being produced." 

ne wonders what the man who wrote that passage in 1835 would 
have said to the present condition of things to which we have been re
duced by folly and fraud. We are ta, -ing agriculture, and in a lesser 
degree manufactures, out of existence. Yet it seems as if he must 
almost haYe foreknown it; for in another passage-in which the same 
hand may perhaps be traced- in the publication from which I am 
quoting, (The Aryricullitral aud Industrial Magazine published 
by James Cochrane, 11, Waterloo place,) the present con
dition. seems to have been foreseen. I hope you will forgive 
so long a quotation from a publication that only existed for 
about a year, in 1835 :-"In those days, when England shall 
have reached the measure of her greatness, vP-rily the hour of her tribu
lation will be at hand. The nation shall be delivered up for 
sport and experiment to loan jobbers nnd political economi ts . . . . 
all the celebrated state men and legislators, from Lycurgus to Napoleon 
shall be pronounced ignorant blockhends. In pursuance of sound prin
ciples our too luxuriant manufactures and commerce shall be pruned 
down to a' ound and whole ome' standard by the removal of all Pro
tective duties, which will afford mattc1· of gain and deri ion to other 
nations, while bankruptcy, de elation mi ery, and despair shall hourly 
increase at home. The rulers of the State shall adhere nobly to the 
sound and wholesome. The sages hall tell them that it is wrong to in
tedere in the way of relief, and the wretchedness of millions shall be 
left to the working of events. Impudence hall be unto the philosopher 
as a--wall of triple bras . It ball be said that it would be desirable to 
render the nation dependent on foreign harvests for food, and astonish
ino· non. en. e shall be talked touching Free Trade and the theory of ex
change ·. In the midst of the havoc the unhappy victims, 
instead of uniting against the unfeeling plunderers shall clamour for ex
clusive advantages. Then shall be felt the saying of a great 
king ·- that if he had a province to punish he would deliver it up to the 
rnle of political philosophers. . . But after some time longer the eyes of 
the people shall be opened. They !::hall grow weary of suffering in 
hopeless silence. Other rnlcrs shall arise who will revert to maxims of 
common sense. They will decide that it is preferable to have the peo
ple content, occupied and thriving under the old system, to starvation, 
idlcnes~ , and outrage under the new-fangled philosophy. 
'l'he nation shall rejoice in renovated strength ; but the philosophers 
shall mourn over their lost occupation and the o-rerthrow of ' sound 
general principles.' " 

Such is the document. It might have been written to-day. I dare 
say tha the sceptical may be hard to persuade that it was not. I do not 
suppos many copies exist; but I have one before rue. 
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VII . 
There are certain quacks-Birmingham reyolutionists, Irish commun

ists, sham farmers, and other -who propose to remedy the grievance of 
the farmer by a nostrum which they recommend as" the land question." 
No doubt it is extremely disgusting to men of the modern Radical 
School to see the case they oppose fairly stated in public. It was 
otherwise in earlier days. Liberals were once given to liberality, and to 
affording their opponents the freest and fullest hearing in order that they 
might be the better able to answer them. This " land question '' seem"s 
a mere red herring run across the scent ; and the gentlemen who talk 
about it appear hopelessly ignorant of all matters concerning land and 
land management: few of them could probably tell oats from barley. It 
does not appear that they wish in any way to benefit the farmer· but 
they do desire, apparently very strongly, to rob the landlord and other
wise break up his influence in the State, such as it yet remains, and to 
set his interest in opposition to the tenants and to make ill-blood be -
tween them. They did mislead and arc trying still to mislead :farmer, 
in the matter, and it is desirable that the truth should be stated in a 
short and clear form with great plainness of speech. 

The accumulation of land in large masses is said somehow to be pre
judicial to a farmer; but upon large estates the farms are upon an 
average lower rented and better managed than upon small estates. And 
although in a social sense there may be di agreeables in too large 
e tate , because they thin a neighbourhood of gentlemen'· hou e , yet to 
the farmer they are an unmixed benefit. 

Again, it is . aid that the tying-up of land in entails injures the 
tenant farmer. Whether the practice is good or bad in other respe tA, 
to the tenant farmer it is a marked advantage. That an estate should 
remain together in the same family is~ security to a tenant that he may 
continue a yearly tenancy or a succes ion of leases as long as he pleaseA. 
There is only one thing more disagreeable to a tenant than the sale of 
the estate on which he lives, and that is its being split up into lots. 
When a family has lived for generations by letting land, they have a 
character in the business as valuable as the trade character of any 
tradesman. Such people cannot afford to do a shabby trick to a tenant 
any more than a well-known tradesman can afford to do a shabby trick 
to a customer. It does not pay. But get rid of entails (the word is 
used in the popular sense) and make it necessary to sell every estate 
upon the death of the owner, and you keep a tenant farmer in perpetual 
hot water. No Act of Parliament can make a remove a profitable trans
action. 

Then it is said, let the farmer own his own farm and farm it. I "\Yill 

leave out of the question for the moment how this is to be done
whether by confiscation as in Ireland, or by purchase; but be it done 
how it may, the farmer would then be worse off than he i. now. It iA 
cheaper to hire land than to buy it-that is the reason yeomen are be
coming scarcer: and I am Yery sorry they are. The man who col1lld 
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buy a hundred acres and farm them would if agriculture were fairly 
treated~ do much better on a farm of 700 to 1,000 acres with the same 
capital. Even if the present farmers had a present made them of the 
land they occupy, unless the land and stock were strictly entailed and 
went in a lump together, the next generation of farmers would neces
sarily be much poorer; for upon the assumption that every man who 
went on a farm had to buy it, the man who now could go upon a farm 
of a thousand acres would then only be able to go upon a farm of a 
tenth of that size. This any man may reckon for himself 
easily nough who ha a slate and a pencil. The reason of this is that 
the landowner i the only man of busine sin this country who has to be 
satisfied with less than 3 per cent. for his money. Even now, small 
freeholds farmed by the owner are by no means as well cultivated as are 
farms on the larg·e estates, in general. 

In a like manner, as thenecessaryptucha eof hisfann would bea burden 
to a cult ivator, so the necessary purcha e of a large tenant-right is a bm·den 
to a tenant, because the money paid for the goodwill lies dead during the 
tcnanc. 7 . The only sound tenant-right is the agricultural Yalue of the bought 
manur left in the land by the off-going tenant. This i worth money 
to the on-corni.ng tenant, and any tenant-right that secures this is to his 
benefit ; for it is better for him to find it in the land than to have to 
apply it bimsC'lf, for several 0 ·ood agricultural reasons it were 
too long to explain here. But uch a tenant-right exists in York
shirc, Lincolnshire, ancl elsewhere by custom. In every other ca c, the 
larger the tenant-right, the more it takes out of the on-coming tenant's 
pocket. In other word , the larger the tenant-right the poorer the tenant. 
Even in the matter of tenants' improvement it i better in the long run 
that they should after a certain number of years run out and become 
annexed to the freehold; because then they are hired by the on-coming 
tenant at a cheaper rate than if he had to buy them. As far as the off
going tenant is concerned, it is no worse for him. l£ the owner were to 
make the improYement-say draining or building-it would clearly not 
be worth doing unlcs the holding was worth more rent when it wa, 
done; and he as a ma11 of business would want interest on his money. 
\Vheu howcYer, in the exceptional case where the tenant does the im
provements (for in this country they are nearly always done by the 
landlord), it is better a a matter of public policy, and no worse for the 
tenant, that he should be gradually repaid by holding the farm at a re
duced rnnt for a certain number of years, than be charged a full rent 
and pass the improvement on to the next tenant for its value; because, 
if the improvements become in perpetuity a charge on the on-coming 
tenant, he becomes a part owner of the fee, and can on that part of his 
capital expect only that interest usual on freehold investments-under 
3 per cent. The purchase-money comes out of his capital, and thus 
starve his legitimate business-the cultivation of the land. 

There is one more point. It takes a pair of horse to work from forty 
to ixty acre:s of tillage, and with forty to sixty acrc:s of tillage some 
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twenty acres of grass are wanted. Hence it follows that no farm 
can pay under sixty to eighty acres; for if an attempt be made with a 
narrow plough to work with one horse, one man is wanted and half a man 
is wasted; while if the horse stands idle during a certain number of 
days in the year because the owner cannot hire a horse to work with him 
a whole horse is wasted. Land, too, pays so poor an interest and costs 
so much in up-keep, that no one can make a living out of owning it un
less he own a fairly large quantity of it. If any man will read and take 
the trouble to work out in his mind the result of what has been here 
advanced, he will see why Ireland never prospered; why Mr. Gladstone's 
legislation of 1870 tended to pauperise the Irish tenant; and why the 
legislation of this year can only make things worse. Hence, also, he 
will see that any meddling with the laws of the occupation or the hold
ing, land in the directions indicated can only result most de tructively 
towards the interests of the occupier himself. 

These things being tolerably evident to all men capable of putting two 
and two together, the doubt arises whether, if honestly asked for, they 
are not wanted for some other purpose ; as, for instance, becau.se of envy 
of the social position of some landowners, and the ignorant intolerance 
of any difference of opinion or of culture by Birmingham caucuses and 
political nonconformists. And it becomes perfectly evident that what is 
called the "land question'' has no bearing whatever on agricultural 
depression, which is caused by exce sivc taxation, and inadequate 
representation, aggravated by want of sun hine. 

VIII. 
I have shown with what promises and by what means Free Trade was 

carried. vVe have seen the opinions that were expressed by some of 
those who opposed it, and what they said would be likely to happen if it 
was passed. We have seen how this result was delayed by the influx of 
gold; but it has now at last been fulfi.llled to the letter, while Free Trade 
has failed in every one of its promises. Even food is no cheaper, and 
some food is much dearer. For a time cheaper gold reduced its effect 
to nothing; but now the withdrawal of sih·er has enhanced the value of 
coin, and Free Trade is producing its natural result. It has proved a 
most valuable policy for those who looked on and did not adopt it-for 
the foreigner who deals with us and for the loan-jobber. The excessiye 
and unjust taxation upon land and agriculture have been pointed out, 
and the remedy proposed by Farmer ' Alliances and other Radical in
ventions has been demonstrated to be at best futile, and probably very 
mischievous. A sound tenant-right has long existed in Yorkshire 
and Lincolnshire. (There is a leading case about it in Smith's Leading 
Cases.) I do not say that these customs might not be improved by such 
a Bill as was drawn by a committee of Yorkshire farmers while that im
possible measure, the Agricultural Holdings Act, was on the stocks, 
and sent by them through me to the Duke of Richmond, which pro
posed to enact some broad general principle as to how bought manure 
and improvements left on the land by a tenant were to be dealt with, 
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unless he was othc1·wi c compensated for them by the terms of his take 
or by local custom. But this no Radical would hear of. They say, indeed, 
that Fair Trade is a Tory dodge ; but that answer is not remedial; and, 
as far as I am personally concerned, I am not acknowledged as one of 
themselves by the Conservatives in this diYision of Yorkshire. No 
philosopher from Birmingham or Manchester seems to have suggested a 
remedy for the depression of our failing trade and manufactures. 

Before stating what appears to me to be the one remedy, it remains to 
refer yery briefly to a subject which has been ah·eady alluded to as 
bearing upon this subject-the arti:ficiali enhancement of the value of 
money and its effect upon industry. Without going into the historic 
contraction of the National Debt in such a fashion that a little over £30 
in coin were all that the State received for £ 100 of Consols, and the 
undertaking of the State at the conclusion of the war to return to cash 
payments, it should be said that up to the time of the suspension of cash 
payments the cash consisted in practice of gold and silver ; but upon the 
return to ca h payments, in 1819 cash payments were required to be made in 
gold only. Of course, gold alone is dearer and ·career than gold and 
ilver together. Thus a very pretty bonus was given to those who had 

lent the State £30 and got £100 of Three per Cent. stock in return-one 
would think, a sufficiently good bargain. By intention or acci
dent, owing to the Bank Acts of 1819 and 1844, about every ten years 
this scarcity of coin is brought to a crisis, which has come round about 
th year seven in each decade. That which occurred 1847 blew Europe 
to pieces. The effects of the crisi · clue in 1877 are still upon us. 
It effect upon ourselves and upon Europe and America was 
greatly enhanced by the withdrawal of silYer from the circulation of 
many Continental States. Taking the figures from Mr. Williamson's 
paper in the Uontemporary Review of April, 1878, fourteen hunm:ed 
millions of gold and silver coin were in circulation in the civilised 
world. About six hundred millions of silver were withdrawn, leaving eight 
hundred millions to do the work previously done by fourteen. This scarcity 
of coin sent up its value. Hence the low price of silver and other good . 
Hcmce partly the storm that swept over the trade of the world. Other 
co ntries uffered, but have recovered; we haYe suffered and have not 
recovered. They have not l!'ree Trade: we have. Whether anything 
could relieve us of these recurrent panics and pres ures-ancl, if anything, 
what-I will not here discuss, and if I did the public would not listen. 

It remains, then, to be seen whither a policy of Fair Trade-in other 
w rds, a market open to all comers, ourselves included, · upon the same 
tenns-would lead u.· . The rates and taxes of the United Kingdom 
alI!ount to omething like £.100,000,000. They must raise the cost of 
producing every article something. I will, for the sake of making my 
mrnning intelligible, call that something 10 per cent. in every case ex
cept agriculture, on which, as we have seen, it is many times heavier. 

[n the first place, this policy would place agriculture upon an 
eq ality with other industries in respect of rates and taxes by exempting 
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all agricultural land from rates and all taxes that are not also borrn lly 
personal income ; so that our policy is not to increase but to deo:case 
the taxe · on food. Then a universal customs duty at the rate I have 
called 10 per cent. would be placed upon all competing imports from 
every part of the world, including our own colonies, produci1g a 
revenue of some fifteen or twenty millions and relieving us to tba ex
tent. ·we should then be in a position to negotiate. To the co' nies 
we might say: "If you will have absolute Free Trade with us (smject 
probably to some modifications in respect of tobacco, spirits, wine. and 
some other matters), and will undertake to discharge your share o the 
co t of the defence of the empire by maintaining a moderate propo:tion 
of troops and ships for imperial emergencies-which, under ordnary 
circumstances, would be quartered among yourselves-then we willhave 
perfect Free Trade with you ; because you will then pay your sha·e of 
imperial expense in men instead of in moue , and would thus be in jus
tice entitled to the freedom of the market." vVe and the colonies mder 
a policy of this kind would gradually unite into a great Customs Tnion 
with a powerful imperial force at it back. 'Ve should then have ;radc 
absolutely free between om· colonies and the mother-country-a ~reat 
deal better than a trade where everybody is quite free except ours Ives. 
If it be objected that, as contributors to imperial purposes, the co nies 
would be entitled to a voice in the Imperial Parliament, and yet a~ not 
paying taxes could not send them to the House of Commons, is ther any 
reason against colonial peers, chosen by them elves, sitting in the ousc 
of Lords? To foreign nation· we could say: "If you will admit ls to 
your markets upon the same terms we admit you to oms-that is, ciarg
ing us no more than you charge your own people in producin the 
like articles-we will deal with you upon those terms ; if you will not, 
we shall then deal with om own colonies in preference to you. and hall 
put upon such of your goods as suits our own convenience an extra 5 per 
cent, duty.'' 

We have plenty of land in the colonies to grow food forthe people-p.enty 
of people to go out and till it and to become the best customers for our 
manufactures. We should thus secure a growing empire and an inc:eas
ing people, eating om· own grown food and consuming our own n:anu
factures; and we should maintain our position as the greatest Powa· in 
the world. 
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THE FAIR-TRADE POLICY. 

A REPLY TO THE CHARGE 

OF 

"TAXING THE POOR MAN'S LOAF." 

To t!te RIGHT HON THE EARL OF DERBY. 

Mv LoRD,-

Your speech, a President of the Cobden Club banquet 
for this year, merits some observations from those who do not 
regard the Cobdenism of the present day as a safe guide. I have 
no desire to bandy words with your lordship as ·to whether "Fair
Trade " is the ghost or shadow of Protection, or how far it is or 
is not a formidable apparition. All this can only yield to the 
test of time, and if it appears suitable to those who cannot, or who 
will not, take the pains to analyse what this "Fair-Trade" really 
means, their neglect must not be laid at the charge of Fair
Traders. Nor do I say anything now upon the fashion, in which 
your lordship has freely joined, of attributing qualities to Fair
Trade, which its advocates do not profess-and, indeed, repudiate. 
In the natural sense of the word "protection,'' there can be really 
no reason for any one to deny it. Every section of the com
munity, as well as the nation as a whole, is protective according 
to its lights, whether free imports are advocated in the interests 
of consumers or restricted imports in the interests of producers. 
But as your lordship very properly urges in the case of the term 
"free-trade," so is it with the word "protection." Both have 
their natural and conventional meanings. Fair-Traders contend 
that except in limited areas, and then, as in the case of the 
United States, under the same Government, the principle of real 
free-trade has never been tried, while Cobdenites contend that 
England actually enjoys it-in the conventional sense. So also 
in the case of the term Protection, there is the natural as well as 
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the conventional meaning, and while men need never be ashamed 
of harnpioning the former, the latter-or mere class protection
is renounced, as it should be, by all true patriots. None will go 
more cordially with their critics in this than Fair-Traders. 

So much for mere terms and generalities. I propose now to 
follow your lordship specifically through the various .tages of your 
address. I am especially struck with your defenc of the English 
Cu tom House, as it still exists among us. Few other chairmen 
on such an occasion would have been bold enough to grapple 
with so manifest a flaw in the Cobdenite armour, as the exist
ence of so large an amount ot Customs dues after a generation of 
professed free-trading. Your lordship has well said that the 
general interpretation of the term is something different from the 
reality, and that neither we nor any other country are free-trader. 
in the strict sense. This is preci ely the alpha of the Fair-Trade 
alphabet. You may call us what you like- gho. ts or shadows, or 
protectionists in di. guise, or anything that suits the purpo. e of 
the moment- but no \YOrds and no language an dispute the fa t 
that Fair-Trade seeks by some more practical means than mere 
argt1ment, example, or p rsua. ion, to se ure, and, if need be, to 
oblicre the nations of the world, to a ord u. that free and equal 
intercha.nge of commodities, 'rhich is the essence of real Free
Tra le. For example, no Fa.ir-Trader could have put his case 
more appositely than your lordship has done in defence of the · 
retention of the Cu tom House as long as the excise exi:ts. 
Your lordship's words are that we " annot let in pirits untaxed 
from abroad, and keep up the tax on tho e made at home." 
Again, you express the common understanding of the term Free
Trade to be "the placing foreign produce on exactly the same 
footing as our own, the taxing of imports for revenue purposes 
only, and the removal of all duties not necessary for that purpose." 

It would be, I fear, too delicate an investigation to inquire here 
how far your definitions are quite acceptable to the m mbers of 
the Cobden Club; but in these two axioms you have struck the 
key-note of the Fair-Trade position. If foreign spirits must be 
taxed because English spirits are, the whole principle of equal 
taxation for all goods sold in our markets is at once conceded. 
Whether taxes are levied on home produce directly under the 
excise laws, or indirectly by the taxation of that which grows such 
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produce, there is no difference in principle; and the same holds good 
in respect to manufactures. To "place foreign produce on exactly 
the same footing as our own," and inversely "our own produce 
on exactly the same footing as foreign," is the cardinal feature, 
nay the essence, of Fair-Trade. Nor has any Fair-Trader, nor, as 
far as I know, any modern school of fi cal policy in England, 
ever advocated the taxing of imports for other than "revenue 
purposes only." It is the change of t/1e incidence of taxation 
and not its augmentation, that is proposed, and none more than 
Fair-Traders would hail with satisfaction the day when the necessi
ties of revenue might permit the removal of all duties what
ever. So far, indeed, I may almost claim your lordship as a 
Fair-Trader. You l:iavc, at least, indicated with approval, and in 
words of your own, the Fair-Trade case. 

It would seem, therefore, that when stripped of prejudice and 
controversial terms, the fundamental difference between your 
lordship and Fair-Traders is the method by which you would 
secure that fair dealing with which you agree in principle. For, I 
understand, from these admissions, that you throw overboard the 
doctrine of free imports necessarily produ ing a return trade by 
their own immediate action. Your lordship's mind accepts as 
reasonable, that foreign and home productions sold in our market
places should be placed on an equal footing, but you are not pre
pared to carry this onclusion to its logical sequence. The 
working man's food question- that political "bogey" which for 
five-and-thirty years has ·car d so many wise statesmen, and has 
influenced so many Parliaments, stands in the way. ·whilst
without confe sing it, probably 'Yithout meaning it- your lordship 
actually argues from the hi ef F air-'Trade standpoint, you yet deem 
its application impracticable. Your position is that the town 
populations will not hear of any tax upon food, though you admit 
how easily they accept it on drink; and that unless the price of 
corn and meat i augmented, the agriculturalists will not be satis
fied. In effect Fair-Traders are depicted as halting between two 
stools, and therefore likely to come to the ground. But my 
position is that i~1 the present condition of the world's trading 
these two apparent contraries go hand in hand, and form 
a solid basis on which to stand. In a community so thickly 
populated as ours, and so dependent on manufacturing industry 
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the purchase power in the home market is of the first object to 
the agriculturist, and anything that contributes to the prosperity of 
the former must of itself- "·ithout any inordinate enhancement of 
prices (possibly none at all)- promote the "·elfare of the latter. 
Therefore we at once reach the vital question- will the Fair
Trade policy, a. a whole, tend to improve and increase the 
markets for our manufacturing industries? 

This brings me to what I may call the " retaliation " argument, 
resolved into the practical enquiry, whether such a policy is likely 
to injure us more than we may be benefitted. • nd in treating of 
this I cannot do better than accept the extreme ase which your 
lordship cites-that of America. It is quite clear, as you properly 
point out, that we cannot strike the United States through luxuries. 
\Ve an only do so either by means of the food or the raw materials 
they send us. But the first article of the Fair-Trade creed being 
the r romotion of our manufacturing prosperity, the importation 
of raw materials for home industries free from every quarter i 
a primary and an essential part of its programme. It is evident 
therefore that our reliance for retaliation, as far as the hostile 
tariffs of the United State · are conc1;rned, rests mainly on what 
can be done in re. pect to our large importation of food. But 
this, your lordship says, the peopl "would not stand," and 
·doubtles so long as they listen to the Cobdenite School and those 
who dangle the lectioneering trick of the " big and the little loaf" 
before their eyes, you are right. I have, however, a higher faith in 
the courage of the working men of our industrial hives, and a still 
greater faith in the intelligence of my fellow countrymen, than to 
believe that it will live for a day, when once solid rea. on is given 
for the destruction of this fetish worship of the "cheap loaf' -
cheap only nominally, and even then accompanied by an incr~ase 
of price in so many other articles of consumption. Is it therefore 
in our power to prove almost to absolute demonstration, that the 
imposition of any moderate duty on food, even on the prime 
necessity of bread, is not calculated to raise its price to the con
sumer ? Is it also in our power to show that, even if it did, 
England possesses in her mvn hands the power of counteracting 
such increase, by resources within her mrn Empire? These are 
the crucial points on which, perhaps, the whole question turns, and 
-0nly a practical acquaintance with the conditions of the trade of 
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the world can determine them with accuracy. Those who appeal' 
only to theory, irrespective of the ever changing phases in business 
operations, are not competent guides. 

But you urge-and this is a common retort to Fair-Traders-if 
the prices of agricultural produce are not to be raised, the agri
culturist will not be satisfied. This is as much as to say that the 
farmer will not be benefitted or content unless prices are raised un
naturally in his favour, at the expense of the rest of the community. 
I doubt, my Lord, if there is any agriculturist who regards either · 
his permanent prosperity or the national welfare, and yet desires 
thi ·. But what all claim, and v•hat Fair-Trade demands, i simply 
fair play. What is asked is, that the prices of produce shall not 
I e lowered unnaturally in favour of the foreign producer at th 
exp nse of the home producer. Let what taxation is needful be 
but levied equitably on all produce brought into our market places, . 
- or to repeat your lord. hi1 s own words- let foreign produce be 
placed "on exactly the same footing as our own," and complaints 
in this respect will vanish. I will cite, as an illustration, th case 
of an English bullock bred for the home market. During the two and 
a-half year it is being reared, an acre of land must be told off for its 
support. The tate laims on that land amount to from r 2s. to 15s. 
per acre p r annum, depending on the county in which it is raised. 
Thu ·, the English bullock osts its breeder from 30s. to 40s. per head 
taxation, independently of the further indirect taxation incurred in 
the keep of its care-taker. The agriculturist asks, therefore, fairly 
enough, "\\Thy should my beast, which has contributed so much to 
local and imperial taxation, have to rompete in the same market
place with animals on 'rhich not a penny taxation has been paid?" 
Nor ha he even any comfort in the reflection that his ompetitors 
have to pay transit charges from a long distance; since, strangely 
enough, the competition of sea freights is so great, that both live 
and dead meat are now being brought across the Atlantic to the 
London market, at less cost than from Lancashire and York hire. 
But all he claims in relief is, that the taxation born by tl1e home 
bullock shall be equitably distributed between it and the foreign 
bullock exr osed for sale in the same stall. No increase of food 
taxation is suggested- merely the extension of the area of its 
collection over home and foreign produce alike. No foreign wheat 
brought to Mark-lane, or to any corn exchange in the ountry; . 
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no cattle exhibited in any of our markets ; no fruit or green stuff 
brought to Covent-garden; that does not pay its share of the 
local tolls or dues for the privilege of a stall or stand. 
There is no question then, whether the produce is home grown or 
imported; and were the owners of any of these market-places to 
remit the charges on foreign produce, and to impose the whole 
cost of their maintenance on native produce, there would be an 
outcry for fair-play which none could withstand. Why, therefore, 
should it be deemed Protection- in the conventional sense of the 
term-to apply the same principle to the cost of maintaining the 
nation ? The British agriculturist claims nothing more than to be 
assured against an unfair competition. In the case of the bullock 
-and the same reasoning holds good throughout-Fair-Trade does 
not suggest an addition of taxation on our national beef-bill ; it 
demands only that the home breeder's burden may be shared by 
the imported stock. That measure of fair dealing once accom
plished, there is no landowner or farmer in the kingdom who would 
not equally participate in the general prosperity. The improved 
purchase-power of the indu trial masses in the markets near the 
agriculturist's farm gates, could not but equally benefit him as 
well as the artisan, when the principle of fair and equal competi
tion is thus established all round. 

I can well conceive-every Fair-Trader can realise- the possi
bility of an era when the im1 osition of taxes on food from abroad, 
howeYer slight, might materially enhance prices and create 
hardship and suffering to the labour classes. Such a period 
existed about forty years ago. The increasing population of the 
three Kingdoms could no longer rely for sustenance on the 
mother soil, and it was needful to attract supplies from distant 
parts. This need was also aggravated by bad harvests at home 
and absolute famine in many districts abroad. An increasing 
difficulty was experienced in obtaining the necessaries of life-not 
so much from the absence of the power of purchase, as from the 
failure of the fruits of the earth. Therefore to provide for this 
temporary, though pressing, occasion, the people of these isles 
ina gurated a policy of the removal of restrictions on importations 
-in a word, the dema1ld was greater than the supply. But to
day the whole position is changed. We have no longer to make a 
high bid for the produce of the world. Steam and machinery have 
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brought distant parts of the globe more closely together. Lands 
are now cultivated which a generation ago were scarcely known. 
The material prosperity of all nations, whether savage or civilised, 
protectionist, free-trade or partially free-trade, has so wonderfully 
increased, that, comparatively crowded as we are in Great Britain, 
the population of the earth has not kept pace with the increase of 
its products-in a word, the supply has become greater than 
the demand. Hence, we find that the lean harvests of late 
years have been accompanied by the abnormal feature of low 
prices. 

Indeed, we need not seek for a more convincing proof of the 
fact that the whole conditions of the world's trading in relation to 
our wants are altered, than in this very question of our bread 
supplies. Our annual consumption of wheat is in round numbers 
24,000,000 quarters. Of these we may rely in average years upon 
II,000,000 quarters being grown at home. \Ve are at present 
receiving about 4,000,000 quarters from our own Colonies and 
Dependencies, thus leaving a balance of 9,000,000 quarters 
whi h we need to import from foreign States. And this balance 
comes to us p.lmost entirely from two hostile tariff nations, Russia 
and the United States, the latter supplying us with by far the 
larger portion. But according to the most reliable reports from all 
the grain-producing countries of the world, xcluding India and 
our Colonies, the surplus stocks of the East and '\Vest, after 
supplying all home wants, amount to no less than 30,500,000 

quarters per annum, of which 20,000,000 quarters are grown in the 
United States alone. This brings us to the consideration of the 
requirements of all importing countries, excluding Great Britain, 
and judging by the experience of past years, other nations are 
certainly not likely to need more than 10,500,000 quarters an
nually at the most. Hence we have 20,000,000 quarters left to 
supply the demand in this country, amounting only to 9,000,000 

quarters ; a supply which, to use the words of a recent writer and 
a well-known expert on this question,* is simply "knocking at our 
doors " seeking for admission. And these cases-the bullock and 
our bread supplies-are fair examples of all food products now 

* See "Answer to the Cobden Club and England's Power of Retaliation," 
by W. J. Harris. (William Ridgway, London.) 
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pouring into our ports, and likely to continue to do so. A market 
is wanted and must be had. 

With such a change then in the conditions on which our markets 
are supplied, is it conceivable that there would be any appreciable 
increase in the price of the working man's food, or the size of his 
loaf, by the imposition of any moderate duties, raised, be it always 
understood- as your lord hip has especially laid down should be 
the rule in the taxing of imports- for revenue purposes only and 
not for protection? For I think I need scarcely point out, that a 
more equitable incidence of taxation, by which the 9,000,000 

quarters of foreign wheat should bear their fair share of that taxa
tion which is now all paid by agricultural produce raised at home, 
would not add to our taxes. Nor would it necessarily operate by 
increasing prices to consumers. To reduce this reasoning to 
figures, for the sake of argument, I will assume that a 5s. duty on 
foreign wheat is levied, though I should here mention that the 
Fair-Trade party has never officially put forward any figure of this 
kine!, it being manifestly the work of legislation to fix such a 
detail according to the need of the moment. But, assuming a 
5s. duty were imposed, a sum of £2,250,000 would thereby accrue 
to the ex hequer, and I will here also assume-though I am far 
from admitting it-that the whole of this £2,250,000 is borne by 
British consumers. But if it were, it is manifest that a like deduc
tion of £2,250,000 could be made from the burden of internal 
taxation. Such a sum would permit the reduction of agricul
tural burdens, which press on the "food of the people" pro
duced at home. Or it would allow the remission of part of the 
dutie.s on tea and coffee, or on tobacco, ·which are necessaries as well 
a.s luxuries to the working man. It would not add one penny to 
-0ur national taxation, though this is a common assumption among 
·Opponents. And in effect it would compel hostile tariff States, in 
their own interest, to give us that fair play they now deny. For have 
I not shown the great probability, that in the conditions of the world's 
wheat trade the foreign producer would in the end pay his due share 
-0f our taxation, as toll or duty for the market-place he finds on our 
shores? Nor, as far as the Western farmer is concerned, would 
st.:ch a charge on his profits militate against his sending us those 
st:rplus stocks for wlzich lze has no market elsewlzere, since the 
recent Commission has elicited the fact that his wheat can be laid 
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down in Liverpool, and yet yield him a handsome profit, at 35s. 
per quarter, if not indeed at much less, while 45s. per quarter may 
be at present reckoned on as a nominal average price iri our 
markets. 

Neither is this argument at all confined to the grain productions 
of the world. Wherever we look, the anxiety to find markets for 
surplus food productions is greater even than the de ire to receive 
them, especially when unaccompanied by that return trade which 
can alone in the end sustain our power of purchase. ·whether 
this is the result of our free import system, or-as Fair-Traders 
are more inclined to think-of the many circumstances that have 
combined to make the free import era so extraordinary in the 
annals of the world, it would serve no practical end to enquire. 
Sufficient that the position exists; and that it is for us to make a 
proper use of it. Nor must we forget that the conditions of 
society itself have greatly changed, since-to use your lordship's 
own words- there was a question " in which a small section 
of the rich found themselves in antagonism at once to the 
mercantile manufacturing plutocracy, and to the main body of the 
working classes." May we not fairly say that these words might 
be again employed to describe the position to-day- but with one 
most important difference? The small section of the rich now in 
antagonism to the working classes is no longer that of landowners. 
They are the capitalists and the investors, who have become rich 
in the remarkable epoch through ·which we have passed, whose 
interests are now especially antagonistic to those of labour. By 
the virtue of foreign investments, by the power of utilising capital 
to equal, if not greater advantage, in the employment of labour 
on foreign soil, monied interests thrive and flourish, and home 
industry is handicapped by the very sources of their prosperity .. 
Hence, while your lordship speaks well when you say that forty 
years ago the English democracy said, "I-£ere are lau_1s zolzic!t: 
make our food dear ; let us get rid of !Item "-beware of the 
possibility that the same democracy of to-day may not say, "Hen 
are laws by wludz tlze mere capitalist waxes riclz by.tlte very means 
tliat depri7. •es us of employment at l10me ,· let us get rid of !Item." And 
it will be fortunate if such revulsion off eeling stops at the getting rid 
of the laws which encourage the protection of foreign labour, and 
deny the reality of freedom to our own. There is more reason to. 
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believe in the spirit of Communism being roused by the creation 
of a few large capitalists at the expense of the working classes, 
than to admit Sir Charles Dilke's strange theory that Socialism is 
the result of Protection. 

With regard to your lordship's criticism on the Home and 
Colonial policy, which is so integral a portion of the Fair-Trade 
policy, I can only write with considerable brevity. It is, indeed, 
a subject so vast and so many sided, that to treat it with any 
development would require a treatise of itsel( Your lordship is. 
struck, a all the world has been, with some very remarkable facts. 
You find that, in the face of all the Free-Trade propaganda that 
England has waged, not only have foreign nations continued pro
tectionist- or if they have occasionally relaxed their tariffs they 
have eventually retraced such step- but even the English Colonies 
and Dependencies have, as a rule, refused to accept the Cobdenite 
faith. But it seems to your mind a still stranger thing that any 
body of Englishmen, with such an experience before them, should 
pro1)ose to deal differently with protectionist Dependencies, than 
'''ith independent States which are also protectionist. On the 
ground that our Colonies will not accord us Free-Trade in return, 
any more than nations like Russia or the United States will, you 
treat the idea of the commercial Federation of the Empire as an 
absurdity. It is not my purpose here to defend that idea at any 
great len th. Your lord hip ha. singularly eriough produced one 
of the gr atest arguments in its defence when congratulating the 
Cobdenites on the only speck of brightness that appears in their 

•horizon. " I ight," you said, "comes to us from the East." The 
approximation to Free-Trade established in India is that little 

tar in the East, which you hold up to the eye of the faithful at 
this latest of the Cobden Club banquets. What a satire upon the 
vanity of human wishes and prophecies ! After forty years of 
propaganda in the wilderness of the world, the only " Light that 
comes to us," the only bit of blue cloud in the distance, is the 
" bold step " which your lordship vaunts the British Finance 
Minister of India has taken. In other words, and to put the 
matter quite plainly, the free imports of British manufactures have 
been imposed upon nearly two hundred millions of people by the 
force of arms and the might of a Power that rules by conquest. 
Your lordship, as Chairman of the Cobden Club festival, cites this 
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.as the "one quarter " where " there is a prospect of l:etter 
things ·!" Surely does the brightness of this star pale whe1 we 
approach it more nearly. 

But if it be so great a matter of congratulation thus to incu:cate 
the principle of free interchange of goods between the Mother 
·Country and one portion of her Dependencies-though orce 
has to be used to accomplish it-why is it so unreasonable, wly so 
ridiculous, to attempt in a more peaceable fashion, and b~ the 
·ordinary operations of mutual self-interest, to strengthen the b)nds 
.between England and her Colonies generally? Your lorcship 
rightly contends that our Colonists are moved by that first hw of 
nature which individuals should suppress, but which in natims is 
the highest patriotism- the spirit of selfishness. You are eqrnlly 
right in saying that the slightest dictation from Downing-stret is 
likely to be resented, z:e., when there are no bayonets-as in Jndia 
-to compel compliance. It is a sign of their growing stre1gth, 
.and the natural result of the "let alone" policy, which Engand, 
for good or for evil, has adopted as regards the distant parts o· her 
Empire. Therefore the ties of mutual interest can alone be died 
•On to weld together once more a strong commercial fe~ling 

.between all who hail Queen Victoria as their monarch. Is t so 
wonderful, my Lord, that these ties have not been strengthmed 
during a period when we have never treated our Colonial dEpen
dencies as anything nearer or dearer to us than the most estra1ged 
foreign State? Can we complain; nay, can we blame our di1tant 
children for looking after themselves, and themselves alone, Yhen 
we, their parents, have thought so little about them ? In the e·a of 
'Commercial Treaties, extended over a long terms of years with 
.the honest intention, I doubt not, of accomplishing real Tree
Trade in the end, the "favoured nation clause" has prevented us 
.from even treating with our Colonies in trade as the circurnsta.1ces 
·Of each case dictated. As long as this era lasted we never lud a 
concession or a commercial privilege to offer our Colorjsts, 
,that we were not also bound by Treaty to give to the forei§ner. 
This was not the way to prove that the ties of kindred had claims, 
.or that blood was thicker than water. With the lapse of the 
French Treaty, however, that era is practically at an end. Engand 
is now free to extend the hand of kinship in trade, as in Imp=rial 
foterests, to her Colonies and Dependencies. She has n r.ght 
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in the first instance, to regard one colony with different feelings. 
than another. She cannot, for example, say to Victoria: "You 
are Protectionist, and therefore I will only deal with New South 
Wales, which is Free-Trading." Fair-Traders, especially, are not 
so unreasonable or chimerical as to believe in the possibility of an 
immediate Zolverein, "with absolute Free-Trade the rule within 
it, and Protection against all outside." These are your own 
words, and it does not require the strength of your lordship's 
voice to expose its present absurdity in practice, whatever the 
distant future may have in store, when all who are now 
working and projecting shall have long disappeared from the 
scene. But what they do believe as possible, and deem right 
at least to attempt, is, that if England, not merely as an act of 
justice, but simply in the welfare of her own interests, says to 
every Dependency alike, "\Ve will give you a preference in our 
markets for your food stuffs, relying that you in return will give us 
a preference in your markets for the products of British industry," 
that this right-hand of fellowship will not be rejected. No Fair
Trader imagines for a moment that protective Victoria will relax 
all her tariff, and only impose on British manufactures what it may 
suit New South "'\Vales to impose. Each Colony will naturally 
stand on its own bottom, and deal with us according to its 
separate interest, until the day may come-not yet to be fore
seen-when absolute Free-Trade throughout will be possible. At 
the most a differential treatment is all that can be expected in the 
beginning, in exchange for that differential treatment which Fair
Trn.de offers, when it proposes a moderate duty on foreign food 
only, and free imports from all parts of the Empire. And if, after 
a fair trial, either of our Colonies or Dependencies proves 
intractable, and is either not alive to the benefits attaching 
to such reciprocal trading, or even regard it as contrary to 
their interests, it would become a question for the legislators of 
that day to determine whether such a Colony or Dependency were 
not cut off ipso facto from the commercial ties with which we 
had endeavoured to bind her, and how far she should continue 
to share in her general privileges as part of the British Empire. 
But that portion of this great subject is more purely political, 
and is apart from those commercial questions with which Fair
Tradc only deals. 



And speaking of those Colonies which now adopt a diff ecnt 
fiscal policy, I know not whether it was intended as a main porton 
'Of your argument, or merely incidental thereto, to introd1ce 
.a comparison between Victoria and New South \\ale . Y)Ur 
lordship says,'' as if on purpose that the experiment [a Free-Trad or 
Protectionist policy J should be fairly tried, the two most im1or
tant Australian Colonies have adopted an opposite policy : Victoria 
_goes for Protection; New South Wales for Free-Trade. Theyare 
very similarly circumstanced in other respects, so that it .s a 
perfectly fair fight, and we, at least, are not likely to feel any drubt 
.as to the result." 

I have quoted this passage at length, so that there should be no 
question as to your lordship's meaning. The prosperity of N ewSruth 
\Vales as the result of a free-trading community, compared vith 
Protectionist Victoria, is always thrown in tl1e teeth of tho e Yho 
decry Free-Trade in itself. In any case, indeed, this can neve· be 
an answ'er to those whose aim is to promote the reality of ·<-ec
Trade, and who only differ as to the means most likely to attai1 it. 
But, is your lordship altogether right in regarding the com1 arson 
as just, or saying that "it is a perfectly fair fight?" I doubt f it 
is-nay, I am sure it is not. In the first place, New South \ lles 
is generally much better adapted than ictoria for agricultual 
and pastoral pursuits. There are also far greater facilities in 1I ew 
!:3outh Wales for obtaining land, and instead of Free-Trade Here 
causing an emigration of the labour classes, as is the case at hane, 
there is an immense immigration into the Colony, both of squatters 
.and of farmers, even from her sister Victoria. Nor can thi inmi
gration be regarded as the operation of a policy of comparative hee-
Trade, but as the result of the greater internal advantage whi h 
New South \Vales offers. Moreover, whilst her Government ( hmgh 
professedly free-trading) is rigid enough in the taxation of Chinese 
labour, it has for a long time past spent many thousand ornds 
annually in promoting free or partially free passages for immignnts 
from Europe. And added to all these material and substantial 
.advantages, the possession of coal-fields in New South \Vales gives 
her an enormous superiority over Victoria. But, my Lord, -;up
posing the comparison were as you say, that the fight were per
fectly fair, and that the conditions of the two Colonies were on" all 
fours,' ' of what yalue is your argument when \re reflect that l:ead for 
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head South Australia is far outstripping both her sister Colonies 
in her commercial supremacy? Had New South Wales stood first 
in this respect in the group of our Australian Colonies, then prima 
facie your argument might have been reasonable ; but since South 
Australia, whose import taxation is practically protective, is, in the 
proportion of her foreign trade as compared with her population, 
far ahead of either of these and other Colonies, it cannot be that 
New South \Vales is prosperous merely because, as far as her 
revenue permits, she is Free-Trade. It is more practical to admit, 
as is the case, that very different factors than either Protection or 
Free-Trade, taken by itself, have contributed and are still contri
buting to the comparative welfare of each Colony. 

Finally, my Lord, I would urge that it is not by post-prandial 
speeches, however thoughtfully considered, and however tem
perately delivered, that whatever there is of good in the reality of 
Free-Trade can be secured. Nor, say Fair-Traders, is it ever 
likely to result so long as we stand ostentatiously before the world, 
declining to adopt any other methods than mere example and 
persuasion. So long as nations, imposing hostile tariffs on the 
products of British labour, feel assured that in no case are we 
likely to withdraw from them the free markets they find here, 
those hostile tariffs will not b reduc d. But if they once feel that 
there i such a thing a. even tiring out the patience of John Bull, we 
may hope for the dawn of better things. The proof of this lies 
in the opinions already expressed by thinkers and politicians in the 
United States, as to what would ensue were the Fair-Trade 
policy to be adopted in England. Many of these opinions are 
cited in the Annual Report of the National Fair-Trade League,-¥-· 
should your lordship care to investigate the subject further. 
Nor does it seem to me other than commercially suicidal for any 
sensible people to shrink from such a policy, simply because a 
name-may I say, my Lord, the shadow of a name- has gained 
possession of their ears and their minds for a generation. 
E:pecially need they not shrink on the score of that political 
"bogey "- the "taxing the poor man's loaf"-when we remember 
the vast resources of our own Empire, and how in any eventuality, 
we contain within ourselves the strength and the power of self
sustenance, even in the impossible event of our food supplies from 
foreign States being diminished. The events of the last year have 

* See Advertisement, next page. 



released us from the bonds which for so long have crippled rur · 
Statesmen, in the shape of Treaty engagements. Those ti.es :re 
now happily broken. We have regained our lost bargaining poW!r, 
as far as international law is concerned, if we will only use it. 
Nothing but the voice of the people is needed to say that,as 
business men, we will employ as a nation the same means tlat 
we would use as private traders, to enforce a reasonable intr
change of transactions on the principles of fair-play. 

I am, my Lord, 

Your most obedient Servant, 

(By direction of the Executive Committee of he 
National Fair-Trade League) 

National Fair-Trade L eague, 
23, Cockspur Street, S. 'T'V., 

'July 14th, 1882. 

SAMPSON S. LLOYD, 
Chairman. 

Import and Export Statistics. Reply t o Mr. Giffen's Theories. Publish~d ly the 
National l<'atr-Trade Leagne, 23, Uockspur Street, S. W. '.I.\.> be had of a ll Boo:.sellers 
and Newsagents. Price od. 

Annual Report, 1881-82, can be had on application to the Honorary Secret.aryof the 
'ational Fair-Trade League, 23, Cockspur Str1>et, S.W. Free. 

Fair-Trade Tracts. Published direct from the Office of the Fair-Trade LeigUt. ld. 
per dozen, l !d. by post; a sorted parcels, 100, 6d.; 1000, 3s. 6d. Carr iage paid. 

1. I s Fair-Trade a Tory Movement? 
2. Comparative Pro perity. 
:i. French Commercial Treaty (of 1860). 
4. The Food Question. 
5. Fair-Trade 1·. (One-sided) Free Trade. 
6. We want Fair Play. 
7. '.l'he lJaily Telegrnph and the National 

Fair-'.l'rade League. 
S. The Spectator and Fair-Trade. 
9. Haw.~rden Diary (October, 1 81). 

10. Mr. Muntz, M.P., on Free and Fair
Trade. 

11. Deal with those who deal with you (1). 
12. l!'air-Tmdc means Fair Play t o H ome 

Industry. 
I S. Deal with those who deal with 

you (2). 
14. Our Trade with the Uni ted States. 
15. Do Imports Produce Exports? 

16. Does Excess of Imports InCica.b Pros-
perity ? 

17 . .A.gricul turn.l Ilurrlcns. 
18. From the Diary of a Free-Tr.1.dei. 
19. A Canadian View of the Fai:-Trade 

Movement. 
20. Why the Ar5uments of Fi.ir-1ra.ders 

are Never Answered. 
21. Silver I s land (a Politico-.3coiomieal 

Allegory). 
22. Free-Import Fallacieo (a Dia:ogw). 
2a. A Source of Futttre Prosper.ty. 
24. What is Cheap Bread? 
25. American Views on the Fai·-Trade 

Movement. 
26. What the One-sided Free-~ada-s Fear 

should Fair-Trade be Su:ceaiful. 
27. National Income, or "BuJing in the 

Cheapest Market." 
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HOW FREE TRADE AFFECTS THE 
EMPLOYMENT OF THE PEOPLE. 

TO a large school of political economists in this country the worship of 

Free Trade is what the worship of Brahma is to the priestly caste 
in India-a matter for devout contemplation only, far too sacred for 

discussion. Its votaries are the blindest of worshippers; they will not 
admit the possibility of there being the slightest defect in their deity; to 

them, even in a mutilated form, it represents the beauty of commercial 
holiness, and anyone who questions it is.at once ostracised as (politically) 

unclean. But this is nonsense. There is nothing sacred in Free Trade; 
it is a simple question of political economy that has been discussed in 
other countries besides England, and by wiser statesmen than Messrs. 
Cobden and Bright, and has been dismissed as belonging to "the puerile 
doctrines and illusions of mankind" (M. Thiers ). Just now, certainly 
the prospects of Free Trade a.re anything but rosy. Germany will have 
none of it; France seems inclined to banish it with the Jesuits ; Holland, 
Russia, Italy, Spain, and .America have not yet been tempted even to 

test its virtues. It seems more than probable that in 1880 England will 

be the only country in which a rag of it will remain; and indeed the 
Jeremiads of the very apostles themselves of Free Trade in this country 

are not very encouraging to weak-kneed disciples. Mr. Bright and Mr. 

Gladstone tell us that the hand-writing is ::i.lready on the wall that pro

claims that our manufacturing kingdom has been taken from us and 

given to another; that Protective America is beating Free Trade England 

in a canter; and :M:r. Forster, at Bradford, entreated his hearers not to 

say anything that might induce foreigners to suspect our faith in Free 
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Trade was shaken. But foreigners do not wait for our expresion of 

opinion; they form their own opinions from their own obse1vation. 

When they see industries springing into vigorous life under Protection in 

France, Germany, Be1gium, and America, :rnd the same industries dyng out 

under Free Trade in England; when they see the permanent an.ta~onism 

that has sprung up between capital and labour; the employrrs and 

employed; the want of sympathy-even antagonism-between coruumers 

and producers; and the general depreciation in the quality of Englis1 work 

and English goods, they do not look much further for arguments tgainst 

Free Trade. "After all," say they, "the proof of the pudding i in the 
eating, and if this is the result of 20 years of what is called Free Trade, 

perhaps we are just as well without it. It is not so evident after dl that 

England is right and all the rest of the world wrong." 

England has had four lean years ; is she to have seven i A.s yet, 

alas, there is only a glimmer of returning prosperity. For fow years 

wages have been falling ; the busy hum of our teeming hives of irrlustry 

has been getting fainter; industrial establishments have been cosing; 
our best operatives have been flocking to the land of Protection The 
only crumb of comfort, the only speck of silver lining to the clotd, the 

straw that drowning men catch at, is that America-Protective Amtrica

prosperous beyond example, is for the time supplying a portion of her 

wants from this country. Free Traders maintain that this is oily an 
ordinary trade depression; but, on the other hand, hard )Ought 

experience tells us it is not. We know the signs too weL; the 

course of an ordinary trade depression can be foretold with a~ much 

certainty as the course of an Atlantic gale : it runs its course and passes 

'away; but this does not pass away. Neither Zulu War nor .A.fghan 

War, nor spots on the sun, nor even Lord Beaconsfield himself, or all 

four combined, will account for the palsy that has struck dovn our 

industries. 

"It is in times of distress," says Mr. Bright, "that the unvisdom 

and injustice of laws comes to be examined." And so it is wit Free 

Trade. The sophisms, the paradoxes, the theories of Free Trale, are 

being examined with rapidly increasing scepticism, and Free Tramrs are 
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furious. Their vocabulary fails them for words to denounce the fools, 
the idiots, the imbeciles, and worse, who will not read the pages of 
political economy exactly as they read them. But, after al1, this 

exhibition of temper is unreasonable. Their reading is not the general 

reading of mankind; it is in direct opposition to the practice of every 
industrial nation in the world, except the "unspeakable Turk." 

In America, France, Belgium, Germany, Switzerland, Holland; in 
fact, wherever the common sense of mankind is allowed to assert itself, 

the first and great commandment, the c: whole law and the prophets" of 

political economy is allowed to be this, "That national prosperity depends 
on general employment." 

The skill or industry of the workman in his trade is his capital, "the 
capital of labour." In an industrial community the capital of labour is 
the chief productive capital of the country; but without general employ
ment it is valueless; it is general employment that turns over this 
capital n.nd makes it increase and multiply. The "capital of labour" 
cannot afford to remain long idle. If employment is denied it in one place 

it speedily emigrates to another more congenial. This ii:; the first le on of 

political economy as read by the light of universal suffrage in France and 
America; and so it would be the reading in England too if we had universal 
suffrage. But this is not the lesson taught by Mr. Bright and his friends. 
"]~olitical economy," say they, "tells us nothing about general employ

ment; let that regulate itself; we don't recognise the claims of the 
'capital of labour.' The one lesson political economy teaches us is 
'that the consumer should be enabled to buy in the cheapest market.' 
It is a matter of perfect indifference to us by whom this market is 

supplied, whether by our own producers, or by the producers of France, 
Belgium, or America. There is no national nonsense about us, we are 
cosmopolitan to the backbone. If our producers cannot supply us as 

cheaply as the foreigners they must turn their hands to something else, 

or leave the country, or starve." 

Whenever there has been a question of commercial treaties, or of a 

change of duties, in France, or America, or Belgium, the first question 
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invariably asked has been, "How will it affect the general employnent 

of the people 1" And the reply to that question has invariably guded 
their decision. 

America, France, and Belgium have never swerved in one sngle 

instance from their policy of protecting the employmeut of the peo?le ; 

and what is the result 1 That in these countries the capital of la1our 
has been steadily turning over, accumulating and multiplying, and 

enriching all classes of the community. In America, especially, the 

effect of protecting the employment of the people has been lttle 
short of marvellous. Her prosperity is without bounds. The ;Jest 
workmen of England have flocked to her ; industries that ten years ago 
had no existence have sprung into vigorous life; she has multiplied her 
make of Bessemer steel eighteen times in ten years; she has 700 ron 

works in full operation; she now supplies herself in almost e·cry 
manufactured article she requires; her population has more ·han 
doubled in thirty years ; and neither war, nor rebellion, nor debt, nor 
soft money, nor hard money, have been able to cause more thm a 
temporary derangement of her prosperity. 

This is the country that Mr. Vivian tells us, in his interesting 10tes 
on America, "bas the curse of Protection upon it;" "and," he ::dds, 
with a genuine burst of Free-trade fanaticism, "where man intcr1oscs 
his shortsighted law, the best provision of Providence is shackled and 
blighted." Are we to understand that America is shackled and 
blighted i or merely that Free Trade has a Divine origin 1 

We see what America is: what she would be if Free Trade had Jeen 

her destiny instead of Protection we can easily realise: there wouU be 
no iron-works, no cotton-works, no glass-works, no paper factorie~ no 
teeming hives of industry; every manufactured article woulc be 
imported from Europe. Her iron and coal mines would be still 

undeveloped-she would remain a purely agricultural country, like 
Russia, and her progress and civilisation would be indefiritely 
postponed. 
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It is a long story to discuss the reasons why French, Belgian, 
German, and now American operatives produce cheaper than we 

do. It is sufficient for our argument that they do: they pro

duce cheaper than we do, as the Chinese produce cheaper than the 

Germans, and the Japanese cheaper than the Chinese. They can and 
do produce almost every manufactured article-silk, iron, glass, cotton, 

woollen-cheaper than we can. "So much the better," say the Free 
Traders, "we shall then import what we require from France, Germany, 

Belgium, or America cheaper than we can buy it in this country, and we 

shall have so much more money tu spend on something else; and by 

that much the country will be the richer." This is the Free Trade 
shibboleth : let us take a test case. 

No industry stands alone. Each one is so dovetailed and inter
woven with other industries that it cannot fall without causing 
serious injury to numbers of others. Take plate glass, for 
instance. Plate glass supports, and is supported by, and is 
intimately mixed up with, no less than thirty- three distinct 
industries, occupations, and employments. Suppose A builds a house, 
in which the plate glass costs £200. He perhaps buys French or 

Belgian glass 22 per cent cheaper than he could buy English glass. 
"See what a grand thing is Free Trade," say the Free Traders, "A will 
save .£5; he will have £5 to spend on something else; therefore, to the 
extent of that £5, the whole country is the richer. Apply this to 
sugar, iron, wool, cotton, silk, &c., &c., and you see at once how 
immensely Free 'rrade adds to the wealth of the country." But, as in 
every case, there is reverse to the medal : A saves £5, granted, but the 

plate-glass workers and the 33 industries depending on plate glass, lose 
between them £200 ! The industrial community suffer to the extent of 

40 times the amount saved by the individual A. Apply this again to iron, 
sugar, silk, cotton, wool, &c., and we shall see what foreign competition 

is really doing for the general employment of the people! In this case 
£195 leaves the country absolutely and entirely. Instead of going to 
support general employment in 33 industries at home, it goes directly 

to support 33 similar industries abroad, and the country is actually 
£195 the poorer! 
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Ten years ago the condition of our productive industries was iearly 
as bad as it is now. General employment was ruinously depressed; then 

came the years of inflation when wages and profits jumped to a point 

never before reached. "See what Free Trade is doing for us" sad its 

supporters; but it was not Free Trade at all that caused those three 

years of inflation, it was war, simply war : the Franco-German W a; and 
nothing else, that for two years paralyzed the productive industries of 
France and Germany, and left us masters of the situation to supp)y our 

own markets and the neutral markets of the world! 

Of course there is a Credit as well as a Debit side to faeign 

competition. I leave the Credit side to Mr. Bright and his follcwers. 
The Debit side is shortly as follows:-

Foreign competition has lessened the general employment d the 

people. 
It has made the returns of labour and capital more uncertain, more 

:fluctuating. 
Supply is no longer regulated by demand, but by the overprodmtion 

and the necessities of foreign producers . 
..! The masters cannot calculate their profits, or the workmen their 

It 

wages, for a month together. 
It must lengthen the labour and lower the wages of the B~itish 

workman to the level of bis foreign competitor. 
It has destroyed the national pride in national industries. 

It has created a wild competition in price, and price only, that has 

ruined the quality of English goods. 
It has destroyed the English workman's pride in his work. Chea?ness 

everywhere takes the place of quality. Pressed to produce the gnatest 

possible quantity, in the least possible time, at the lowest possible ?rice, 
the British workman has neither time nor inducement to improve his vork. 

How will this end~ for end it must, it cannot go on. Very soo1 the 

working classes will rouse themselves from their dream of confi er.ce in 

Mr. Bright and his friends. They will say, "For 27 years we ha e sat 

at your feet trusting to your predictions and your promises, appla ding 
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your fallacies as divine revelations, and where have they landed us 1 in 

something very like industrial ruin. Every year we see ourselves more 
completely excluded from foreign markets, every year more and more 

excluded from our own market." " You may say it is our own fault, 
that we ought to work longer hours (seven days a week like our foreign 
competitors), be sati:3fied with lower wages, eat less meat, drink less 
beer,-and it may be so, but that does not alter the fact that in asking 

us to produce as cheaply as the foreigner you ask us to do what at 
present we cannot do ! In the same breath you say to the foreign 

operative, "Send us your goods, as much as you can," and to the 
English operative, "We have too much of your goods; leave the 

country; go to America." 

" Apparently you wish to make England a land for consumers only : 
You have as much as said to the producers, "We can do without you; 
we can buy all we want cheaper elsewhere." You have worked hard for 

the consumer-what have you done for the producer? You have given 
him cheap bread, you say. Certainly, but man does not live by bread 
alone. He wants money to buy it, and how is he to get money without 

employment? 

"No doubt the aristocracy, the land laws, the wickedness of Lord 
Beaconsfield are burning questions for you and your friends, but there 

arc burning questions that affect us still more nearly. 'Near is my 
shirt, but nearer is my skin.' General employment, prosperous indus
tries, wages, work, protection, are the burning questions that most 

nearly affect us. 

« What do you propose for us ~ There are eighteen millions of us 
engaged in and depending on productive industries. If we are excluded 
from foreign markets by prohibitory duties, and excluded from our own 

by foreign competition, what are we to do~ Are you prepared to 

support us in idleness till the millennium of Free Trade, prophesied by 
Cobden in 1852, arrives, 'when other nations are compelled by self

interest, and by the reality of our own prosperity, to follow our example 

and adopt Free Trade,' or do you wish us to emigrate 1 If so, are you 
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prepared to support the old and infirm, the women a.nd children w10 we 

leave behind~ If the bread winners leave the country, whrn is tc find 
bread~ If the working-bees leave the hive, what is to become <f the 

drones~" 

Lord Derby is a fortunate man ! Seated amongst the elct in 

the paradise of real estate, far removed from the possibility o any 
inconvenient shrinkage of income, he can afford to contemplate with 

complete serenity the struggles and anxieties of a lower world. All 

classes in England are suffering actually, or in anticipation, fom a 

shrinkage of income. Lord Derby has a word for each. To the ovners 
of land he offers little comfort. "No doubt," he says, "there ma. be a 
large, possibly a VERY- LARGE, reduction of agricultural rents -thro~hout 
England. You must bear it as best you ma,y. No doubt it will ruin 
many of you. Beati possidentes. Blessed are those who have acres 

enough and to spare ! To the farmers he says, "A fall in rents won't 
hurt you." To the labourers, "You are well off as it is." 'l) the 
manufacturers, "Hope and wait." To the operative, "Emi0 rnte. It 
is with regard to this last advice I wish to say a few words. 

"I think," says Lord Derby, "it will be well for those who wt as 
leaders of the working men to consider whether in the case of indlStries· 
which are not likely soon to revive, there is not a better chance fo· men 

beyond the seas than in this country. They may do gocd to 
themselves and to their mates by limiting their numbers, and those 

who go will have the satisfaction of thinking they assist those whc stay 

behind." 
.. 

Certainly, emigration is an heroic remedy to recommend unde: any 

circumstances. It is no light thing for any one, even for an open.tive, 
to be told so lightly to leave his country, his household goru, his 

house, his sympathies, for a new life in a riew world, and amorgst a 

strange people ; it is a more serious matter than the word implie:, and 

should only be prescribed as a last resource. If Lord Derby advses it 

now we may accept it as proof that, in his opinion, no other remedy 

is left. 
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Lord Derby, in effect, says to the operatives of Manchester, Paisley, 

Bradford, Sheffield, Coventry, St. Helens, "Go to America, the land of 

Protection; England, the land of Free Trade, has no longer any room 
for you ;" but may not the operatives in reply i·eason thus, "Why should 

we go to America~ How is it there is no work for us at home 1" 
England has far more accumulated wealth than America; her population 

is nearly as great j her consumption of the articles we produce certainly 
greater. Why then is there no work for us in England but plenty of 
work for us in America i You tell us to emigrate in order to limit 

supply and raise wages (rather strange advice from a free trader), but it 
is not we who cause over supply. We are, and have been for three years, 
working short time. It is the foreign workmen who cause our over
supply and drive down our wages. It is the looms of Mullhouse, of 
Roubaix, of Lyons, the furnaces of Namur and Liege, of Charleroi and 
Seraing, that glut our markets with woollen and silk and cotton and 

iron and glass. Have we not a right to demand that you do your 
utmost to check this source of over-supply before you ask us to 
leave our country 1 You tell us that if we leave our country we shall 
ha.vo the satisfaction of knowing we assist those who stay behind, but 

you are deceiving us ; you know as well as we do that under the present 

system of Free Ports, it is n. foreign rival, not a mate, who will profit by 
ou.r self-sacrifice. 

"America is Protectionist, and see how she flourishes ! The working 

meu, you all tell us, are better off than we are. Mr. Bright himself has 

told us that the Americans are tho happiest and most prosperous people 
in the world. Why not, then, give us the same commercial polity 1 It 

fo no answer for Mr. Bright to turn round upon us and say 'Ye simple
tons, what is good for an American would not be good for you.' We 

begin to doubt it; we should like to try." 

Why this immense difference between the industrial markets of 

England and America 1 Because in America the baneful teaching of 

Messrs. Cobden and Brjght that the interests of consumer and producer 

are distinct and antagonistic was at once recognised and denounced as 

puerile nonsense. In America the whole nation reasons thus, " Pro-
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ducers and consumers are members of the same family ; they sail in the 
same boat, sink or swim together. No doubt, putting a heavy duty on 

foreign manufactured goods makes America in some respects a dear 

country, but on the whole it works well for the community ; it promotes 

general employment, general interest and dependance, general energy, 

general contentment, and on the whole, general wealth." 

The directly antagonistic views of Protection, as understood in 
England and in America and France, may be thus stated : "We will 

not tax the whole community in order to enrich a few greedy manu

facturers,'' say the Free Traders of England. " We will tax the whole 
community in order to promote the general employment of the people," 
say the Protectionists of America and France ; " and we find, moreover, 
by experience that this is the most profitable tax in the country, that 

returns us in some cases fifty, in some an hundred fold." 

Whilst America is seeking to cheapen production by attracting to 
her shores the operatives of all countries England is making a feeble and 
ridiculous attempt to make production more expensi\e by banishing her 
best operatives. 

The operative who follows Lord Derby's ad vice and emigrates to 
America may improve his own individual position, inasmuch as he quits 
a country where labour and industry are unfairly and unjustly weighted 
for one where it is liberally and widely protected. But so long as 

• England is a free port, open to all the manufactured products of the 
world, his self-sacrifice can in no way, directly or indirectly, benefit his 

mate who is left behind. There will merely be an English worker the 
less and a French and Belgium worker the more. 

Let us see how the emigration of our operatives will affect the 

national wealth, the " C::ipital of labour," 

The "Capital of labour" consists in the skill, the practical knowledge, 

the industry, the strength, the health, &c., that enables a workingman 

to earn his wages; his 20s. or 30-s. a week. Now, this capital does not 
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appear in balances at the bankers, in buildings and machinery, in plant, 
&c. It is not tangible or convertible, but nevertheless it exists, and 

under certain untoward circumstances can occasionally be actually 

realised. If a mechanic is disabled from earning his wages by the care

lessness of a railway company, for instance, he can recover from the 

company a sum of money that represents the capital of his weekly 

wage. The law thus recognises the reality of the capital of labonr. 

Figures will illustrate my meaning, but they do not pretend to be 

accurate, readers may alter and amend them as they choose ; they are 

simply intended to show that the capital of which we are treating is 
real and that it is enormous. 

A man who earns 25s. per week, or £65 a year, possesses in the skill 
or knowledge or experience or strength, &c., that enables him to earn 

that income, a capital that yields that amount of weekly interest. You 
may capitalize it a.t any rate you like. A man may have 30 years work 
in him, or he may have 15. Suppose 15, the income of the operative 

earning 25s. a week, capitalized at 15 years, represents a sum of £975. 

Now, there are in this country 6! millions of operatives engaged in 
manufacturing, and similar industries, earning in fair times on an average 
25s. per week This represents an annual income of 422 millions (it is 
usually put at 400 millions). Capitalised at 15 years' purchase, this 
interest represents a capital of 6,337 millions. This is the capital of 
labour, and a pretty considerable sum it is. Every skilled operative, 

every pr0ducer who leaves the country takes with him his handicraft, 

his skill, his energy, that capital of labour that in every country but 

ours is encouraged as the chief source of national wealth. With every 

thousand skilled labourers that leave this country at least a million of 

the capital of labour leaves also. To that ex ent is goodness gone out of 

us, and the wealth-producing power of the country diminished. 

"I can hardly allow myself to believe,'' says Lord Derby, " that 

America will long maintain at the public expense a privileged class of 

manufacturers and producers;" but "Quot lwmines, tot sententire." May 
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not an American statesman equally exclaim, "I can hardly bring 

myself to believe that England will long maintain a system of Free 
Trade that is evidently bringing rapid and complete ruin on her 

manufacturing and operative clesses." 

The question of Free Trade-that is the continued exclusion of 

English operatives from all the markets of the world, and their 
approaching exclusion from their own market also-is too serious a 

matter to the operative class of England to excuse misrepresentation 

on the part of those who profess to instruct them. It is a shame to 

tell the operative class that only emperors and field-marshals are 
opposed to Free Trade. Germany, the land of field-marshals and 
emperors, is the only country, except England, and her unfortunate 
friend the ''unspeakable one," who have ever given Free Trade a trial; 
and the former has had the courage to abandon it, because it was 

threatening the employment of the German people. It is not the 
emperors and field-marshals who oppose Free Trade; it is the two 

great republics of the world, France and America. It is the voice of 
universal suffrage, wherever it exists, that proclaims aloud that the 
first law of political economy, the first law of self-preservation in an 

industrial community is the protection of the employment of the people. 

It is a shame to tell the operatives of England that France, America, 
Belgium are approaching Free Trade. It is not only not true, it is the 
very reverse of true. There are not a hundred men in either country 
who are prepared to admit English cotton and English manufactured 
iron duty free. And why~ Because they know it would ruin the 

employment of many of their people, and cause revolution. 

America, France, and Belgium will not open their ports to the 
manufactured goods of England so long as the general employmem of 

their people is threatened by it; but when that time comes, as c1orne it 

must, if we persist iu our present mad course, when the best English 

operatives have left the country and the greater portion of her indfilstrial 

capital has followed them, when the manufacturing industries of Eoghnd 

have dwindled to insignificance, and there is nothing to fear froim her 
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competition, then, and not till then, will they say, "Ah! these poor 
English, they have long been crying for the moon; let them have her 
now, and much good may she do them I " 

Then will be seen the true apotheosis of Free Trade-a fool's cap to 
crown the industrial ruin of England! 

" In the freest country in the world," says Monsieur Thiers in his 
great speech of January 22, 1870, "arrancrements are made to protect 

the different branches of native industry." 

In France and America neither emperors, nor kings, nor presidents, 
nor communists, nor wars, nor revolutions have caused the slightest 
change in this arrangement. Why i Because both nations believe they 
see in it the mainspring of national life. Wherever the voice of universal 

suffrage obtains authoritative utterance it proclaims as the first law of 
national existence "Protection to native industry." It is in England 
alone that this instinctive requirement of all industrial communities has 
been ignored. 

Reversing the usual formufa that "pr party has its duties n.s well 
as its rights," it may be maintained that " abour has its rights as well 
as its duties." Its duties are that man must toil and moil and fulfil 
God's third curse on our unfortunate progenitor ; that in the sweat of 
his brow he shall eat bread-its rights are, that it shall, to use Mr. 
Bright's words, be protected from "unwise a nd unjust legislation." 

When a man learns a trade he invests his capital (the only capital he 
has, the capital of labour) in that trade as distinctly as if he invested 
so much cash in it. He invests this capital on the security of, as he 
believes, mse and just laws, that will not, needlessly, sacrifice his 
interests to those of a foreign rival; and he expects, and has a right to 
expect, that this capital will be safe guarded as a factor of the national 
wealth. That if in our dealings with foreigners there is a doubt as to 

the true interpretation of the "most favoured nation" clause, it is he 

and not the foreigner who shall have the benefit of it. 
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We have had enough, and more than enough, of the bhtant 

cosmopolitanism that would teach us that blood is not thicker than 

water; that charity does not begin at home; that our first duty i:s t< our 

neighbour, not to ourselves; that it is the general happiness of mamind 

we must work for, not our own ; that self-sacrifice "The Happy Despa;ch " 
is an institution peculiarly suited to British manufacturers and B ·tish 

operatives ! 

The industrial condition of England just now would be ludicrous if it 

were not so alarming. 

It may be likened to a tube, into one end of which we inject foreign 
manufacturers, and out of the other eject British operatives. 

At the same port, and side by side, we see ships unloading, without 

limit, the work of foreign operatives, and others shipping to AmErica 
British operatives, whose daily bread is earned by producing these very 
same articles. This is not right. No sophisms, no paradoxes of Free 
Trade can possibly make it right. 

Whenever any one like myself is stupid enough to protest against 

this result of Free Trade he is treated as one whose reasoning powers are 
deficient. "You simpleton, can't you see that the more foreign goods 
we consume and the less British goods the foreigners consume the worse 
for them and the better for us ; we gain both ways ; a case of he1ds we 
win, tails you lose. This is one of the great canons of Free Trade, if 
you cannot understand it you must be a fool !" 

But hard words break no bones, and if I live to the age of Metbusaleh 
I shall never believe that the way to benefit A, B, C, who produce silks, 

merinos, cotton, linen, iron, glass, cutlery, matches, boots, gloves, 
handkerchiefs, lace, &c., in England is to buy all these articles from 
D, E, F, who produce them in France and Belgium! 

Free Traders display, in strange excess, the vanity and sensitiveness 

so general in the converts to a new faith; they will allow of no J.ostile 
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arguments, no possibility of error. Those who believe are of the salt of 
the earth; those who doubt are of the basest clay. They claim infalli

bility for their prophet, as the Mormons did for theirs! They will not 

see that signs are not wanting that the new revelation of Mr. Bright will 

ere long be stamped out by common sense, like that of Joe Smith! 

For thirty years America, France, Germany, Austria, Belgium, 

Holland, Italy, have been studying and debating and criticising Free 

Trade, and now they have decided to have nothing to say to it. They 

have satisfied themselves that there is nothing in it, that it is simply 

a question of policy; a policy that may enrich a community at one time, 
ruin it at another; a policy to be adopted or rejected, according to cir
cumstances. There is no mystery about it. Its effects are very patent. 

Free Trade, as we call it, has enriched the merchants and bankers and 
brokers of Hamburg and Bremen, and the smugglers of Gibraltar; but 

it has not enriched Turkey. And Germany and Canada and Australia 
have discarded it as ruinous to the industrial progress of the people. 

Free Traders are disingenuous in their statements to the operative 
class. Sooner than allow the possibility of there being a flaw in the 

woildng of their cherished faith, they di tort facts; they exaggerate the 

trade depressions of other countries, and minimise that of their own ; 
even 11ow they deny the desperate extent of the depression of our native 
industries. "Look at the factories still working," say they; "look at the 
poor law returns; you may be quite sure manufacturers would close 
their works if they did not make money, and operatives would certainly 
be in the workhouse if they did not earn wages ;" but this is like a 

physician saying of his patient, "Oh! be is all right, I don't hear the 

death-rattle ! " 

They know perfectly well that for three years the greater number of 

the manufacturers of England have been working without profit, or at a 

loss, paying wages out of the profits of the years of inflation ; that the 

closing f their works is the death-rattle of their industrial life, and that 

they will struggle against it a'l long as they have any life left. They 

know that the operatives have been working half time, quarter time-
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have spent their savings and got into debt, and are leaving their comtry 
sooner than go into the workhouse. Will any of the optimis1ts ve:r:ture 
to estimate the shrinkage in the values of industrial undertakings dll'ing 

the last three years 1 Is it 50 per cent, or is it 75 per cent 1 

Free Traders parade their interest in the social progress of the 
working classes; but they will not see that by fostering foreign com?eti
tion to native industry, as they are doing, they are driving the opentive 
class to a lower scale of life-less wages, longer hours of work, less neat, 

less drink (the one scintilla of comfort), less comforts, less chanm of 
mounting the social ladder. 

They talk and write as if the sole standard of the prosperity and 
progress of the working classes was the price of corn. But they are not 
like horses; they require something besides their four feeds a-lay. 
"Where would you be now without Free Trade i" say the Free Tra(ers, 
"with low wages and with corn at lOOs. a quarter." It is a far nore 
powerful agency than Free Trade that has brought down the price of 
corn from 1 OOs. to 36s. a quarter-it is steam. It is steam and the 
development of the American continent; it is the enormous increafe of 
steam transport that reduces the cost of freight from the cornfield3 of 
America from 20s. to 2s. a quarter, and brings to our doors, almost vith
out cost, the harvests of the world. 

Perhaps our friends, the Free Traders, will tell us that Free Tiade 
would provide us with corn at 36s. per quarter if freight still stooC. at 
20s. a quarter; if the Atlantic was still navigated with sails; if the 
population of America still stood at 20 millions ; if the boundless wheat 
fields of the great West were still the hunting grounds of Red Indians; 

or will they tell us that it was Free Trade that discovered steam, peo1 led 
America, and made the Atlantic a great steam highway~ 

An ad valorem duty of from 7 to 15 per cent on all imported 
manufactured goods would undoubtedly ·diminish, in some infinitesinal 
degree, the value of fixed and professional and realised incomes; i1 a 

rough way the incomes of the income-tax payers, the odd four millions, Ii 

1 ~ 

'" 
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probably, in our population of 34: millions; but it would largely increase 

the incomes of the 18! millions engaged in and depending on manu
facturing and similar industries. 

It would promote general employment; it would ensure a more 
permanent rate of wages; it would secure to the operative and manu

facturer a steady home market, without which no industrial 

community is safe; it would enable them to regulate supply 
to demand; it would promote the public interest in national 

industries; it would bring the consuming and producing classes into 

more intimate connection; it would check the mad competition in 
price, and price only, that ... has ruined the quality and reputation of 
English goods in all the markets of the world; it would resuscitate 

many industries that Foreign Competition has already killed; it would 
revive many that has been mortally wounded; it would restore con

fid nee to Capital. 

But we need not speculate on what a return to Protection 
would do for us; we have proofs to our hands. Six months 
ago Canada adopted a policy of Protection, and what arc the 
results i "The six months dnring which the new tariff has been 

in operation," says a Toronto provincial newspaper, "have witnessed a 
complete revolution in the industrial prospects of the colony. Instead 
of closed mills and silent machinery, thera are everywhere signs of fresh 

life. Capital is finding employment in remunerative enterprises at home, 
and is'" being drawn to Canada for employment from abroad. Industries 
that had been beaten out of existence through the competition of cheap 

and nasty Yankee goods, have now a new lease of life; and there is the 

promise of greater prosperity than the Canadians have known for a 

number of years." 

Within-the"last week I have heard the above statement corroborated 

in every particular by the greatest living finance authority of the 

Dominion. But Protection to native industry would do more than 
open our mills and set our machinery in motion, it would enable 

us to do away with the Income Tax, the most demoralising tax. that 
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has ever been levied in any country. Talk of the curse of smuggling 
that would follow a return t.o the customs duties ! Why, the 

Income Tax offers a direct temptation to every man who pays it to 

become a smuggler ! The degrading effect of the Income Tax on the 

public morals cannot be over-estimated: the cooking of accounts and 
returns ; the use of false weights and measures, as applied to income, is 

known only to those whose duties compel them to manipulate the 

Income Tax returns. It will indeed be a day of great promise to 

England when the Income Tax is replaced by customs duties. 

Those who delight to descant on the blessings conferred by free 
ports should remember that those blessings are very unequally divided. 

The manufactured articles imported into England are, without a single 
exception that I am aware of, for the exclusive benefit of the luxurious 

and consuming classes. We do not import a single manufactured 

article that is consumed by the producing or operative class ; whilst, at 
the same time, every article of foreign manufacture imported into this 
country more or less replaces some similar article, the produce of 
English cn,pital and English labour. 

Does not this look as if our boasted Free Trade legislation tends to 

benefit one class of the community at the expense of another-the con

sumers at the expense of the producers, the rich at the expense of the 
poor, the drones at the expense of the working bees. The rapid increase 
in the consumption of articles of foreign manufacture in this country, 
and the corresponding decrease in the consumption of English goods, 

the shrinkage in the quantities and values of our manufactured exports, 

leads to the inevitable conclusion that as the demand for the products 
of English labour diminishes at home and abroad, so must the demand 
for English labour itself diminish also. This would appear capable of 
demonstration, but we are assured it is not so. We are told that the 

greater the consumption of foreign goods in England the better for the 

English people, and the less the consumption of English goods abroad 

the worse for the foreigners. It would appear as if in the eyes of English 

free traders the whole question was limited to the interests of the con

sumers at home and the producers abroad, in which the interests of the. 
producers at home have no place at all. 
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England has now enjoyed what is called Free Trade for a generation. 

During that period the manufactured articles of all nations have been 

admitted into our markets duty free. We can now take stock of the 

results. Have any one of all the dreams and prophecies of Free Trade 

theorists and romancers been realised ? Where is the universal peace, 

and the brotherhood of nations, which was to result from the new 

dispensation 1 Where the reciprocity-the grasping of the right hand of 

commercial fellowship all over the world 1 Where the general improve

ment in the condition of labour, the increased morality, sobriety, civilisa

tion, and education of the masses of our working population~ The 

antagonism between labour and capital has increased; the relative interest 

and dependence of consumers and producers has disappeared ; the trade 

depressions are more severe, more frequent, more prolonged. 

Where is the common sense, say the Free Traders, of English 

producers complaining of the hardship of being excluded from foreign 

markets, when the foreigners undersell them in their own market, 

and pn.y freight and transport in addition? It is true the foreigners 
do beu.t us in our own market, but it is not in fair fight. Tho 

markets of Europe and America being protected against the importa

tion of foreign goods, the foreign mn.nufo,cturers, after supplying their 

own protected markets at a comparatively high price that leaves them 
a fn.ir margin of profit, consign their surplus, their clearance sales 

and job lots over to England, which is a free port, to be sold for 

what they will fetch. This price is often actually below cost, and leaves 
a loss to the foreign manufacturer; but taken in connection with tho 

profit they make in their own protected market, it will still give a small 

average of profit, and the increased sale for their products thereby secured 

enables them to keep their works and machinery working full time, thus 

keeping down considerably the general cost of manufacture. Thus 

English products have to compete in our ovm markets with foreign 

goods, sold often actually below cost price ; and as the lowest price at 

which an article can be bought is the price that rules the market, 

English manufacturers have often to meet foreign competition at a 

lower price than they can produce. On both sides the price is often 

regulated, not so much by the cost of production as by the necessity of 
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sale. Now, it would appear that such insane competit;ion (3elling 

actually below cost price) must soon terminate in the r111.in of those 

engaged in it. But on the part of the foreigner it is not insm.nity tt all; 

it does not ruin him, it suits his purpose very well. He lb.as hs own 

protected market in which rto make a. profit on a portion of his ;:ioods, 

the rest he can afford to sell at no profit, even at an actual loss, ard still 

make a fair average of profit; but it does ruin the British manufacturer 

who has no protected market to help his average, and is obliged to sell 
his whole make below cost price, or at a price that leaves noprofit. 

Every influx of cheap foreign goods drives the British manufacttrer to 
lower prices. In order to lower his prices he must lower his cost; that 

is to say, he must employ cheaper material and cheaper lab9ur-ir other 
words, he must produce an inferior article. And this is wh::t has 
happened. Thirty years of "Freedom of Trade," as it is caled in 
derision, have generally lowered, in many cases ruined, the qua ity of 

English products. Too frequently we bear complaints of i1ferior 
quality, of adulteration, of slovenly work. It is a fact that it ii more 
difficult to buy good silk, good cotton, and good steel now t1an it 
was twenty years ago. This is the result of the excessive compitition 
that England has been exposed to, flooding her markets with breign 

goods, often of inferior quality, to be sold at any price. Quality has of 
necessity become subservient to price. Competition in quality is L good 
thing; competition in price only is a bad thing. It will ruin any art or 
industry in the world. Price, quality, and, at last, wages in Engl:nd a.re 
absolutely regulated by foreign competition. Wages are no 101ger a 

matter of arrangement between English employers and English 
operatives; it is a question of how much the foreigners are p.ying. 

English employers can pay no more. 

French and English Free Traders, if indeed any of the forme1 exist, 

take a diametrically opposite view of the advantages of Free rade. 
Whilst the former maintain that its chief and only object is to opm out 

foreign markets to French manufacturers, the latter maintains tlat its 

chief and only object is to open English markets to foreign nanu
facturers. I always have maintained and always shall maintai1 that 

the former is the true object that every government embracing Free 
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Trade should try to achieve, and that by totally ignoring it ; by making 

no efforit whatever to open out new markets for English manufactures, 

Mr. Cob>den and Mr. Bright, and those who committed this country to a 

Free Tr:ade policy, shamefully neglected their duty to the manufacturers 

and operratives of England, and dealt them a blow that threatens to be 

fatal. 

"Wbat a calamity it would be," says M. Duval, the French 

Free Trader, " if England were to close her markets to French goods!" 

Is them any English Free Trader bold enough to echo these words, 

"What a calamity it is that France has closed her markets to English 

goods~ i;, 

But this is virtually the case. The amount of English manufactured 

goods that find their way into France is ~tterly insignificant. The 

calamity that M. Duval so dreads for French industries has actually 

fallen on British industries. But do English Free Traders consider this 
a calum.ity i On the contrary, they regard it with a light heart, and are 

amazed at the stupidity of those who exclaim against its injustice ! 

In conclusion, M. Duval called upon all present to aid " not in 

kcleping the foreign products out of the French markets, but in opening 
out the foreign market!:> to French products." If this is one of the 

canons of Free Trade, as understood by French Free Traders, " to open 
out foreign markets to French products," it is evident that the French 

and English theories of political economy are as wide apart as the 

Poles. 

When do we even hear our Free Traders talk of " opening out the 

foreign markets to British products i" What one of our Free Trade 

prophets has ever employed one tithe of the energy and persistency in 

opening out foreign markets to British products, that he has in opening 

out the British market to foreign products~ But still, if British industries 

are to exist, and if the eighteen millions of our population, who 

directly or indirectly depend upon them, are to find employment, it is 

absolutely necessary our Free Traders should, in the words of M. Duval, 
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" call upon all to aid in opening out the foreign markets to :British 

products;" to submit to the ostracism of hostile tariffs, and at the same 

time to hand over the British market to foreigners is t<D make our 

manufacturing ruin a certainty. Our manufacturers and operatives are 

urged to seek a remedy for the present depression of trade in reduced 

wages and diminished cost. They are told that cheap produ..ction " will 
give them the command of the markets of the world;" but is not this 

rather like giving them a stone when they ask for bread~ Of course 

cheap production is an element of strength; but with prohibitory tariffs 

against us what diminution of cost can give us the command of the 

markets of the world, or a slice of them~ What reduction of wages, 
what diminution in cost will enable English producers to sell their silks, 

their cotton, their linens and woollens, their glass, paper, and locomotives, 

in France, Belgium, Germany, Austria, and America, where these articles 

are weighted with duties ranging from 15 to 50, even to 100 per 

cent~ If the only condition on which we are to get access to the 

foreign markets is by producing from 15 to 50 per cent cheaper than 
: foreign manufacturers the less we think of it the better. 
ii 

ll 

The object of the French commercial treaty was an international 

extension of trade by which each country was to profit equally. What 

has been the result? "In 1860," said M. Duval the other day, speaking 

in Paris, " the Protectionists bitterly prophesied that the French markets 

would be inundated with English wares. Instead of this it was France 

that had inundated the English markets, for she sent fo England twice 
as much as it sent to her." Mr. Cobden, partly through ignorance, 

partly through vanity, gave everything away and asked for nothing in 

return. He removed entirely all duties on French goods, but allowed 

the French to retain prohibitory duties on English goods. This may 

have been generous on his part, but it was not common sense. O'est bean, 
mais c' est bete I 

One advantage at any rate must result from the· present condition of 

the country: it will dispose forever of the puerile theorists who would 

divide England into two hostile camps of consumers and producers, and 

delight to enlarge on their antagonistic interests. Antagonistic interests, 
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indeed ! why you might with as much reason talk of the antagonistic 

interests of mouth and stomach or any other organs of the human body 

as between consumer and pr0ducer, in other words between rich and 

poor, the most important organs of the body politic. When the many 

millions of producers are fairly prosperous they are the best consumers, 

but when their employment leaves them and their earnings cease, what, 
pray, can· they consume except the accumulated wealth of the country, 
and how long can they safely continue to do so~ To those who will 
insist on the rival claims of consumers and producers to the national 

consider tion, it is fair to put the question, '' Which add most to the 
wealth of a country-those who produce or those who consume 1" 

The cure for the present state of things, we are told, is to be sought 
not in protection but in lower wages, longer hours of work, in sobriety, 
in thrift in education, in intelligence at home. It is to be sought, in 

fact, in the development of qualities that are of slow growth, that the 
British operative class possess in a much less degree than their foreign 
competi ors, and which they cannot acquire under two or three genera
tions. Of course, thrift, sobriety, intelligence, diligence, are invaluable 
qualities, indispensable possibly to success. But, grant the highest 

dev@lopment of them-grant that by a stroke of the magician's wand 
the British operative becomes as sober even as Sir Wilfrid Lawson 
himself can desire, and as intelligent as Bishop Colenso's pet Zulu j that 
he works for Chinamen's wages, and for 106 hours a week, like a London 
'bus driver j grant all this, prohibitory tariffs will still keep him out of 

the markets of Europe and America. 

It is rather amusing to contrast the public estimation of the 
British operative to-day with what it was afew years ago. Owing 
to the Franco-German war, the manufacturing industries of 
France and Germany were for several years nearly paralysed: they 
could barely supply their own wants ; they had no surplus to send 

abroad. English operatives and manfacturers then had what our 

American cousins call a "lovely time;" they supplied their own markets, 

and most of the neutral markets of the world. Trade advanced by 
bounds and leaps j there was no end to the inflation. The working man 
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was then king ; nothing was too good for him ; he was the hero 

of the hour; everybody was trying to ma.ke capital out of him; 
it was touching to see the solicitude with which he was surrounded

nine hours' work and 9s. a day was then the cry. Statesmen, 

philanthropists, philosophers, trades' unions, vied with each other 
in urging him not to work too long, or to work too hard. 

and self-culture were to fake · the place of labour and fatigue. 
Recreation 

Now this 
is all changed ; the working man is no longer the hero of the hour, but 

its bete noir. He is rated on all sides. Those who flattered him most 

in his prosperity, now find most fault with him in his adversity. On 
him is visited much of the present commercial depresRion. He is told 
that it is his want of thrift and sobriety, his indolence and extravagance, 

that have driven the trade out of the country. High wages and short 
hours arc no longer for him; he must work longer hours and for lower 

wages. The cry is, " Get you unto your burdens ; ye are idle, ye are idle." 
But this is not altogether fair on the working man. It is not he who has 
changed his nature, but his flatterers who have changed their theory. 
The fact is that when England was made a free port, the friends and 

advisers of the working classes cruelly deceived them. They never 
explained to them the results that must inevitably follow that policy. 
They tempted them with the big loaf; they told them that the big loaf 
meant cheap food ; but they did not tell them the price they would have to 
pay for it; they did not tell them that the big loaf meant increased and 
increasing competition with the cheapest labour and cheapest goods in 

the world; that, in fact, it meant lower wages, and longer hours of work. 
But such every thoughtful man knew must be the result of inviting the 

competition of the world to the free port of England. 

In all their dealings with their clients, the friends of the working 
classes have avoided explaining to them the nature of the com11etition 
that mnst be forced on them by Free Trade. It has always been the 
play of Hamlet with the principal character omitted. They told them of 

the big loaf, of nine hours' work, and nine shillings a day, b t they 

entirely omitted all mention of the thrifty, sober, hard-working, educated 

operative class of France, Belgium, Germany, and America, ready to work 

for threepence an hour less and three hours a day more, who we::e only 
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waiting fmr capital and English machinery to attack them in all their 

strongholdl.s, and t o drive down wages and lengthen hours to the hardest 
continentru.1 level. 

The 0>perative class are learning this now for themselves, and no 

wonder a hum, confused and indistinct as yet, of "Save me from my 
friends,;, i:s already heard from the teeming hives of industry. 

Enthu.siastic Free Traders, absorbed in the workshop of their fetish, 

smile at the present condition of British industry. They are not 

alarmed nt tho value of our exports having fallen off £65,000,000 in 
five years ; at the balance of trade against us having increased from 
£60,000,000 to £142,000,000 in tho same period; at our imports 
doubling our exports ; at our manufactured goods being prohibited in 
foreign markets; at productive industries perishing in England under 

Free 'l'rade, and springing into vigorous life in America and France 
under Protection, &c. To them all this is quite natural and much to 
be desire . They apply to British industries the Darwinian theory of 
natural selection-" only the most fitting will be preserved." So long as 
we cau produce anything cheaper than tho rest of the world, so long 

we shall continue to produce it, ancl no longer. But carry the principle 
to its limit. Suppose there is not a single manufactured article that 
cannot be produced cheaper in some foreign country than in England, 
and with the spread of capital and machinery amongst the thrifty and 
inventive workers of the world this is not impossible, how are we to 

find work for our industrial millions~ 

Foreigners look on in gratified dismay. They see that ten years of 

general peace, when all the industrial populations of Europe and 
America could devote themselves to labour, would, under the present 
conditions of Free Trade on our part, and prohibition on theirs, extin

guish absolutely and entirely the manufacturing existence of England. 

They can scarcely credit their senses; they cannot believe it possible 
that the English people, with their hard heads and common seuse, will 

allow a school of doctrinaires to force their theory to the bitter end, and 

bring ruin on the industrial millions of the country. 
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POST SCRIPTUM. 

Since the preceding pages were written three important incidents 

have occurred connected with our subject:-

(1) There has been a general election in Germany, and the Gtrman 

people have sent more than double the previous number of Irotec

tionists to Parliament: the Free Traders have lost 93 seats I 

(2) The Times' correspondent in Philadelphia, who for twelve yea.rs 

has been studying and chronicling the progress of America, ha com

batted (October 22) in the strongest manner Lord Derby's assunption 

that Free Trade is spreading in America. He asserts, and gives ?roofs 

of his assertion, that during the last twelve years Free Trade has made 

no progress; that it is making no progress at present; and that there 

is very little prospect of its making any further progress for yetrs to 

come. 

(3) Mr. Bright has spoken. 

Mr. Bright has spok · n; his trumpet tongue (le soujfie neme de l' oimgan) 

has rung out the pas de cliarge for the assault that is to reseat his friends 

on the Treasury benches. And what does he say~ Alas ! it is "the 

old old story; the story of old "-hatred, invective, abuse of all who 
differ from him; misrepresentation, perversion of facts, false assump.ions, 

and still more false conclusions. The " old man eloquent " los his 

charm for moderate men when his eloquence is confined to hetping 

exaggerated epithets of abuse on his political rivals-men who mist of 

us believe are as honest, as patriotic, as honourable, as sagacious, a~ and 

far more just and generous, and liberal, and laborious than Mr. B·ight 

himself Mr. Bright delights to prophesy e~il of his country contimally. 

He is never weary of crying, " Woe to Ariel, to Ariel ! Alas ! alas! for 

this great city, this mighty city, ruined and brought low in one horr by 

the criminals and thimble-riggers-Beaconsfield, Salisbury, Nortmote, 

and Cross ! " But this is all nonsense; no reasonable being believei it; 

it is merely the rude bogey of a country bumpkin; a tallow dip insde a 
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hollow urnip stuck on a gate to frighten children ! If the ruin of this great 

country is imminent j if the band writing is really on the wall, and our friend 

the New Zealander has actually taken his ticket for London Bridge, it is 

not beeause England prepared for eventualities when Russia was at the 

gates of Constantinople j it is uot because she has made a stand against 

Russian intrigue in Affghanistan j it is not because she was temporarily 

foiled by a race of "celibate man-slayers" in a distant colony j it is not 

because she has spent a few millions more or less in safe-guarding her 

varied empire. All this may have been a mistake j her policy may have 

been wrong, and the money have been wasted j but every child knows 

that it is not such trivial causes as these that would bring to ruin the 

mighty empire of England, unless indeed the fifteen previous years' 

doctoring of Mr. _Bright and his friend had so enfeebled her that the 

addition of these few feathers has broken her back! But it is not so 

much political as commercial ruin that Mr. Bright prophesies when 

he points to the growing splendour of the sun of America, and the 

appr aching eclipse of that of England. "Happy America," he exclaims, 
with a fine burst of generous patriotism, " happy America, that has not 

yet l>red a Beaconsfield or a Salisbury to misdirect her policy and waste 

her J·esources." But might not an American patriot in the same strain 

c-xclu.im-" Happy England, that bn.s not yet bred a Davis, a Lee, a 

Stonewall Jackson, a Semmes, a Benjamin, to misdirect her policy and 
wn.ste her resources." If two years of civil ·war, whole holocausts of 

victims, a gigantic debt, the ruin of half a continent, are to count for any

thing, perhaps most unprejudiced persons may conclude that after all 

England has the best of the comparison. 

Mr. Bright does not see that when he exaggerates the prosperity of 

America and the decadence of England, he is proving the case of his 

economic opponents. If he could say to them, "Look at this England, 

this precious stone set in the silvern sea, this thrice-blessed home of 

Free Trade, rich, prosperous, contented; her teeming hives humming 

with the buzz of industry, of employment j her population increasing in 

numbers, in civilisation, in sobriety, in enlightenment j horny-handed 

sons of toil flocking to her shores from America,, still blighted, blasted, 

cursed (I don't know which epithet Mr. Bright would prefer) with pro-
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tection;" if he could say this he would go far to prove his case. But 

his language is the very reverse. "Look at this America,," he says, 

"this glorious land of promise, this thrice-blessed home of Protecti n ; 

the richest, the most prosperous land in the world; the :paradise of 

labour, that attracts to her shores the best operatives of Eu.rope; t at 
doubles her industries every two or three years ; that is knocking 

England into a cocked hat ! " When this is his argument, what ded c
tion can we draw from it but that in America Protection has proved he 

true cornucopia, and that in England Free Trade has proved a tunic of 

N essus, that has struck a deadly poison to the very marrow of her bones. 

"If you use your faculties," said Mr. Bright, some time ago, to the 
operatives of Glasgow, "now as well as you did in the days of the F:-ee 
Trade contest, you will not doubt the wisdom of th~ present policy." 
But is it not possible that when these same operatives compare ..i:lr. 
Bright's accounts of tho marvellous progress of Protective America w:th 

his account of the increasing decadence of Free-Trade England, it n:.ay 
occur to them that if Protection is the disease he so persistently repre
sents it to be, and Free Tm.de the cure, calm consideration may lead 
those who do use their faculties to conclude that in this case, at any 
rate, the disease is preferable to the cure i 

"Look at the marvellous effects of Free Trade,'' says Ur. Bright; 
"the gross trade of England has increased three and a half times in 40 
years." "Look at the marvellous effects of' Protection," says a Frenchn:an 

or an American; "the gross trades of America and France have er.ch 
increased four times in 30 years." 

To attribute the increased trade of England during the last :10 ye:i.rs 
to the removal of customs duties, and to ignore at the same time ihe 
illimitable agencies of' steam and gold, the spread of capital, of machine::-y, 
of population, is to attribute the vivifying influence of the shower to me 
particular drop ; to suppose the mouse has brought forth the mountain ; 
the frog overshadowed the bull ! 

"If at some distant period," says Mr. Bright, his thoughts ag:1.in 

evidently returning to the irrepressible New Zealander, "an Englishman-
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one of the great English nation that is so rapidly peopling the American 

continerut-should visit ::md explore the sources of his race and the 

decayed and ruined homes of his fathers, he may exclaim, 'How are the 

mighty fallen ! ' 'Whence comes this great ruin ; ' and the answer will 

be, ' Th.at for 30 years a school of doctrinaires swayed the economic 
councils of the empire; that sophisms were preferred to experience, 
theories to facts, paradoxes to common sense; that the employment and 

industri·es of the people were neglected; that cosmopolitan nonsense 
usurped the place of patriotism; that charity did not begin at home ; 

that England's duty to her neighbour precedeu her duty to herself.'" 

John Heywood, Excelsior Printing and Stationery Works, Hulme Ha 1 Road, Manchester. 
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E X PORTS -to 

RUSSIA . 1869 1870 1871 1872 187 
Alkali 50,542 129,427 131,994 177,017 238j 
Bags and Sacks . 
Coal and Coke . 313,588 399,106 444,051 624,932 650 
Copper, Wrought 129 
Cotton Yarn 172,014 247,535 204,108 214,471 366 
Hardware. 60,749 113,917 166,461 15-1.818 158 
hon, Pig . 

" 
Bar . 282 

,, Railway 2,213,913 1,873,462 796,413 1,152,631 2,179 

" 
Hoop 100,764 126,577 189,803 1 0,013 391 

,, Wrought 250,016 280,444 1 7,596 205,184 642 
Lead, Pig, &c. 104,731 136,907 90,350 151,687 179 
Linen Manufactures 16,263 31,947 30,625 1 ,828 12 
Machinery, Stm. Engs .. 454,772 457,074 350,756 302,176 216 

" 
l\Iill Work . 605,309 634,482 760,100 815,894 1,040 

Salt . 43,950 49,304 29,512 43,199 73 
Tin, Unwrought. 32,106 75,113 86,371 92,527 1141 
vV ool, Dyed, &c. 
Woollen & Wrstd.Yarn 279,739 274,176 401,551 206,381 274 

--- ---- ------ ----- ----
4,698,456 4,829,471 3,959,691 4,4 9,758 G,9501 

'-------.-------' '-

Average 3 years . £4,499,206 £5,896,, 

G ERMA NY. 
Alkali . 154,494 155,258 249,138 332,829 421 
Bags and Sacks . 
Ooal and Coke . 661,986 679,147 1,012,804 1,53 ,367 1,684 
Copper, Unwrought 278J 

,, Wrought . 33,372 42,402 61,339 57,762 58 
Cotton Yarn . 3,547,619 2,843,471 3,846,980 3,930,323 3,045 

" 
Manufactures . 1,692,127 1,333, 43 1,792,225 2,036,488 1,272 

Earthenware . 64,841 59,3 1 82,616 64,018 106 
Fish (Herrings) . 441,587 312,473 654,550 704,409 823 
Haberdashery 113,785 89,206 103,724 78,984 123 
Hardware . 376,635 293,418 336,395 348,853 365 
Iron, Pig . 339,877 353,3 1 561,448 1,510,431 1,523 

" 
Bar 11 ,425 106,122 134,896 194,340 338; 

" 
Railway 338,214 522,431 502,681 651,954 549: 

" 
Hoop 116,865 108,005 160,460 208,606 400; 

" 
Wrought 248,652 199,125 274,154 407,986 513 

Lead 84 
Linen Yarn 746,026 674,295 711,301 624,703 670 

" 
Manuf actUl'es 407,737 316,359 326,271 270,260 2611 

Jute Yarn. -
ManufactUl'es . 

M~chinery, Stm. Engs . . 512, 
,, Mill Work. 589,075 406,659 497,592 806,509 1,243~: 

Seed Oils . 256,589 364,519 406,051 415,738 402,~ 
Silk Yarn . 116,256 69,183 99,052 118,597 67~~ 

----- ----- ----
Carried forward 
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1874 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879 1880 
227,276 19i,028 159,564 133,029 179,277 160,770 155,283 

195,281 191,954 852,599 3()6,990 888,983 
772,137 617,660 698,527 555,923 621,899 542,950 681,496 
147,309 160,831 110,840 52,094 131,090 180,170 157,184 
344,431 326,245 234,909 146,185 555,167 1,033,JBO 603,045 
111,344 105,950 77,162 52,299 90,805 85,585 92,255 

253,036 412,830 50.3,317 
281 ,975 271,303 127,240 34,592 54,878 37,9 7 83,820 
989,744 1,146,288 836,318 761.258 501,163 25 ,7 3 93,811 
155,648 197,694 144,198 74;835 101,136 114,778 221,625 
293,523 235,701 309,250 97,531 154,129 136,256 174,082 
185,542 190,086 194,033 153,4:!9 110,634 145,196 116,350 

49,062 45,179 29,945 ] ,076 54,262 72,017 511,766 
333,731 323,131 148,318 93,414 166,160 224,680 286,758 
900,327 1,084, 71 675,814 352,394 812,288 l,32~,140 1,669,681 

61,695 43,058 53,370 35,212 30,075 27,667 23,785 
78,097 75,095 55,111 65,050 85,740 47,932 50,933 

84,523 78,720 50,879 
318,312 374,800 219,375 162,998 41 ,316 400,190 296_.991 
--- ----- ----- ---- ----- -----

250,153 5,394,920 4,~69,253 2,980,268 4,757,178 5,64 ,821 5,716,044 
--~ '-- -,,---------J ~------,,-----___J 

Compared with 69/71, 72/4, 75/7 
£4,214,814 £5,374,014 + 19!-9 + 27! 

Increa~e all machinery. 
----

349,161 320,821) 303,583 278,601 236,955 242,850 258,483 
212,13 502,57 369,612 353, 10 2 4,045 

62G,6n5 1,203,G39 1,122,0GG 951,4!)1 812,302 774,710 80 ,3GO 
270,915 232,07 167,852 ] 72,5:17 222,457 163,720 1 ,645 

44,005 49,001 54,638 45,570 35,418 29,200 39,031 
721,342 2,720,598 2:401,534 2,550,947 2,224,960 1,840,950 1,673,943 
459,276 1,353,02 1,091,381 1,:J04,2:j3 1,121,874 962,360 778,025 

77,090 73,727 71,813 06,434 48,617 33,660 43,169 
994,126 791,254 579,011 829,114 747,105 836,185 1,106,430 

60,430 48,468 25,491 21,997 28,526 26,710 17,057 
281,189 267,166 236,104 222,046 189,799 164,650 181,997 
764,469 911,647 754,413 669,~94 591,350 517,328 635,771 
102,127 72,453 47,423 44,642 39,404 37,370 38,693 
134,139 49,490 142,064 193,976 326,427 21,805 4,851 
195,373 205,109 269,548 171,521 131,618 67,640 91,344 
307,513 318,465 274,561 181,830 140,094 130,910 123,773 
46,390 49,710 29,677 02,712 22,683 18,364 18,462 

547,011 509,263 319,361 234,699 ~00,649 260,840 203,372 
324,792 352,413 298,003 260,890 238,478 262,350 175,284 

41,841 46,665 4!1,928 53,200 43,641 
493,968 547,70:3 551,291 635,580 448,159 

406,414 235,947 :11,412 13\1~4 204,204 233,110 228,276 
,003,678 776,517 607,763 614,971 700,698 711,630 840,366 
473,55i 526,717 583,550 508,9]0 560,682 455,060 477,595 

64,851 70,030 91,816 133,2 7 149,049 175,710 183,751 
---- - --- -----



EXPORTS -to 
GER MANY -aont. 

Brought forward 
Silk Manufactures 
Tin, Unwrought. 
"\Vool, Dyed, &c. 
Woollen & W rstd. Yarn 

" 
Manufactures. 

\Vorsted ,, 
Carpets. 

Average 3 years . 

HOLLAND. 
Alkali 
Coal and Coke 
Copper, Unwrought 

,, Wrought . 
Cotton Yarn . 

,, Manufactures 
Hardware. 
Iron, Pig 

II Bar 

" 
Railway 

" 
Hoop 

11 Wrought 
Linen Yarn . 

" 
Manufacture 

Jute Yarn 
II Manufactures . 

Machinery, Stm. Engs. 
II Mill Work. 

Seed Oils 
Silk Yarn . 
Woollen & Vhstd. Yarn 

" 
Manufactures . 

Worsted 
" Carpets. 

Average 3 years . 

Alkali . . . . . 
Copper, Unwrought 
Cotton Yarn . . . . 
Iron, Pig . . . • 

Oarried forward • 

3 

1869 1870 1871 1sn 

76,540 63,066 83,742 74, 2 

154, 42 92,959 151,779 15 ,923 
2,847,382 2,907,997 2, 06,793 2,933,3!6 

239,678 212,413 470,032 753,4l0 
5,720,491 4,853,9 8 6,990,599 7,906,226 

29,053 31, 64 52,189 64, l7 
---- ----- ----- ----- ---
19,432,14 17,090,965 22,36 ,811 26,192,251 21,731, 
'------·--v----____ _; 

£19,630,641 

43,368 57,212 81,283 104,2t4 121, 
115,040 192,785 226,454 339,5)9 500, 
195,169 245,061 221,205 273,536 193, 
12,349 44,674 29,021 37,233 40, 

3,395,527 3,800,823 4,054,942 4,505,CYl 4,251, 
774,635 640,202 695,751 32,Jt4 1,175, 
108,746 122,430 107,339 121,7'3 130, 
331,827 507, 41 790,369 1,804,833 2,227, 
91,565 8 ,096 80,644 97,9t6 174, 
97,502 133,361 140,441 125,1)0 275, 

136,653 109,8 4 113,355 138,7n 177, 
95,037 93,129 222, 01 235,637 287, 

201,278 239,77~ 251,247 273,332 252, 
31,659 29,672 28,720 43,2)1 49, 

279,109 199,377 264,362 411,734 
216,554 193,217 169,371 155, 7 
505,738 548,832 431,318 491,739 

1,654,047 1,151,772 2,217,489 2,059,6 5 
108,816 115,754 159,375 205,3~2 
617,909 788,723 1,245,292 1,050, )0 
27,545 26,458 40,287 37,6>4 

----- ----- --~- ---
9,040,073 9,329,082 11,671,066 13,345,5~1 13,455,1 

__) '-------

£9,980,074 

90,449 115,251 187,638 
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74 18 75 1876 1877 18 7 8 187 9 18 80 

115,907 104,950 93,295 155,847 129,253 10}},711 
77,038 37,237 37,231 42,512 49,850 31,272 

307,937 230,773 244, 54 227,410 180,776 238,:522 
2,592,3 5 2,09 ,519 1,854,313 1,9 7,661 1,823,020 l,630,7fl7 
1,509,847 1,474,627 1,204,710 1,263,622 1,:361,090 696,65 
1,514,665 1,071,514 623,811 515,958 427,490 313,856 

79,951 69,E-25 71,510 62,513 73,270 6U,094 
--- - ---- - - ---- - - - -- ----- ----- ----
57,619 17,395,879 15,398,756 14,851,506 14,26 ,503 13,063,451 12,043,112 

.J '- ...J '------v- _____ J 

Compared with 69/7 l 72/4 75/7 
£15,882,047 .£10,l25,022% -33t-41-17k 

Continuous decline. 

134,725 136,538 123,809 121,010 106,662 90,230 109, 68 
3 6,016 30:3, 91 272,863 213,712 195,794 190,130 . 220,130 
1 7,1G6 178,503 157,591 13 ,205 127,165 118,570 15 ,553 
~0,671 35,0 4 25,214 26,562 2 ,437 32,4 0 37,925 
20,994 2,28 ,070 2,255,082 1,639,521 1, 07,727 1,903,460 1,69 ,722 

243,100 1,131,407 905,576 857,2:35 730,303 15 ,251 711,456 
106,5 107,666 101,l 7 8 ,014 82,538 78,970 83,973 
075,G-!7 862,948 731,136 594, 75 674,892 547,170 600,926 

66,544 71,046 52,593 39,665 29,968 27,930 2 ,695 
180,3U6 63,5 8 7,476 9,978 1,658 50,457 19,907 
l 25,19D 148,925 144,221 116,750 63,177 60,285 7t1 ,U05 
168,604 170,325 226,067 128,349 142,413 120,164 JOl,436 
214,969 245,072 178,405 158,306 131,977 160,910 120,215 

34,700 20,260 16,305 15,017 10,458 10, 70 9,5 8 
22,775 17, 48 8,683 8,850 U,613 
65,671 70, 21 63,717 88,920 43,310 

119,892 65,149 116,767 
420,242 270,824 257,477 178,694 193,384 189,980 196,542 
165,918 211,910 208, 58 151,239 22h,940 127,200 126,343 
240,496 292,599 218,467 8' 71 67,028 65,800 3 ,568 
,908,790 1,642,269 1,578,924 l,J 63,027 1,101,967 1,077,520 44,159 
303,398 346,000 322,010 305,808 286,297 316,200 333,357 
665,211 650,406 453,948 369,8 5 336,040 337,480 309,149 

55,551 59,257 59,009 55,174 47,574 59,720 62,630 
- ----- ----- ----- ------ -----

,744,015 9,236,678 8,385,564 6,549,466 6,506,691 6,486,696 6,060, 27 
_.J '-~-----~------J '----------~---- _, 

Compared with 69/71 72/-1 75/7 
.£8,057,239 £6,381,405 o/o - 36- 49-20i 

Continuou decline. 
- ---------

156,313 128,235 81,301 6 ,100 76,881 
142,340 126,709 115,867 100,631 110,913 87,920 72,220 

923,:164 645,280 415,284 
442,848 3!)5,520 358,4 1 279,461 221,902 194,230 342,417 
--- --·--- ---- - ----- ------ ---- - --~-
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EXPORTS-to 
BELGIUM-cont. 1869 1870 1871 1872 

Brought forward . 
Iron, Railway. . . . 486 
Linen Yarn . . . . 206,767 129,905 72, 73 97,385 152, 
Machinery, Stm. Engs. 

,, Mill Work . 163, 95 124:,759 15f>,114 2 ' 6,827 
Seed Oils 
Silk Yarn . 60,1LJ4 184,246 307,4-tl 125,79 

,, Manufactures 
Wool, Dyed, &c. 8±,700 7J,695 187,5:31 100,G 3 
Woollen & W rstd. Yarn 141,886 1G9,:H3 110,078 ll 1,292 

" 
l\lanufactures . 

Worsted 
" 

672,322 574,612 081,719 648,675 
----- ----- -----
1,420,173 1,360,6 l 1,707,294 1,500,631 3,143, 
'-------r------' '-----------

Average 3 years £1,499,049 

-- -

FRANCE. 
Alkali 62,731 53,657 64,493 44,878 
Animals, Horses 35,929 147,233 198,357 70,335 
Apparel 
Coal and Coke 879,360 933,868 9lo,rn5 1501,769 2,307, 
Copper, Unwrought 227,766 138,968 290,612 361,320 256,, 

,, Wrought 92,9><4 J02,922 13,571 24,2f)b 31, 
Cotton Yarn . . 242,018 l 01,506 500,552 643,812 397, 

,, Manufactures 9 7,277 756,871 1,68 ,247 2,14 ,5:23 933, 
Earthenware . 2, ,:?25 17,841 46,993 74,967 62, 
Haberdashery 9 ,647 104,50G 104,9 2 155,11~ IGO, 
Hardware. 146,906 86,985 2,041 175, 16 167, 
Iron, Pig 289,900 251,7u7 199,571 421,383 513, 

" 
Bar 66,606 29,215 7,200 16,375 29, 

" 
Railway 68,925 8,635 22,218 26,927 34, 

" 
Hoop 50, 25 38,766 22,251 57,525 90, 

" 
Tinplate 4~,038 27,135 48,683 96,373 139, 

" 
Wrought 00,863 109,129 103,963 128,012 137, 

Steel, TJnwrought 109,942 79,230 62,829 111,286 117, 
Lead 57,954 61,965 44,740 41,195 34, 
Linen Yarn 230,505 201,526 144,914 126,727 35, 

" 
Manufactures 190,8 6 203,728 161,971 189,324 176, 

l\Iacbinery, Stm. Engs. 15,821 35,145 21,414 21,248 37, 

" 
Mill Work 301,303 252,6 2 314,157 644,395 521, 

Seed Oils 184,617 ] 24,745 232,007 1:30,665 102, 
Silk Yarn . 41 ,040 264,238 364,479 1,124,172 1,058, 

" 
Manufactures 113,630 105,363 150,384 277,684 280, 

Spirits . . . . 1, ±7 1,259 5,233 1,321 1, 
Tin, Unwrought . 187,743 123,068 164,256 216,322 133,' 
Wool, Dyed, &c. 380,292 20 ,433 216,876 92, 63 114, 
Woollen & vVrstd. Yarn 539,083 293,9 2 327,749 445,776 357, 

" 
Manufactures . 551,371 875,174 1,021,678 1,134, 68 70, 

Worsted ,, 1,337,5 6 1,16 ,352 2,015,343 2,503,032 1,875,1 
Carpets. 154,044 63,231 50,065 141,117 106, 

----- -----
8,187,573 7,061,125 9,611,024 1 ,1411,41 81 1,21 ,2 
'-------v--------1 '------- -y-

A Terage 3 years . £8,286,.j7 4 
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1874 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879 1880 

217,555 10,6 2 4, 22 3,578 3,W5 1 3 
139,7 6 225,360 124,702 120,195 136.181 116.080 106,532 

26.,150 2H~845 33,062 
464,510 308,257 287,247 247,707 213,892 215,710 293,959 

0 ,936 119,194 159,770 117,:264 138,022 50,090 36,837 
72, 9G 9,388 1 3,594 93,725 07,051 56,600 46,334 

121,914 49,250 49,771 43,337 42,146 44,930 55,710 
123,919 107,623 90, 39 39,6 9 45,344 40,920 97,180 

43,934 69,:1 0 71,637 54,608 53,053 49,030 90,577 
H6,l61 2:,.,0,289 264,840 263,970 240,621 27 '\730 364,237 
107,173 295,062 332,546 262,605 241,127 203,700 223,594: 
--- ----- ----- ----- ----- ---- -----

,211 ,972 2,02.5,714 2,200,519 1,765,055 2,545,042 2,078,155 ~,254,824 
---' '- --v-------' '-------y-----_J 

£1,997,006 
ComparE!d with 60/71 7~/4 75/7 

£2,292,674:% + 53 + t + 16 
l\Iachinery ~ .Manufactures-

74,535 65, 18 0,512 87,774 7 ,348 54,610 89,403 
74,340 7,061 74,107 74,!373 85,411 104,770 172,G.J.2 

1,218 12 , .60 146,0(:7 
,870,15 1,017,730 l,604,71G 1,357,2 4 1,312,993 l,3G4,laO l,551,484 
~:24,17:3 3~7 ,:W9 4~6,017 360,781 5 0,208 484,8:W 370,205 

3,31:50 l "',930 4,582 7,012 11,626 11,000 25,475 
351,813 3:3 ,463 564:,255 419,064 497,944 447,2 0 441,005 
,030,65 1,622,601 1,030,17 1,333,194 1,31 ,561 1,147,HO 1,065,488 

45,563 56,137 64,2 6 74,309 91,6 6 82,170 91,718 
110,240 42,043 32,91D 19,729 24,211 16,460 15,74 
142,0 0 14 ,714 139,0 3 126,508 12 ,01 140,310 173,791 
209,389 296,528 268,07 272,444 223,175 184,690 251,981 

9,324 4,843 5,052 2,616 2,734 3,040 4,334 
39,402 3,7m 3,01 J 3,291 1,745 1,745 
27,227 39,625 55,610 32,071 48,110 35.500 50,402 
74-,758 4,602 121,546 102,383 93,598 80,150 82,362 

121,780 131,298 118,646 ]06,805 105,562 101, 30 ]32,524 
107,315 12] ,005 122,1 9 117, 79 122,580 123,100 134,174 

4, ,:-~G 52.111 3 ,644 30,393 24/>20 4 ,210 37,051 
55,331 203,U72 165,202 177, 00 193,326 13 ,700 122,164 

260,595 394,807 411,796 417,674 2 9,8 4 22 ,910 165,560 
22, 56 24,504 28,533 42,018 77,828 07,430 129, 79 

440,645 562,741 634,028 540,994 620,!)58 48 ,180 !")65,171 
61,094 111,299 126,192 182,694 169,962 f>3,185 125,366 

618,424 382,437 527,6 8 200,116 235,351 322,240 3:33,045 
289,688 350,554 41R,933 345,971 383,490 425,050 576,527 

1,761 2,r304 ~,626 4,282 5,608 6,J45 6,74:~ 

l 69,713 84-,163 100,14 8 ,4 6 102,730 108,390 109,338 
242,02{) 2;36,6i 130, 03 106,21 113,0 6 62, 60 63,3 2 
327,504 295,913 315,56 23:'5,609 200,719 200,1:.m 230,433 

1,12 ,460 !)6J,12~ l ,178,531 1,357,222 l ,B31,G03 l,267,042 1,440,850 
l,850,46$) 2,112,25 ] ' 72,511 1,391,662 1,354,4 u 1,443,450 1,:J76,8fi2 

124,390 123, .'57 107,83() 104,315 114,416 99,220 156,337 
--- ----- ----- ----- ----- -~-- -~---

0,287,371 10,909,724 11,373,723 9,722,151 10,023,797 9 ,629 ,902 10 ,237 ,591 __ _; '--------.....,,-------' '-------~--------' 
Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 

£10,6G8,533 £9,963,763 % + 20t-13i - .Gj 
Increase all Coal and l\Iachiner~- + 
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EXPORTS -to 

UNITED STAT"ES. 1869 1870 1871 1872 
Alkali 655,588 755,8::!8 827,051 1,250,591 
Apparel 
Bags and Sacks 
Beer and Ale . 103,158 148,40!:1 181,195 223,579 237, 
Cotton l\Ianufactures 2,450,621 2,674,697 3,504,801 3,.516,9 3 2,132,8 
Earthenware . 7:35,461 6 7,879 7:14,147 07,765 672, 
Haberdashery 75-1,806 949,352 1,513,924 1,384,807 904, 
Hardware. . 6±1,525 682,325 741,312 951,8 7 797,1 
Iron, Pig 3n5,4J5 355,6 0 594,0 6 1,012,441 693, 

" 
Bar 434,023 415,646 534,205 747,101 308,2 

,, Railway. 2.250,032 3,277,002 3,976,857 4, 63,677 2,434,1 
,, Hoop . 343,6215 388,616 409,6 6 437,363 303,5 
,, Tinplates. l ,'/44,219 1,762,914 2,075,600 2,770,332 2,745,9 

" 
\Vrought 152,994 162,244 180,005 30 ,004 443,3 

" Old 200,3 
Steel, Unwrought 513,713 5 1,034 620,537 779,878 707,6 
Lead 107,868 214,7 2 20 ,128 170,027 69,2 
Linen l\1anufactures 2.995,972 3,010,079 3,196,~40 3,611,404 2,937,0 
Jute Yarn. 

" 
Manufactures . 

Machinery, Stm. Engs. 

" 
Mill Work 487,8 

Paper 135,5 
Salt. 108,396 72,612 96,834 123,347 248,9 
Silk Manufactures 278,565 446,630 654,503 524,07.'3 316,1 
Spirits . 15,495 16,118 19,761 23,827 20,7 
Stationery 49,902 55,5 1 7 ,fl04 102,374 101,9 
Tin, Unwrought 132,123 213,849 176,0 1 141,943 210,6 
\Vool, Dyed, &c. 231,499 130,396 135,489 177,678 62,2 
\ Voollen l\1anufactures 545 54 721,426 1,022,516 1,342,222 951,6 
-worsted 

" 
2,623,30H 2,7 6,963 3,361,505 4,2 5,353 3,763,6 

Oarpets 53,796 49,30 1,0 6,638 1,17 ,815 806,9 
----- ----- ----- ----- ---
19,121,049 21,359,300 25,930,005 30,735,481 !4,264,3 
"--------·------J '-------v--

Average 3 years . .£22,136,785 

TURKEY. 
Coal and Coke 
Copper, Wrought 145,018 145,794 120,148 102,294 
Cotton Yarn . . 814,076 ' 983,152 794,900 1,065,459 

" 
l\Ianufactures . 4,502,741 4,532,336 3,591,020 4,730,511 

Iron, Bar 115,337 83,800 86,678 77,169 

" 
Railway 

Tin, Unwrought. 43,386 33,311 44,719 73,255 
Spidts . 10,802 15,651 4,799 4,610 

---- ---- ~--- ----
5,631,360 5,794,044 4,642,264 6,056,298 
'-------.....,-----.--J ..._ ____ 

Average 3 yaars . £5,354, 89 



1874 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879 1880 
,16H,fl52 0.31,687 967,181 938,05.5 879,388 992,350 1,204,891 
182,957 07,30± 74,017 51,052 5H,555 63,720 72,617 

193,838 124,022. 157,702 120,170 127,577 
24:1,3:20 210,7}.14 125,464 88,699 09,393 03,780 115,193 

1,893,472 1,H00,032 1,275,788 1,318,948 ] ,139,126 1,191,910 1,748,645 
575,390 GO ,161 5:37,9:35 019,050 5 2,018 6 ~,2~l0 H03,515 
700,2Hl 511,219 285,326 267,771 315,392 297,920 487,421 
(i48,764 553,670 350,809 322,843 301,479 335,!330 494,207 
213,97U 191,141 171,331 14.!,081 133,008 873,320 2,278,916 

74,0G4 55,608 2 ,236 56,940 43,180 155,355 472,269 
1,290,072 228,904 G,612 19, 06 7,042 241,607 1,526,092 

131,3 8 138,653 3,107 02,651 15,492 93,2±1 422,906 
2,741,126 2,541,004 1,937,203 2,074,560 1,895,263 2,768,660 3,374,010 

352,022 143,668 87,846 52,546 53,463 127,233 2Hl,589 
49,93~ 3 ,959 2:3,9 5 15,770 8,548 627,050 944,339 

503,05 3 2,667 247,606 214, 00 171,5 -! 233,985 597,072 
63, 09 6,457 . 29,022 59,08 6,265 16,028 4,0G7 

2,9 9,252 2,712,800 2,025,013 2,207,410 1,907,907 2,338,910 2,733,448 
37,134 3 ,377 25,221 19,740 70,307 

480,953 368,330 381,211 566,010 972,767 
9,429 14,020 21,676 

209,776 1 5,490 216, 94 166,608 lJ.1,26-1 179,706 416,293 
66,40-1 35,846 32,002 23,970 14,358 18,643 29,562 

164,1.J.4 177,471 158,796 144,305 14 ,198 173,195 1 3,263 • 
333,618 1 7, 34 20-!,431 121,502 110,065 146,677 218,144 

11,6:39 22,8'71 19, 50 23,407 21,286 26,981 32,08-! 
105,955 74,579 67,052 72,060 6-!,000 67,273 73,771 
264,459 7 ,471 56, 25 111,679 44,053 124,440 76,286 

82,052 82,791 14-!,205 236,5 7 24,350 49 ,540 620,289 
763,708 761,4 4 431,918 367,349 348,5 0 436,135 915,875 

2, 00,734: 2,276,165 1,547,139 1,192,70 059,457 1,045,365 1,294,356 
673,336 357,6!H 175,905 8 ,104 88,224 82,130 299,552 

----- ----- --- -----
9,293,853 15,543,501 12,032,513 11,583,087 10,155,597 14,651,714 22,950,999 __ _, '-----· ..) '-------..,. 

Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 
£13,053,034 £15,919,437 % - 28-· 35! + 22 

Pig and Old Iron and Machinery 4 

280,350 178,021 162,413 115,380 183,355 117,590 137,563 
139,249 97,665 77,739 66,972 84,872 168,862 96,021 
8113,428 693,129 652,656 586,696 1,209,547 837,565 446,085 

4,285,516 3,894,001 4,177,992 3,973,972 4,816,534 5,059,271 5,328,444 
125,043 101,390 76,299 55,215 66,717 72,119 50,030 
116,052 9,909 4,621 2,414 4,352 6,384 537 

46,002 32,252 27,503 23,900 30,630 8,427 24,776 
538 898 -- _ _.._ ___ ----- ----- ---- ----- -----

t>,886,178 5,007,265 5,179,223 4,824,549 6,396,007 6,270,218 6,083,456 __ _, 
'-------.--- _, '-------..,.-------' 

£5,003,679 
Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 

£6,249,894 % + 16t + 2 + 25 
Very good, all manufactures. 



9 

EXPORTS-to 
EGYPT. 1869 1870 1871 1872 

Apparel 114,772 113,4-14: 103,877 91 922 
Coal and Coke 
Oopp~r, Wrought 10-±,030 99,816 90,547 78,205 
Cut ton Yarn . . 628,279 796,422 463,292 679,792 

" 
Manufactures 4,703,157 5,350,125 3,639,698 3,57H,061 

Ilaberda1ohery 2;36,0 5 233,434: 237,261 24 ,306 
Iron, Railmty 47,6G8 21,109 139,293 152,266 
Machinery, 8tm. Eugs. 107,070 224,332 34 ,074 2.J:J,122 

" 
Mill Work 100,024 91,317 296,976 16-±,859 

Silk Manufadures 18B,970 206,211 153,690 113,791 
Stationery . 55,185 49,598 29,115 28,469 

----- ----- -----
6,280,240 7,185,808 5,501,823 
'-------y--------..J 

Average 3 years . .£6,322,624 

- -----------

BRITISH NORTH 
AMERICA. 

Apparel 157,470 202,687 267,257 265,652 245, 
Cotton Manufactures 610,804 8 7,765 852,550 878,871 917 
Earthenware . 105,627 112,240 128,718 132,829 118, 
Haberdashery 670,471 869,730 1,031,955 1,116,238 1,099 
lfardwa.re . 1 7,048 227,335 285,490 295,848 243 
Irou, Pig- 201 

Bar 229,004 291,7!)9 346,280 547,209 402 
,, Railway 189,838 346,242 544,835 904,031 702 
,, Hoop 101,080 125,230 173,889 249,111 175, 
,, Tinplates 72,381 74,900 lOH,463 142,791 117 
,, Wrought 137,400 190,722 243,321 396,013 376, 

Linen Manufactures 120 
Salt . 39,028 41,974 43,335 38,028 51 

eed Oils 48,034 66,447 70,933 65,893 54 
Silk Manufactures 22,017 24,497 40,131 62,833 
i-:pirits 22,920 25,180 26,892 28,425 
Stationery . 
Sugar, Refined 
Woollen Manufactures 270,286 388,268 481,158 555,048 
·worsted ,, 218,660 335,174 349,149 419,648 
Carpets 59,388 81,932 91,854 101,783 

----- ----- ----- -----
3,141,456 4,292,132 5,087,210 6,200,851 
'------v- '-

Average 3 years . £4,173,599 

BRITISH 
POSSESSIONS. 

Apparel 142,900 186,775 26fl,957 434,814 
Beer and Ale . 86,994 
Coal and Coke 

89,007 106,243 102,491 

----- ----- ---- ----
Carried forward 



10 

1874 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879 1880 
9,291 111,709 11,807 5,926 3,182 5,797 
6,282 402,124 323,852 282,268 268,300 247,740 314,709 

56,281 48,719 30,897 29,305 26,766 40,098 96,859 
3,772 126,383 149,747 - 183,963 181,870 154,834 141/l '"3 

73,006 1,419,798 1,273,486 1,279,304 1,059,544 1,246,123 1,758,083 
11,530 17,424 6,116 11,377 19,933 7,531 
47,970 65,881 9,114 8,708 25,164 19,692 32,291 
04,879 20,197 31,146 14,011 38,196 26,314 53,916 

7,995 77,615 55,710 43,363 75,064 66,735 149,665 
5 G 15 

4,649 4,800 
----- ----- ----- ----- ---- -----

'6,241 2,294,674 l,81H,875 1,858,225 1,698,019 1,814,864 2,547,206 
~---~---v----~--~ ~------.------J 

Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 
£2,014,925 £2,020,030 °/o - 68 - 46! + t 

~~'I bad, all manufactur~. 

84,8U 287,050 233,321 203,01 8 1 O,C4G 13±,700 129,039 
44,000 1,024,0 7 690,356 820,±8-! GUO, '63 5:H,600 665,300 
29,250 102,512 89,8±1 95,488 92,5 4 65,730 79,093 

4,'71 8 1,06-!,458 816,0ll 857,258 806,035 714,440 743,6-±n 
66,779 265,077 162,891 167,34-5 134,059 1J0,7t!O 1.50,004 
03,.J.05 152,745 87,140 65,67~ 69,016 7U,:360 177,421 
15,55:3 20 ,683 176,2G7 219,95G 148,774 153,310 24 ,4:31 
l,Ma 917,637 525,2 '2 302,060 25 ,!).J.!) 393, 170 6:23,li:J 

6±,GU5 117,082 112,079 120, 62 83,488 05,JlO l::l5,noa 
10,108 l l ,004 103,3-H l 5, ;~G 95,246 107,700 221,245 
6,567 247,5:25 172,134: 177,'106 1.21,427 119,180 160,7±5 

59,406 174,626 ]57,532 165,118 149,348 108,410 183, 37 
30,667 34,5():2 2 ,342 25, 07 37, 100 41,440 56,154 
87,182 70,GOU 27,565 52,942 44,112 57,950 44,401 
00,509 73,032 83,882 8fl,855 81,H3G 50,960 84,082 
31,~81 33,7 3 34-,GOO 41,517 34,311 31,916 33,756 
50,377 48,308 45,14() 42,326 34, 79 30,370 37,449 

487, ()8 452,H95 367,704 150,390 ]42,008 
O,G39 635,144 474,9G3 539,505 462,793 342,940 509,748 

20,256 5G3,G48 531,471 613,097 475,857 338,896 44-7,847 
2.J.,831 15-1,795 111,982 141,554 110,3.J.2 94,080 129,205 
-- ----- ---- ·---- -------- ----

24,506 

427,528 
121,055 
2UD,218 

6,29.J.,266 5,152,104 5,385,497 4,496,459 3,751,732 4,992,489 
\__ _; \__--------,------~ 

Compiued with 69/71 72/11 75/7 
.£5,610,622 £4,413,560 °/o + 5~ - 27-21 t 

All manufn.cture0n~rell$e on 1869/71 1 and improving in 1880 

022,781 
104,H09 
170,778 

529,2 0 
102,080 
180,908 

431,!361 
105,55D 
153,680 

715,527 
101,741 
226, 91 

986,660 1,007,488 
111 ,47') 93,189 
159,434 186,345 
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EXPORTS to 
BRITISH 

POSSESSIONS-cont. 1869 1870 1871 187 2 
Brought forward . 

Cotton Manufactures . 
Haberdashery 
Hardwn.re .• 
I ron, Railway 

" 
Wrought . 

Leather, Boots & Shoes 
Linen Manufactures 
Saddlery 

Average 3 years . . 

INDIA, STR AITS 
SETTLEMENTS, 
AND CEYLON. 

Apparel . . . . . 
Beer and Ale 
Coal and Coke . . . 
Copper, Unwrought 

,, Wrought . . 
Cotton Yarn . . . 

,, Manufactures 
Earthenware . . 
Hu.b rdashery 
Hardware. . 
Iron, Bar . . 

,, Railway 
,, Hoop . 
,, Wrought 

Lead . 
Linen .l\lanufactures • 
Machinery, Stm. Eng~. 

,, Mill Work 
Paper . . . . 
Saddlery . . . . 
Salt. . . . . . . 
Silk 1\lauufactures . · . 
Stationery . . . . . 
W ool1en M annfactures 
v;.rorsted 

" 

A ~er age 3 years. 

1,809,431 2,016,182 2,197,390 2,606,335 
573,518 673,694 728,451 850,368 

27,146 44,724 45,D66 H3,020 

123,483 127,916 94,200 107,808 
20,314 21,050 28,337 61,214 

2,783,786 3,159,348 3,471,544 
~ T-~---~ '--~~~~~~-

£3,138,226 

41,637 59,762 64,967 82,034 114,6 
562,321 576,960 492, 5 522,593 566,2 
259,870 257,719 344,137 604,026 585,.t 
271,854 92,302 27,345 16,429 18,2 
704,325 368,943 244,569 160,811 146,2 

2,012,857 2,190,021 1,713,929 1,906,208 2,078,7 
10,463,201 12,724,264 12,903, 97 13,362,958 :4,560,8 

100,394 96,337 82,059 7 ,224 77,1 
123,934 152,101 197,429 266, 03 2 7,5 
221,315 230,204 210,554 261,040 223,1 
329,188 235,544 221,856 186,554 284,8 
805,039 1,153,446 234,203 1 1,.201 2 2, 
263,510 175,950 179,913 276,474 292, 
378,058 539,851 403,375 388,758 320,1 
87,185 65,6 3 60,266 64,690 32,8 
80,053 90,821 41,999 65,163 83,5 

268,326 96,327 210,251 173,003 319, 
174,915 213,447 192,992 261,220 573,1 
13i,634 106,441 108,781 133,231 154,4 
32,234 35,004 28,349 33,431 33, 

lHl,388 90,563 138,432 172,351 218,61 
10,028 22,729 30,676 45,3 3 149,1 
46,225 45,903 44,692 66,112 68,9 

260,315 234,625 150,825 168,174 218, 
108,387 129,741 82,137 151,577 119, 

17,862,193 19,984,688 18,500,518 19,528,508 21,821,2 
'--------T-------..J '------..,,..--

£18,782,466 
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1874 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879 
. 

1880 

2,229,854 2,031,636 2,367,863 2,246,428 2,144,700 2,027,416 2,223,373 
940,019 786,978 616,179 582,714 666,666 693,662 712,695 

126,398 164,494 199,316 
75,125 45,757 82,482 

149,749 185,452 186,134 200,055 165,939 215,809 243,383 
302,161 364,422 417,603 

t-9,963 93,402 91,605 70,008 58,066 64,7~0 62,055 
75,879 74,4 6 66,413 52,530 94,442 1?2,008 161,744 

--- ---- ---- ---- ----
4,333,285 3,970,417 4,140,462 3,842,335 4,677,656 4,985,922 5,380,673 

__ ...J 
'------·-v-------...J '-------i-------...J 

Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 
.£3,984,405 .£5,017,750 °lo+60+15 + 25 

Very good, all manufactures. 

122,235 115,360 104,206 108,243 97,689 94,651 95,345 
575,070 549,303 52 ,538 47 ,54 341,067 319,740 322,447 
5!13,257 454,278 456,763 494,449 355,925 362,434 406,550 

3 ,153 24,844 41,4f.13 56,700 94,65fl 78,445 80,701 
21 ,818 3 4,36 343,136 381,5 9 329,663 301,15:{ 460,72t:S 

2,720,599 2,301,507 2,19 ' 55 2,425,270 2,237,421 2,029,877 3,0!_?x,642 
15,447,956 15,025,059 14,412,182 15,972,950 14,0 2,192 13,767,609 19,711,158 

ll0,913 101,378 107,426 127,873 105,708 93,344 115,309 
320,036 3ll ,A05 242,236 272, 56 254-, 44 233,833 303, 75 
307,4 0 296,250 2 1,400 319, '81 201,4 7 2f54,460 341,324 
426,610 437,6 3 356,050 369,709 256,656 222,333 3 9,079 
521,292 350,445 4.53, 91 6 5,H23 703,682 524,457 983,517 
370,202 394,029 369,029 341,602 296,932 294,471 409,366 
495,936 482,6 0 475,370 545,420 504,448 524,448 640,5) 1 

46,705 50,711 51,579 63,0JD 74,744 59,378 53,914 
f.17,722 65,739 5 ,696 69,G27 71,33.5 51,593 62,605 

384,596 434,536 247,113 423,045 661,427 296,865 553,556 
706,445 1,110,279 61D, 70 676, 55 570, 25 297,296 375,678 
156,355 142,302 120,449 164,908 144,649 145,249 275,421 

a3,737 39,250 32,250 31,961 31,761 31 ,996 35,579 
220,158 248,542 146,3 4 115,392 14 ,764 177,713 172,330 
36J,023 2:n,320 173/309 2m,010 412, 54 263,574 364,927 
77, 76 2,057 75, 59 n2,501 2,oos 87,700 100,973 

237,660 299,121 2150,234 265,609 206,433 257,922 386,432 
106,869 130,573 105,089 104,428 111,313 95,783 130,010 

24,796,066 24,063,609 22,251,416 24,885,428 22,429,083 20,866,324 29,782 020 
~--~...J '---~-~-y-~----...J ~~~--~-v--~~---...J 

Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 
£23,733,484 £24,359,142 % + 29i + 10~ + 2! 

Very good. Continued Increase. 



EXPORTS t;o 

CHINA AND 
HONG KONG. 

Votton Yarn . 

Le~d 
Manufactures 

Woollen l\Ianufacturea 
Worsted 

" 

Average 3 years . 

AUSTRALIA. 
Apparel . . . 
Bags and Sacks 
Beer and Ale 
Cotton Manufactures 
Earthenware . 
Haberdashery 
Hardwn.re . 
Iron, Thr . 

11 Railway 
,, Hoop 
,, Tinplates 
,, Wrought 

Le11d 
LeaLher, Boots & Shoes 

,, Sundries 
Lin n l\f anufa.ctures 
Machinery, tm. Eng-s. 

,, Mill Work. 
Paper 
Saddlery 
Seed Oils 
Silk l\fo.nufactures 
~pirits 
Stationery . 
·woollen l\lanufactures 
vVorsted II 

Carpets . 

Average 3 years 

SPA t N , CAN AR.JES, 

13 

1869 1870 1871 18 7 2 
363,078 701,778 498,736 594,lH 

5,692,009 6,183,016 6,511,994 6,373,llJ 
325,643 .236,335 176,151 135,468 
255,092 263,188 208,693 300,58) 

1,289,525 874,370 714,331 1 ,92! 

7,925,347 8,258,687 8,109,E)05 
'--~----·-v-----·-.J 

£ 8,097,980 

1,176,061 

471 ,294 
9 6,4 8 
130,314 

813,624 

369,741 
6 1,152 

790,340 1,077,055 

1,171,27 L 
418,333 
141 ,557 
171 ,5:20 
36-!,6 4 

53,JH7 
451, 77 

46,601 
78:2 262 

40:888 
282,567 

4:,429 
1!)7,3 6 
277,0 4 
129, 8 

63,507 
65,712 
M,6±1 
Do,054 

427,059 
738,4n7 

78,121 

80,8 4 
86:2 873 
33 :n.12 
100,20-* 
06,442 

225,0~3 
82 8:29 

2 8
1

713 
40,626 

535,503 
33,UH4 

JU3,13G 
125, 164 
176,230 
205,412 
117,666 

30,8U6 
49,055 
35,7 5 
81,776 

272,227 
4!53,408 

58,663 

324,021 
774:,753 

83,698 
861,331 
323,447 
110,265 
149,678 
254,774 
137,878 
312,2.J.6 

3G,±19 
ot>2,203 

20,567 
1 7,403 

64,4:92 
111, 18 
210,5 1 
H0,144 
60,215 
47 263 
3u:o42 
73,2HO 

200,430 
48f>,143 

47,435 

8,UOl,6 2 6,371,55 6,408,954 
1.....-------y--------' 

£7,227,308 

359,70l 
1,154,72 

136,113 
1,326,738 
47215~ 
269; 26 
201,13'; 
461,15~ 
188,090 
511,110 

30,106 
606,56.5 

27,286 
27a,4: 9 

9..t.,25 
Hi4,773 
313 73"' 
lJ :31 

70,700 
91,800 
50,22 

104, 8 
387, o~ 
726,904 

67,52(1 

& SPANISH COLONIES. 
Coal and Coke 
C0tt. ~fs. Philipne. Isld. 
Hardware. 

Carried forward 

299,480 
621,865 

63,529 

341,002 
520,100 

74,590 

33D,851 
256,050 

02,637 

570,28C 
202,77f 
102,40( 

528,9 
1,10:3,5 
210,3~ 

1,505,l 
54:8,3 
221,9 
505,2 
500,G 
l 57,1 
665,8 

42,71 
677,4 

41,4 
340 3 
136,2 
272,0· 
367,9 
17·!,3.., 

6U,91 
146,21 

54-,6 
135,8f) 
538, 
79 ,0 
110,76 
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1874 1875 1878 1877 1878 ·1s79 1880 
800,951 735,735 569,0110 785,3G5 450,030 5 6,407 864,362 

4,760,0 2 5,004,27i5 5,026,070 4,407,D 0 3,086,0;14 4,807, 35 5,259,932 
202,196 :H6,723 '225,778 322,5.% 16~,:366 87,767 169,146 
140,3 5 243,062 2 3,040 280,728 302,369 2 l,000 291,699 
690,878 861,121 GG0,457 900,679 7 0,928 839,636 920,905 

--- -- ---- ----- ----- ---- ----- -----
6,603,492 7,360,91() 6,765,305 6.700,337 5,6:S ,0 6 6,602,735 7,496,314 __ ....) 

'-------v------ --_J '- -------y---- ____ _, 
Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 

£6,942,186 £t1,5H6,012 % -1 £-7t-5 
Contiuued decrea ~~ merica or Hus ia : imprc.ving in 1B80. 

1,411 ,286 1,461,754 1,467,009 1,536,J 58 1,666,Ul 1,417,510 1,352,611 
4,273 103,861 76,463 56 462 48,547 

557,744 45 ,508 475,608 4 7,5 5 453,0 0 526, lu6 395,511 
1,201,117 1,193,9 6 1,248,54--! 1,442,890 1,503,500 n77,735 1,350,876 

16:3,762 197, 98 232,310 20a,54G 1 f.1,9..J.8 2rn,G54 167,871 
1,702,361 1,432,992 l,llG,784 1,067,7 7 1,003,:326 56,070 959, 60 

618,802 67 ,722 56 ,607 5.J-5,008 607,40 449,726 411 ,035 
299,492 31 ,9 6 202,979 256,62.S 260,452 105,407 214, 86 

J,117,407 810,113 319,201 604,061 576,040 419,308 613,874 
526,655 766,876 675,535 733,417 729,250 4 7,237 670,116 

83,3,13 791,2~4 95,576 97,131 67, 09 46,333 95,723 
751,556 773,615 745,001 816,399 7 9,660 742,0 6 694,829 

61,895 67,Hl 4 ,071 53,2 9 69,112 4 ,9 9 33,619 
556,902 595,290 614,573 631 ,757 576,140 5±3,814 429,857 

41,326 49,460 58,373 68,113 63,270 89,6 3 87,906 
339,936 355,758 206,754 346,622 300,164 277,195 326,224 
2 J,646 28:3,399 209,371 270,93:3 303,092 20-t, 74 267,462 
381,516 357,790 315,500 330,796 39o,3nn 321,087 323,081 
329,083 439,627 408,876 3D3,l'i0 454,277 463,268 457,645 
203,628 202,805 177,426 14-2,214 155,635 119,032 94,926 

88,385 94,751 57, 96 9 ,438 05,388 69,192 94,908 
194,555 231,040 296,282 268,517 314,968 224,629 204,922 

56,526 138,839 168,454 195,523 215,819 227,974 264,812 
12 ,386 140,702 148,204 133,718 140,972 146,984 146,001 
648,228 555,227 481,943 527,567 532,585 427,629 395,624 
737,740 546,404 652,038 646,594 651,201 469,173 544,304 
124,641 103,457 108,623 135,125 165,843 122,848 112,291 ---- ---- ----- ----- ---- ---- -----

12,611,818 12,302,390 11,174,801 12,235,844 12;532,542 10,180,955 10,759,331 

582,469 
221,555 
104,536 

'-------v-------_J '--------.,----__ _, 

£11,904,345 

530,796 
632,362 
104,500 

460,841 
505,603 
123,574 

479,639 
813,348 
109,063 

Oompared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 
£11,157,609 % + 54! = -6-t 

416,204 
548,465 

95,287 

Improving again, 1880. 

440,520 
359,351 

91,108 

469,551 
708,605 
107,041 ----- ----- ---- -~-- --~- ----- -----
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EXPORTS t;o 

SPAIN, CANARIES, 
1870 1871 1878 & SP. COLNS.-cvnt. 1869 1872 

Brought forward . 
Hardware, Spanish W.I. 
Iron, Railway 

,, Hoop 
,, Wrought 

Jute, Yarn 
Linen ,, 

,, Manufactures . 
,, ,, Sp."\V.Inds. 

Machinery, Stm. Engs. 
,, Mill Work 

Seed Oils 
Carpets. 

Average 3 years 

49,544 
106,102 

73 632 
51:558 

633,821 
87,606 

320,476 
27,787 
45,614 
99,237 
12,686 

99,338 
134,236 

50,160 
73,972 

646,288 
11 ,316 
779, 40 

35,153 
97,920 
70,928 
18,707 

131,879 
136,319 

56,857 
72,462 

676,552 
147, 93 
839,851 

39,4 7 
143,611 

54,661 
31,28 

150,445 
130,19~ 

96,79' 
107,04" 

660,05~ 
141,23~ 
832,286 
102,459 
195,78" 
3B,23~ 
28,266 

2,492,937 3,060,559 3,019,39S 3,359,273 3,185,7 
'-------.-------' '------

£,2,857,631 

PORTUGAL, AZORES, 
AND MADEIRA. 

Cotton Manufactures 
Linen ,, 
Spirits . . . . . . 
Woollen Manufactures . 

Average 3 years 

ITALY. 
Coal and Coke 
Oopper, Wrought 
Cotton Yarn . . 

,, Manufactures 
Iron, Bar 

,, Railway. 
,, Hoop. 

J_,inen Yarn 
,, Manufactures 

Machinery, Stm. Engs. 
,, Mill Work. 

Seed Oils 
Sugar, Refined . . . 
Woollen Manufactures . 
Worsted 

" 

Average 3 years 

891,744 
30,937 
36,96!-) 
37,622 

981,653 
32,163 

8,976 
41,2 5 

802,471 1,088,20~ 
38,06;) 49,00~ 

1 445 18,119 
48:25 50,70~ 

---- ----- ----- ---- ----
997,272 1,064,077 940,237 1,206,03~ 1,236,4 

'--------..-----' '--------. 
£1,000,529 

342,779 377,177 387,593 704,479 
57,801 70,780 50,603 70,37: 

1,1 6,354 866,719 86 ,537 909,35. 
1,595,651 1,1 5,468 1,209,075 1,2~4,65 

291,554 249,612 256,823 207,57 (1 

155,830 130,006 

188,474 
329,813 

134,733 

323,250 
606,604: 

129,oL 

336,548 
554,56~ 

4,130,160 3,398,049 3,846,218 4,137,14E 5,614,7 .___ ____ '"V' ______ _, '---

£3,791,476 
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1874 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879 1880 

86,769 132,933 78,780 120,705 97,301 81,326 101,255 
293,116 117,872 169,057 160,157 178,857 93,990 103,475 

94:,346 80,975 87,723 71,620 6±,027 46,103 62,491 
147,093 95,109 97,989 73,585 101,843 96,584 113,483 

104,266 97,272 . 86,751 102,711 89,905 
614,641 513,894 551,762 46-1,817 366,559 282,284 291,427 
101,875 104,308 96,212 96,388 95,747 100,218 108,977 
466,136 783,129 321,653 295,228 282,740 263,655 213,895 

75,282 72,424 92, 3 95,576 95,779 170,367 132,410 
224,4 5 293,091 287,646 302,695 197,531 226,275 2 9,062 

42,105 7 ,166 231,844 115,271 60, 68 29,065 32,046 
31,465 31,458 55,996 33,577 35,234 34,133 44,064 

----- ----- ----- ------ ---- -----
3,0 5,873 3,571,017 3,265,834 3,328,941 2,723,193 2,417,690 2,867,687 

.---' '---------..------~ '--------.-----~ 

Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 
.£3,388,597 £2,669,857 %-6{--17-21 

Manufactures decreasing, Machinery increasing_: 

l ,047,U68 1,008,334 931,369 927,252 804,021 656,085 813,443 
40,630 41,316 37,692 36,075 3 ,952 27,915 33,799 

3,446 815 2,659 7,931 5,272 4,442 6,251 
43,757 36,9!:H 34,193 34,126 37,540 26,326 20,491 

----- ----- ----- ---- ----- ----
1,135, 10 1,0 7,396 1,005,913 1,005,3 4 8 5,785 714,76 879,984 

--' '---------.-----...../ '-- ~ 

£1,032, 98 
Compared with 09/71 72/4 75/7 

£826, 46 % -17~-30!-20 
Continued decrea e. 

833,147 645,899 63 ,235 518,523 510,968 569,020 628,790 
59,735 56,029 57,707 45,090 40,245 2 ,520 29,539 

1,163,631 1,302,492 1,253,791 1,126,940 781,077 542,590 495,765 
1,097,256 1,329,352 1,349,665 1,270,552 1,069,037 941,030 881,482 

216,479 231,329 197,4158 171,429 110,735 97,070 99,583 
192,922 ] 32,370 155,863 79,607 127,511 198,~20 196,509 
117,102 132,768 J J6,7l3 114,732 111,549 92,300 132,538 

44,934 52,566 34,413 73,342 63, 30 49,770 45,697 
110,192 125,765 103,727 100,667 108,5 3 87,250 88,196 
186,685 169,638 151,273 156,705 57,399 101,890 247,598 

231,570 188,570 219,532 
172,061 114,940 149,907 29 ,394 250,133 130,830 217,793 

252,603 266,729 191,324 208,350 228,717 
109,425 204,408 253,552 2:33,660 186,165 176,5 0 227,799 
362,043 496,442 522,688 370,784 342,637 372,380 326,9±6 

- --- ----- ---- ---- ----- ----- -----
4,66fi,612 4,993,098 5,237,595 4,817,154 3,951,193 3,779,970 4,066,484 
----' '---------r----- --.....1 '--------v------ .-J 

£5,016,249 
Compared with 69/71 72/4 75/7 

£3,9:i2,540 + 3~ -1 - 21 ~ 
Manufact ur s leEs, ~l achin ery and C0al rnor • 
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EXPORTS-to 

BRAZIL. 1869 1870 1871 1872 
Coal and Coke 136,764 154,225 197,119 313,410 
Cotton Manufactures 3,926,713 2,652,505 2,911,544 3,426,294 
:Earthenware . 110,072 99,3:37 82,723 101,775 
Hardware. 246,523 234,44-2 22 ,9HO 273,903 
Iron, Railway. 29,448 45,429 151,519 181,087 

" 
Wrought 

Linen Manufactures 345,139 217,195 257,709 291,318 
Jute 

" l\Iachy., Steam Engs. 27,719 73,637 5] ,522 86,409 

" 
Mill Work. 

Seed Oils 18,516 24,730 28,853 36,022 
Woollen Manufactures. 221,420 170,834 140,061 15 , 76 

----- ----
5,062,314 3,672,324 4,050,010 4, 69,094 i,726,5 

'-------...,..------' L-----.,--

Average 3 years £4,261,549 

--~-----

JAPAN. 
Cotton Yarn . 416,043 505,521 549, 65 737,510 

" 
Manufactures 372,880 57J,545 490,836 454, 62 

Woollen 
" Worsted 
" 

180,704 85,210 74, 76 134,082 
---- ----

978,636 1,252,276 J,124,577 
'------- -y-------' 

Average 3 years .£1,118,406 

AUSTRIA, &c. 
Cotton Yarn . 154,319 224,842 ]75,974 ]52,539 

" 
Manufactures 29.'3,233 299,633 229,042 4 ,141 

Iron, Railway 207, 42 323,682 lti7,517 76,722 
Seed Oils . . 124,607 10 ,360 ]40,636 ll7,128 

-------
780,001 9 6,520 74'.?,169 

'---------v--------' 

£826,230 

DENMARK 
Coal and Coke 242,876 302,940 201,617 470,419 579,10$ 
Iron, Railway 178,560 
Danish West Indie · :-

Linen Manufactures. 73,827 134,645 62,987 42, 73 29,4 
Sugar, Refined 

---- --- --- --- ----
316,703 437,585 354,604 13,202 787,105 
'------.-----J '-----

£360,631 £656,851 
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1874 1875 1876 1877 1878 1879 1880 
39G,6-:1:8 29-±,288 217,3-!7 208,774 209,1 7 167,710 204,723 

2,954,4 0 3,309,1 8 2, 14,032 2,679,100 2,403,044 2,639,650 3,237,595 
118,493 84,2 9 116, 19 133,636 111,000 105,580 112,260 
273,030 2 3,613 257,172 242,635 221,152 230,:390 274,999 
268,6ol 13U,773 175,59:2 171,555 112,697 196,926 145,029 
181,993 158,175 154,468 296,75!) 280,578 259,-!27 223,40 
Hl8,U06 11:)6,193 15 ,715 140,253 15 ,372 141,:230 123,02-! 

66,763 62,1 9 65,412 6 ,760 152,128 
95,379 66,417 110,977 51,506 93,718 90,420 105, 32 

138,227 115,790 171,7 9 
27,436 29,385 27,812 30, 94 32,334 28,210 34,947 

171,467 162,300 155,521 121,242 103,183 89,650 81,224 
----- --- ----- --~- ----- ----- -----
4,687,513 4,724,621 4,255,218 4,138,543 3,928,904 4,133,743 4,866,95 

'-------v-----____,J ~------.,-----__J 

Compared with 69/71, 72/-!, 75/7 
£4,372,794 £±,309,868 % + l-k-9~-l~ 

Manufactures less, l\Iachinery more. 

350,774 684,466 702,948 615,817 984,841 944,171 1,130,604 
275,7 2 60 ,037 625,513 424,105 647,916 76:~,273 78,156 

28,823 53,252 45,G07 185,6 5 104,790 9, 00 156,528 
7 ,311 342,323 174,332 186,324 206,834 270,764 255,366 

---- ----- ----- - --- ---- ----- -----
733,600 1,688,078 1,548,400 1,411,931 1,944,381 2,068,008 2,420,654 __ ....) --. ----- ....) '------ --.,-- ___ ____; 

Compared with 69/71, 72/4, 75/7 
£1,540,470 £2,144,348 % + U2 + 10-:1: + 38 

V ry go.9d : no machiner : ontinuous increase. 

199,107 138,054 121,971 220,653 133,883 1 6,450 93,184 
234,234 219,451 178,328 176,986 154,513 ] 7,466 79,013 

80,127 7 ,470 116,313 172,177 66,927 46,716 60,673 
---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---

513,40 435,975 416,612 569, 16 355,323 420,632 232,870 
---' ~------.-------1 '----------..,-------' 

Compared with 69/71, 72/4, 75/7 
£474,134 .£336,27 5 % - 59 - 37 - 29 

Dying out under high tariff 

523,138 458,594 407,353 37 ,398 312,985 311,320 349,852 
119,006 59,717 43,594 22,225 29,772 29,720 1,903 

2 ,012 39,322 30, 90 30,1 6 35,794 28,470 13,449 
150,592 193,607 166,164 175,600 212,655 

--- --- --- --- --- ----
670,156 557,633 632,429 624,416 544,715 545,110 577, 50 

-' \...._ '-~-------v----__....) 

Compared with 69/71, 72/4, 75/7 
£60J,82G £555, 05 + 56-15-k-8 



EXPORTS -to 
SWEDEN AND 

NORWAY 1869 1870 1871 1872 
Ooal and Coke . . . 
Iron, Railway 

1:29,029 
35,211 

178,279 
27,985 

193,465 405, 46 
91,406 133,134 

V\Toollen Manufactures. 

GREECE 
Cotton Manufactures 

CONTINENTAL 
EUROPE. 

Russia . 
Germany 
Holland. 
B~lgium. 
France . . . . 
Tlll'hey in Europe 

and Asia 
Spain, &c. . . 
Portugal, &c. . 
Italy . 
Austria, &c. . 
Denmark . . . . 

weden and Norway 
Greece . . . . 

--- --- ---
164,240 206,264 284,871 

--.-------' 

£218,458 

3 Years' Average. 
1869/71 1872/74 1875/77 1878/80 
4,499,206 5, 96,7 6 4,214, 14 5,37-1,014 

19,630,641 22,260,469 15,8 2,047 13,125,022 
9,980,074 12,514, 96 ,057,239 6,385,405 
l,4tl9,049 2,285,423 1,997,096 2,292,674 
8,286,574 11,551,683 10,668,533 9,903,763 

5,355, 89 6,139,741 5,003,679 6,249,894 
2, 57,631 3,210,644 3,3 ,51)7 2,669,857 
1,000,529 1,192,778 1,032, 98 826,846 
3,7!H,476 4, 05, 50 5,010,249 3,932,549 

26, ... 30 552,520 47+,134 311,275 
369,631 656, 51 604, 26 555,8~5 
21 ,458 1,152,HiO 1,132,497 G 0,491 

543,5 5 481,612 519,726 

Two years 

---- ---- ---- ---- % 
.£58,315,3 72, 763,386 57 ,064,221 52,912,411- 9t -27~ - 8. 

COLONIES. 
India, &c. . . . 
Australia . . . 
Canada . . . . 
British Possessions 

only as indicated 

1869/71 1872/74 1875177 1878/80 
18,7 2,466 22,048,604 23,733,4 4 ~4,359,142 

7,227,398 11,153,657 11,904,345 11,157,609 
4) 73,599 6,05:.l,190 5,610,622 4,413,560 

3,138,226 4,360,650 3,084,405 5,017,750 
---- ---- ----- --- % 

£33,321,689 43,624,101 45,~32,856 44,048,061+3()- 31-! 
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1874 1875 1876 1877 
766,382 750,829 639,937 628,032 
716,317 470,644 319,426 439,375 

71,262 77,986 
--- --- --- ---
1 ,482,69~ 1,221,473 1,030,625 1,145,393 

'- I 
_, 

£1,132,497 

551,157 528,553 503,430 442,854 
_ __J '------v----__J 

43,585 £491,612 

1878 1879 1880 
511,208 463,300 583,299 
162,531 89,809 51,489 
49,978 42,963 86,895 

--- --- ----
723,717 596,072 721,683 
'----. _, 

Compared with 69/71, 72/4, 75/8 
.£680,491 + 214- 41- 40 

560,262 523,044 475,871 
'-------v------' 

Compared with 72/4, 75/7 
£519,726-4 + 5t 
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Average of 3 Years ln<'.rease or Decrease 1878, 
comparen wiU1 

1869/71 1872/74 1875/77 1878/80 1869171 1872/74 187 
Value Quan. Value Quan Value 

£ £ £ £ % % % % % 
1,037,324 2,678,801 2,240,039 2,126,430 + 38 + 61 -20t + 33 - 5 

imals, Horses 221,455 187,405 208,432 270,557 +22! +44! +30 

par el 2,434,706 3,244,586 2,993,836 3,182,093 +30! - 2 + 6 

1,800,264 1,527,771 1,562,340 1,261,531 -30 -17! -19 

gs and Sacks . 1,014,347 1,764,287 1,328,153 1,481,586 + 46 -16 + llt 

er and Ale. 1,874,967 2,318,546 1,971,552 1,750,247 - 6! -24! -llt 
oks, Printed . 675,146 900,596 898,226 938,425 +39 + 4 + 4! 

303,453 512,683 473,023 347,132 + 15 -32 -26 

304,554 277,445 232,892 243,207 -20 -13 + Rt 

189,381 210,668 175,075 149,555 -21 -29 -14 

727,425 943,919 802,804 763,069 + 4i -19 - 5 

rriages, Rail w. 474,097 322,306 371,362 200,321 -58 -38 -46 

105,472 81,827 76,075 57,281 -46 -28 -22 

1,419,667 1,919,246 2,006,660 2,094,886 +47! + 9 + 4-k 

5,606,938 11,872,351 8,798,304 7,634,136 + 34 +45k +35! +28 -13 

per, Wrought 3,036,422 3,223,455 3,076,558 3,166,297 + 4t +17t - l! +35! - 3 

350,112 375,659 289,632 299,093 -14! -20! + 3 

tton Yarn . . 14,613,169 15,707,496 12,714,902 12,338,304 -15! +28 -2lt T St - 3 

Manufcs. 55,836,329 61,539,272 56,819,868 56,134,315 + t +24 - 8! +llt - P -4 

1,739,329 1,925,998 1,725,966 1,805,925 + 4-k - 6t + 4i 

988,452 1,306,836 1,170,296 1,488,120 +50 +14 + - 1 

865,276 1,216,205 945,852 818,036 - 5i + 15 -32! -14! -13t 

berdashery 4,933,737 6,452,178 4,166,721 3,773,879 -23 -40 - 9~ 

4,302,690 4,810,233 3,695,497 3,273,639 -24 -~~ -12 

568,590 890,314 1 051,102 999,911 +75~ + 12~ 5 

n and Steel . 23,786,318 34,994,014 22,210,915 22,046,653 - 7;i + 3! -40 + li - .a 
4 

980,846 831,779 848,379 600,789 -38~ -28~ -27i - 5 -29! 

ther,tan'd.&c. 1,239,943 1,553,718 1,630,276 1,613,104 +30 +52 + 3! + 6t -

hoes 
Boots & 

1,327,918 1,592,981 1,416,731 1,303,437 - 2 - 2~ -18 -16 - 8 

2,261,344 1,94:4,903 1,532,015 1,088,471 -52 -51t -44 -40 -2() 

Manufacs. 7,279,337 7,556,706 6,241,908 5,608,917 ·-23 -27-l -26 5t - 10 ' 

195,393 237,831 223,700 205,689 + 5~ -14 - 8 

Manufacs .. 852,487 1,581,137 1,503,552 1,933,621 + 127 +22 +28 

1,982,855 2,927,231 2,192,824 2,466,633 +24~ -15~ + 13 

Mill 3,494,300 6,407,714 5,484,512 5,545,045 +SD -lRj !- 1 
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Average of 3 Year::> Increase or Decrease in 1878/80 
compared with 

1869/71 1872/74 1875177 1878/80 1869/71 1872/74 
Value Quan. Value Qnan. 

£ £ £ £ % % % % 
144,529 162,029 117 ,887 72,359 - 50 - 34 - 55 - 41 

al Manuf. 633,557 965,379 1,079,745 1,008,359 + 61 

, Wrought 2,122,526 3,505,298 3,120,215 2,597,420 + 22 + 35, 26 + 5 -16& + 

Manufcs. 1,270,301 1,508,836 1,626,157 2,339,SOl + 84 + 55 

950,621 1,423,552 1,825,932 1,803,211 + 89 + 99 + 26~ + 48t - 1 + 1 

& Bonnets, 269,964 57,223 94,879 . 48,571 - 84 16 -49 
w 

d Steel . 1,216,971 2,290,661 2,698,666 3,052,665 + 150 + 153 + 33 + 98! +13 +4 

Pig, &c. . 1,130,240 1,511,452 1,856,822 1,638,547 + 45 x 69~ + Si + 55 -12 +l 

tanned,&c. 862,919 l,988,464 2,911,315 2,696,272 +210 +230 + 36 + 46 - 7 + 

and Shoes. 120,098 150,075 305,927 408,594 +241 + 170 + 172 + 145t + 33t +l 

Yarn, 1878 over 1870 150°/o 

Manufactures, 1876-78 over 1869-71 75°/o 
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Average of 3 Years Increa e or Decrea e i.n 187 
compared wi h 

XPORTS 1869/71 1872/74 1875/77 1878/80 1869171 1872/74 187 
Value Quan. Value Quan. Value 

£ £ £ £ % % % ·% % 
d Oils 1,367,390 1,513,711 1,846,265 1,650,136 + 18t + 42 + 9 +24t -11 

. nters' Colors 771,949 l,O!l2,619 1,162,575 1,111,640 +44 + 2 4 

er . 593,946 908,774 899,045 982,416 + 65 +93 + 7~ +32 + 8! 

. kles, &c .. 441,827 605,804 616,969 662,471 +51 + 9t + 7t 

ted Ware 416,884 264,953 258,756 222,565 -46t -16 -H 

421,884 392,738 331,046 476,364 + 13 +21 +44 

398,259 428,160 411,544 4 20,216 + 5t - lk + 2 

426,438 660,182 557,671 553,019 +30 + 13! -16 + 17 - 1 

Yarn 1,191,298 1,531,637 843,368 647,493 -45 -57! -23i 

Manufacs. 1,536,954 2,056,334 1,745,941 1,881,940 +2lt - 9 + 7!-

224,190 275,056 329,939 426,731 +90 + 129 +54 + 74 +23 

196,475 195,959 322,741 458,656 + 133 + 133 +42 

505,985 673,546 666,913 678,262 +34 + .!. + it !2 

909,319 1,092,912 1,351,827 1,101,685 +21 + 76 - 1 +29 -18! 

1,685,530 1,625,222 1,076,446 1;516,174 -10 - 7 +40 

, Wrought . 664,290 817,602 439,413 419,248 -37 + 5t -49 -12! - 4t 

775,514 724,696 799,769 890,230 + 15 +l'ii +23 +58t +11 

5,711,754 5,687,448 4,376,079 3,655,925 -36 -24 -35! -17 -16t 

ollen Manuf. 5,037,651 6,750,065 6,616,832 6,381,809 + 26 +56 - 5~ +23~ - 3i 

15,627,096 15,689,966 9,343,356 7,195,147 -54 -32 -54k -37 -23 
---- --

20,664,747 22,440,031 15,960,188 13,576,956 - 34t + 23 -39! + 3 -15 
.......... ......_, ........... --

683,416 699,059 691,043 590,029 -H -13! - 15! - 6! -:- Ht 

392,727 471,958 452,047 334,767 --16 - 6 -29 -16i -26 

ets 1,502,915 1,664,279 973,240 925,473 -38! -23 -Ht -28i 5 

ieryof Wool 256,522 299,276 292,774 295,601 +Ht - It + 1 

11 Worsted 
ool 321,440 1,270,229 829,217 891,881 + 178 -30 + 7t 

~ c Manufacs. 154,801 94,186 122,309 113,694 -22 +21 6t 
enumerated 12,592,898 16,895,585 17,238,498 18,8!l8,848 +50 + 12 + 9t 

a 

£204,220,367 250,228,111 207,675,613 202,372,844 - 1% -19% 
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Average of 3 Years Increase or Decrease in 1878/ 
compared with 

1869/71 1872/74 1875/77 1878/80 1869-71 1872/74 
Value Quan. Value Quan. Value 

£ £ £ £ % % % % % 
589,200 696,655 673,121 498,982 -15 + 8 -28 -20t -26 -

684,876 1,038,679 1,156,994 1,121,952 +65 + 108 + 7 +29! - 3! + 

Yarn . . . 482,605 147,416 134,657 140,206 -71 

Manufacts .. 10,4:41,341 8,502,332 11,740,556 12,967,489 -r 25 

- 4t 

+53 
+ 4~ 
+11 

ar, Refined . 2,458,908 3,771,988 4,739,775 4,463,113 +81 + 120 + 18 +37 - 6 

, Unwrought 784,473 1,027,181 1,187,798 1,309,063 +65 + 182 +27 +109 +10 

ollen and 
orsted Yarn 1,504,006 1,456,378 1,468,949 1,433,931 - 4! + nt - 2 - 6t - 21 

ollcn and 
orsted Ma-

ufactures . 3,456,675 3,988,639 5,249,650 6,484,397 + 87 +62t +23~ 

c l\fanufacts. 237,241 360,313 422,405 373,185 +58 + 3! -nt 
enumerated, 
th total 6,403,014 9,099,233 9,666,884 9,734,167 +52 + 7 + 1 

cks & Watches 864,179 832,363 923,849 1,019,110 +18 +22~ +lOt 

ves . 1,230,305 1,407,764 1,929,785 1,443,159 +17 + 2 -25 

£37,851,549 45,891,910 54,931.968 56,654,553 +50% +23t% + 3% 
~ -------
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Average of 3 Years Increase or Decrease 
Comparing 1878/80 with 

SUMMARY 
Exports to 
Turkey . . . . 
British N. America* 

,, Possessions 
India, &c. 
China .. 
Australia 
Brazil. . 
Japan. . . 
United States 
Egypt. . . 
Unenumerated . 

1869/711872/74 1875177 1878 ,'801869/711872/741875/77 
£ £ £ £ % % % 

5,355,889 6,139,741 5,003,679 6,249,894+16! + 2 + 25 
4,173,599 6,052,190 5,610,622 4,413,560 + 5t- 27 -21-! 
3,138,226 4,369,650 3,984,405 5,017,750 + 60 + 15 + 25 

18,7 2,466 22,04 ,604 23,733,4 4 24,359,142 + 29i + lOt + 2! 
8,097,9 0 '7,113, 95 6,942,1 6 6,596,012-18t- 7t- 5 
7,227,398 11,153,657 11,904,345 11,157,609 + 54t - 6t 
4,261,549 4,761,066 4,372,794 4,309,868 + l~ - 9t- lt 
1,118,496 1,052,357 1,549,470 2,144,348 + 92 + 104 + 38 

22,136,785 24,764,547 13,053,034 15,919,437 - 28 - 35! + 22 
6,322,624 3,773,527 2,014,925 2,020,030-68 - 46t+ i 

12,966,059 16,895,585 17,238,531 18,865,920 + 45t + 11! + 9t 

93,581,071 10 ,124,819 95,407,475 101,053,570 
Other Countries . 58,249,833 77, 32,243 61,536,031 56,441,091- 3i- 27t - Bi 

151,830,904 185,957,062 156,943,506 157,494,661 + 3~ - 15t + 

Russia 4,499,206 5,896,786 4,214, 14 5,37 4,014 + 19t- 9 +27t 
Germany. 19,630,641 22,260,469 15,882,047 13,125,022 - 33;f- 41 -17t 
Holland . 9,980,074 12,514,896 8,057,239 6,3 1,405-36 - 49 -20! 

, Belgium . 1,499,049 2,285,423 1,997,096 2,292,674 + 53 + i+l6 
France 8,286,574 11,551,683 10,668,583 9,963,763 + 20t- 13;1- 6! 
Spain, &c. 2,857,631 3,210,644 3,388,597 2,669,857 - 6:t- 17 -21 
Portug-al, &c. 1,000,529 1,192,778 1,032,898 826,846-17-k- 30!-20 
Italy . 3,791,476 4,805,850 5,016,249 3,932,549 + 3!- 18 -2lt 
Austria, &c. 826,230 552,520 474,134 336,275-59 37 -29 

Continental 
Hostile Tariff 52,371,410 64,271,049 50,731,607 44,902,405-14 30 -llt · 

Average of 3 Years-
Total Exports . . 204,202,314 250,228,111 207,675,113 202,397,066- 1 - 19 - 2t 

* All manufactures, increase on 1869/71, and improving in 1880. 
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1. 

To the Editor of the "Bradford Daily 

Chronicle and Mail." 
Srn, 

At the recent meeting of the Bradford Chamber of Com
merce, Mr. Forster and tho other speakers occupied so much 
time that, beyond protesting against conclusions, I thought it 
better to reserve my reply, and that is the cause of my troubling 
you now; and if I do somewhat trespass upon your space, the 

ast importance of the subject must be my excuse. 

Had Mr. Forster on that occasion, instead of dealing with 
om exports and imports in a lump, careflilly analysed those re
lating to our textile industries he would not have be~n so 
jubilant; 0n the contrary, he would have found food for very 
grave and serious reflection. 

Upon examining the tables of our exports and imports I 
find that during the last fifteen years, from 1864 to 1878 inclu
sive, taking all our textile industries, we have the very remark
able fact that our exports have increased by little more than a 
million and a half, or about 2-! per cent., and that, excluding 
Cotton, which has special advantages from having the key of 
the Custom House of India, but taking all our other textile 
manufactures, we are actually exporting less than we did 
fifteen years ago by about a half a million. And what is still 
more surprising is, that during those very fifteen years our im-
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ports of textile manufactures have increased by £13,026,000, 
so that, taking all our textile industries, while our exports 
have only increased 2~ per cent. our imports have increased 
126 per cent. 

The full figures are as follows:
EXPORTS. 

Cotton ..........•.•• 
vVorstcd and Woollen 
Linen ............. . 
Silk ............... . 

1864. 
45,799,000 
15,a33,ooo 

8,172,000 
1,460,000 

'i'0,764,000 

1878. 
48,086,000 
16,723,000 

5,834,000 
1,921,000 

72,564,000 

70,764,000 

Increase .... 1,800,000 
Showing an increase of 2-k per cent. 

IMPORTS. 

Cotton ............. . 
Worsted and Woollen 
Silk •......•....•.•• 
Linen ............. . 

1864. 
833,000 

1,849,000 
7,481,000 

140,000 

10,303,000 

An increase of 126 per cent. 

1878. 
2,058,000 
5,996,000 

14,986,000 
289,000 

23,329,000 

10,303,000 

£13,026,000 

Thus we sec clearly and unmistakeably that we have an 
increase in the last fifteen years of 126 per cent. in the imports 
against 2-! per cent. on the exports. What do the Free Traders 
say to this? Whatever they may say, there can be no doubt 
that it is absolutely disastrous in the extreme. And what is 
still more ominous, if that be possible, the export of 
machinery has nearly doubled since 1864. We then exported 
£4,844,000,j and in 1878, £7,490,000; and upon comparing 
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1877 with 1878, I find that there is an increase of £767 ,000 in 
ia single year. During that very same year, a most disastrous 
cone, the export of Cottons was diminished by nine millions, 
-while the imports were increased by fifteen per cent., and in 
Woollens and Worsteds, while we expgrted less by £600,000, 
we imported more by exactly the same amount. 

It is evident, therefore, that while we were stopping our 
nachinery, the foreigner was rapidly increasing his; and, not 

ccoutent with neutral markets, was actually driving us out of 
•our own. I need say no more. The handwriting is on the 
wall, and plain enough to be read, that if we continue to fight 
hostile tariffs with free imports, our textile industries are 
doomed to destruction. How marvellous must be the delusion, 
when so many of our greatest men are blind, absolutely blind, 
to our impending ruin. As yet, we have felt but the scattered 
drops that foretell the coming storm; heavy as those drops 
have already been, and much as we have already suffered, tho 
storm has yet to burst in all its fury. There may ba, and pos
sibly will be a passing gleam of sunshine, but it will only be 
followed by a deeper gloom, and history will record with 
amazement the madness and folly of the Free Trade craze. 

I grant that it may be said, and justly, that by taking 
particular periods, and comparing them with other particular 
periods, very false conclusions may be drawn, and that there
fore my figures may be considered as illusive and delusive as 
t.hoso of the Free Traders, who make out such wonderful tales 
about our prosperity, when our streets are filled with the 
starving poor, and the Bankruptcy Courts with unfortunates. 

Perhaps the fairest way of drawing a comparison is to 
take the totals of periods of five years, which is the plau 
adopted by the Board of Trade, 
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When we get as follows : 
EXPORTS OF TEXTILE MANUFACTURES. 

1863 to 1867 £394,400,000 
1868 " 1872 446,700,000 
1873 ,, 1877 447,300,000 

IMPORTS. 

£55,800,000 
78,200,000 
87,700,000 

Thus it will be seen that, taken in this way, we have an in
crease in ten years of 12-§- per cent. on our exports against 42 
per cent. on our imports. We cannot in any case shut our eyes 
to the remarkable fact that in 1878, the greatest year of de
pression, we imported twenty-three millions of textile manu
factures. 

I think no one will deny from the above figures and facts 
that we are gradually, but surely, losing our pre-eminence in 
textile industry. This being so, the next thing to be considered is 
ho cn1se, and then the remedy. No doubt there are many 
causes, but I shall content myself with pointing out the chief, 
restricted labour with unrestricted competition. As I 
stated before the Chamber of Commerce, so I now 
repeat, that you cannot protect the labourer without 
also protecting the product of that labour. In other 
words, you cannot have a Factory Act restricting the hours of 
labour to fifty-six, and submit the product of that labour to 
the competition of those who work seventy-two hours, without 
the most disastrous consequences. 

You shall see the result in my own concern. The fixed 
charges on Manningham Mills are £1,000 per week, whether the 
.Mtlls stand or run. By fixed charges I mean Rent, Interest, 
Clerks' Salaries, and Taxes, which amount to over £50,000 

per annum. Between working fifty-six hours and seventy-two 
it comes to about £10,000 per annum. 

At the present time, I regret to say that half the concern 
is standing, but my weekly wages amount to about £1,500. 
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The difference between working fifty-six hours and seventy
two is about £300 per week, or £15,000 per annum. 

You have thus £25,000 per annum in favour of the French
man working the longer hours. If I were working full time 
with all the machinery, I should then be paying £3,000 per 
week in wages, and it would then amount to the enormous sum 
of £40,000 per annum. 

If .one concern is thus handicapped, what must be the 
incalculable load that our great textile industries have to carry ? 
With these figures before him, will anybody be surprised that 
we import £15,000,000 of m'.l.nufactured Silks? To my mind 
the only wonder is that we can and do exist at all. Is it to be 
wondered at that Bradford is being ruined, and that Roubaix 
is growing rich, and that as the exports of Bradford goods 
decrease, million by million, the exports of the French increase 
in just about the same ratio? 

The infatuated Free Traders say it is caused by fashion. 
Well, if facts and figures will not convince them, I must leave 
them under that pleasing delusion. Mr. Forster feels tho 

pinch, and says that it is a subjoct worthy of consideration and 
inquiry. Why of inquiry and consideration? He must know, 
or, if he does not, I can tell him, that the ratio of production of 
any spinning machine now in use will be just in proportion to 
tho hours run; and further, with rare exceptions, the same 
remark applies to weaving. Why should we have a Factory 
Act? Why should we have the hours restricted by law to fifty
six? It is clear that the capitalist knows well that long hours 
decrease the cost of production, and is only restrained by the 
law from doing that which would be greatly to his advantage. 

I may carry my argument still further, and call Mr. Forster's 
attention to the fact that the French manufacturer finds it 



8 

profitable to work more than seventy- two hours, or why does 
the law step in and restrict him? It would be a waste of time 
to discuss this question further, it must be admitted and cannot 
be denied, that longer hours will and do reduce the cost of pro
duction. If that be so, and I am clear that it cannot be con
troverted, then comes the further question-Will longer hours 
injure our factory operatives morally and physically ? There I 
tread upon debatable ground. My own opinion is that we 
might return to sixty hours with great advantage to the 
masters, and without injury to the operatives; bat this forms 
no part of my argument. What I maintain is that you cannot 
restrict labour, in other words, that you cannot protect labour 
and not protect the product of that labour without destroying 
our great textile industries. You cannot bind the capitalist 
hand and foot with the Factory Act, and then throw him into 
the fiery furnace of unrestricted competition, without reducing 
him to ashes. You cannot ask him to pay the same wages (and 
in many instances more) for fifty-six hours, than his competitor 
pays for seventy-two, and expect that he can exist for any 
length of time. 

There is no right-thinking man that will not make any 
possible sacrifice for the well-being of our working classes, for 
after all they are the bone and sinew of the country, whether 
in peace or war. But then comes the question how that can be 
done with the least injury to our national industries. I admit 
that it will tax the wisest amongst us to solve the problem. It 
appears to me that you have but one course ; if you will and 
must protect the labourer on physical and moral grounds, you 
must equally protect the product of his labour. For me this 
has na terrors, although it might and would be the death-warrant 
of Free Trade. 



Upon looking at the returns for 1878, I find that we im
ported fifteen millions of Silk manufactures, six millions of 
Worsted and Woollen Goods, and two millions of Cotto~, form
ing a total of twenty-three millions. Now I would put a duty 
of from fifteen to twenty per cent. upon the whole of this vast 
sum. Silk goods being especially a luxury should bear the 
highest duty. Mr. Mitchell, the President of ihe Bradford 
Chamber of Commerce, was of opinion that all luxuries should 
be taxed, and I agree with him. Altogether apart from any 
question of protection, on fiscal grounds alone, it is the true 
policy. Nearly the whole of these twenty-three millions may 
fairly be considered as luxuries. Silk goods, of course, and I 
may say the same of Woollens and Worsted, as our imports 
consist altogether of high-class goods worn only by the rich· 
As to the Cotton manufactures, the same remark will apply to 
them also, as they are mainly, if not altogether, of a very 
superior class of style and design. 

I would tax nothing that is consumed by the poor. I 
would at once (that is, as soon as our treaties would permit) 
impose a duty of twenty per cent. upon Silk manufacture . It 
is just possible that this n.tight reduce the imports to some 
extent, but I do not think it would do more than check their 
increase, which is now about half a million per annum, the im
ports in 1877 being £14,4 75,000, and in 1878 £14,986,000, so 
that we might fairly count upon something like £3,000,000 of 
revenue from this source alone, and with great advantage to 
our Silk industries. 

Then as to Woollen and Worsted goods, I should impose 
11 duty of not less than ten per cent. and not more than fifteen. 
I£ we say ten per cent., the imports in 1878 being within a 
fraction of six millions (having increased £660,000 in a single 
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year), from this source we should have a flll'ther sum of £600,000 
to the good of the national purse, and at the same time we 
should greatly assist our w_ oollen and Worsted manufactures. 

And now we come to Cotton, and even proud Cotton must 
admit that it is f st losing ground. Not in a fair race, but 
the fastest horse in the world may be handicapped to the speed 
of the slowest. On Cotton manufactures I should impose a 
duty of not less than ten per cent., which would give a further 
sum of £200,000, making a grand total of £3,800,000. 

Looking from a producer's point of view, not a day-I 
might say not an hour-should be lost in carrying out the plan 
I have sketched. Blit now let us see what the consumer has to 
say, as he has a right to be considered as well as the producer. 
He can have nothing to say against Silk manufactures being 
taxed, and they form by far the largest item, £15,000,000. 
Then as to Woollens and Worsteds, if it can be sbown, and I 
have no doubt it can, that we import nothing but high-class 
goods, such as are worn exclusively by the rich, surely they 
could not object to the small impost of ten per cent., (I think 
we might go even as far as fifteen) for the good of the revenue, 
and to aid our struggling industries; at ten per cent. the 
entire sum being £600,000. How much of this, may I ask, 
would the agriculturalist have to pay? A sum so small that it 
would require a microscope to find it. The duty on Cotton 
goods would have to be governed by their style and quality, 
but as the amount is trifling, it does not call for further re
mark. 

Can any impartial mind, unless infatuated by the Free 
Trade craze, say that there is or that there can be the slightest 
objection to what I propose? Let any one carefully study the 
facts and figures that I have laid before him, aud it appears to 
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me he ~can but come to one conclusion, that it would add 
greatly to the prosperity of the nation, and enrich the 
Treasury, without in any way unduly pressing upon the con
sumer. 

But it may be urged that, if we put a duty upon Silks, 
France will increase her imposts upon Cotton and Worsted 
goods. It is clear to me that France will not dare so much as 
to move a finger, as we should be able to retaliate with such 
crushing effect that wo should soon bring her to reason. From 
tae returns of 1877 (I believe those of 1878 are not yet published) 
it appears that in that year our trade with France was 
as follows :-

EXPORTS TO FRANCE. 

W eollen and Worsted 
manufactures, 

Cotton do., 
Linen do., 
Silk do., 

£3,073,000 
2,649,000 

4.55,000 
415,000 

£6,592,000 

IMPORTS FROM FRANCE. 

£3,858,000 
692,000 
353,000 

9,173,000 

£14,076,000 
6,592,000 

Excess of Imports beyond Exports, £7 ,484,000 

So that we imported of textile manufactures 7i millions more 
than we exported. 

In addition to that, we impol'ted of manufactures other 
than textile, upwards of twelve millions against two that we 
imported, saying nothing about Wines and Spirits, amounting 
to millions. What, then, have we to fear from France? 
Nothing, absolutely nothing, for she sends us nearly as many 
Woollens and Cottons as we send her. If, therefore, she closed 
her ports altogether against us, oven on the score of Woollens 
and Cottons, we should lose little. I repeat, wo have nothing 
to fear, but everything to gain, if there should be a war of 
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tariffs, which I sincerely trust will not be the case. It is a 
to think, but nevertheless true, that the fruits of peaee ar( 
often only to be obtained by war, whether it be a war of tarim 
or of blood. 

But, no doubt, I shall be told that if the manufacturer if 
protected, so must the farmer be. I have always found that 
when the Free Trader is in a corner he produces the " bogie' 
farmer with whom to frighten the British workman. Mr. 
Forster did it with admirable effect when addressing his cDn
stituents the other day in St. George's Hall. H e is, however, 
far too astute not to know that it is quite a delusion, and that 
like other bogies, the moment it is touched by the light of reaoon , 
it melts into thin air. But, as the delusion is somew at 
general, I will, as shortly as possible, show that it is but 
bogie after all. 

When a farmer takes a farm, what he has to consider is, 
taking the average price of corn or other produce, whether 
there is a sufficient margin between the rent, together with 
othor charges, and the price of the products of the farm, to 
allow him a fair living. For many years (not so now) ther 
have been two farmers for one farm; consequently the margin 
0f profit has been cut down to a minimum by their own ccm
petition, and they are now suffering for their folly. N6> one 
can dispute this, I think. Supposing, then, the average price 
of corn to be fifty shillings per quarter, and that, by a pro
tective duty, it should be mcreased to sixty. The two farm~rs 

competing for one farm would still bid against each other, so 
that the profit or margin to allow of a decent living would be 
precisely the same as before, they would not gain one farthiag 
by Protection. Thus I am brought face to face with the lar:d
owner, the fine old English gentleman. And might I ask him 



13 

because his luxuries, or rather those of his wife and daughter, 
are taxed, would he be justified in taxing the bread of the 
people ? I know I am perfectly safe in his hands when he 
understands the points at issue. 

Are we to tbrt>w over the Factory Act, and make our 
fautory operatives work the slavish hours of the Continent ? or 
a.re we to protect the labourer and the product of his industry ? 
Is it not far better that tho consumer, the rich consumer, (for I 
would tax nothing but what the rich consume), should pay a 
small tax on his luxuries, and I have already explained what I 
term luxuries, than that we should injure our working class 
physically and morally by excessive hours ? I am quite sure 
what the response will be when I t ell him, as I do now, that the 
works at Manningham cost me as much as many a ducal estate ; 
tha.t for several years after they were built I not only had no 
rent, but lost something considerable besides ; and when I 
point to the fact that in 18i8 we imported fifteen millions of 
silk goods, being an increase of half-a-million over the previous 
year; and marl>, this vast increase is in a year of the greatest 
possible disaster and depression; and thus, while the foreigner 
is sending us more every day, a great portion of my machinery 
is covered with <htst, and the British workman is walking idly 
in the street and crying for bread, I am sure I shall have his 
sympathy and support. How long, how long, I ask, is this 
Free Trade delusion to last ? 

I dare say that, being a Silk manufacturer, I shall be told 
I wish to tax Silk goods in order that I may put my hand into 
the pocket of the public. But I think 1 may fairly retort that 
the benevolent public are those.who say" be ye clothed and be 
ye fed, at other people's expense;" those who ask me, by im
posing the Factory Act, to pay the same wages, and in most 
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cases more, or fifty-six hours than my competitors pay for 
seventy-two. These very benevolent people have put their 
hands into my pocket for many a long year to the tune of 
£40, 000 per annum ! and if I ask them, by paying a small tax 
in aid of the poor operatives, to be benevolent at their own 
expense, I think I am perfectly justified in doing so. 

Having, I think, disposed of the bogie farmer and the 
benevolent public, I now come to what Mr. Forster said about 
France. Mr. Forster endeavoured to alarm us by telling us 
that, if there was the slightest whisper about putting a duty 
upon Silk or anything French, we should at once lose a most 
promising convert to Free Trade. A converted J ew makes a. 
good Christian as long as you fill his pockets with money, and 
that is just what may be said of France. Let us see if the 
French have not reason to be satisfied with their present posi
tion. They sent us, according to the returns of 1877, I have 
not any for 1878, fourteen millions and a half of textile manu
factures against our seven millions, or nearly double what we 
sent them. Of other manufactures, twelve millions against 
our two, or six times as much ; and to further comfort us they 
sent us £3,600,000 value of Wine and Spirits. 

I have excluded raw material and Yarn from both sides of 
the account, and seeing that France puts a duty upon all our 
textile manufactures, as well as on everything else, we need 
not be afraid 0f wounding the susceptibilities of our very 
agreeable neighbours. I have spent many happy days it;1. 
France, and I trust there will always be amity and good feeling 
between the nations, and that our rivalry will always be peace
ful, but fair play is a jewel, a priceless gem, in matters of trade. 

I may say, in conclusion, are we like the wife who advised 

her husband to die like a true Briton rather than pay the 
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doctor's fee ? Are we to destroy our great national industries 
rather than take the pill of Protection ? 

I have supported the Liberal party for forty years, and was 
a Free Trader as long as there was any chance that other 
nations would follow our lead. Now I am a Conservative and 
Protectionist, because I believe that Lord Beaconsfield, the 
firm, is the only man who can solve this great problem, and 
who can educate his party as to the best course to pursue. 

The noble Lord clearly and emphatically pointed out twenty 
years ago (I would quote his words but I fear unduly to tres
pass on your space) the evils of one-sided or bastard Free 
Trade; and now I have faith to believe he will be found equal 
to the occasion, and that he will apply the best of all remedies 
by quietly throwing it overboard. 

I have no wish to drag this great question into the arena 
of party politics, as the issues involved arc far more moment
ous than anything relating to mere party, for I consider that 
the prosperity of our textile industries largely depends on the 
result. 

The Conservatives passed the Factory Act, and the Liberals 
Free Trade, and these are antagonistic to each other. As I have 
said before, and now repeat, you cannot have restricted labour 
and unrestricted competition. The question therefore narrows 
itself to this issue : are we to make our factory operatives into 
slaves in order that we may compete with our rivals, or are 
we to protect both the labourer and the product of his labour ? 

I am perfectly aware that, in neutral markets, our only 
chance of meeting competition is by extending our working 
hours (and I feel assured that, with great advantage to both 
masters and men, we might return to sixty hours per week), be-
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cause, although we can and ought to protect our home market, 
which I have shown to be worth far more than any foreign one, 
that would not help us in neutral markets. There we must stand 
or fall by the excellence and cheapness of our products, and 
can therefore only hope to succeed with extended hours of 
labour, that is, within reasonable limits. 

When the above figures and facts are calmly weigh.ed, and 
due consideration is given to the vast interests involved, I 'Bave 
no fear for the result, and I have no doubt that we shall have, 
as we ought to have, a vast army prepared to demand justice for 
" British Industry.,, 

And let me warn Free Traders who still persist in their 
delusion, that, with the British Workman as a lever and Pro
tection as a fulcrum, their great idol can and will be over
thrown; and, as I am well aware that no war can be carried 
on without funds, I am prepared if £50,000 can be raised, and 
I think it can, to subscribe £1,000, or, if it be necessary five 
times that sum, in order that we may obtain justice to British 
Industry. 

I remain, 

Yours truly, 
S. C. LISTER. 

Manningham, Feb. 6th, 1879. 
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To the Editor of the "Bradford Daily 

Chroniole and Mail." 

Sm,-I wish once more, thoroughlcr, if I can, to impress 
upon the minds of the public my reasons for insisting upon an 
import duty upon all foreign textile manu:iactures. 

1st. On fisca1 grounds, being articles of luxury-that is, 
worn and used er»lusively by the rich. 

2nd. Because the foreigner will pay at least half the tax ; 
and further, it would be fa1· less objectionable than the income 
and other taxes. 

3rd. Because, with restricted labour, we cannot meet un
restricted competition; that is, being rest!icted to fifty-six 
holµ's by the Factory Act, we cannot hope to compete with the 
Frenchman working seventy-two. 

4th. Because, where one shilling would be taken from the 
pocket of the taxpayer, two would be returned from the in
creased prosperity of our great national industries. 

5th. Because you cannot meet hostile tariffs with free im
ports without ruining the country. 

I have, I think, sufficiently enforced my first proposition in 
w.y former letter, so that I need say nothing more upon that 
head. As to the second, it is well known that, to overcome 
foreign tariffs, we have to reduce profits and wages-and often 
to give capital as weU-in order to force an entrnce through a 
hostile tariff. 



Those who, like myself, have had a large pra?tical ex
perience are perfectly well aware that it is, and must be so, 
and I am therefore perfectly justified in saying that the 
foreigner would pay the greater part of the impost. 

As to the third, I have shown that in my own business I am 
working at a disadvantage of £40,000 per annum, so that the 
eventual closing of my concern and the giving up of so unequal 
a struggle is simply a question of time. I know well 
that the foreigner cannot and will not immediately over
master me, and that is the reason why, before it is too late, I 
wish to adopt a preventive against the impending evil. The 
foreiguer has first to find the capital, and he must then build his 
mills, mount his machinery, and train his workpeople; but 
when that is done, I ask, how can I hope, with restricted 
labour, to meet his unrestricted competition? If the nation 
will not change its policy, then I say, when the time comes, 
that I can no longer sustain the unequal struggle, the bats and 
the owls shall inhabit Manningham Mills rather than that I 
should appear in the Gazette. 

As to the fourth proposition-where can you point to any 
other tax one-half of which would be paid by the foreigner, 
while as to the other half, for every shilling taken from the 
rich man's pocket, ten thousand would be returned to the work
man by reason of the enhanced prosperity of our great national 
industries? Every candid mind must admit thn.t it is impos
sible to conceive of any tax that would produce so large a sum 
(only four millions!) without being in the slightest degree 
oppressive, and which in fact would never be so much as felt by 
the rich c0nsumer. 

Lastly, how can we hope to bring foreign nations to any 
sense of reason by meeting hostile tariffs with free imports ? 
None but men labouring under the Free Trade craze could hop~ 
for such a result. 

In m;v last letter I think I effectually disposed of the " bogie 
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farmer." I am quite prepared, however, to admit that the 
farmer may have just grounds for consideration in any change 
that may be found necessary in om fiscal policy, and in my 
next I propose to enter more fully into this question. 

I will now endeavour to expose a still greater and far more 
fatal delusion, namely, that our textile industries have greatly 
pro pered in the past by reason of Free Trade, and that, con
sequently, they will prosper in the future. 

I may here remark that I intend to confine my arguments 
altogether to textiles, because we have here the strongest illus
tration of the evils of restricted labour and unrestricted com
petit ion. I am well aware that there is a large field quite 
out ide our textile industries, but I wish to concentrate the 
public eye and thought upon this one branch of industry, at 
any rate for the present. 

Now let us consider the past, and then we shall more clearly 
see what we may expect in the future. As to the past, there 
can be no difficulty in clearing away the mist that blinds the 
eyes of the Free Traders. 

I admit at once that cheap bread has been, and is, a great 
blessing to the nation. But cannot we have that without the 
bastard Free Trade? I think we can. That is the only good 
that the Free Trader can point to. And now for the evils. We 
hRd the Factory Act before we had Free Trade, and up to that 
time it was altogether beneficial, because it prevented our home 
manufacturers running unreasonable hours in their competition 
with each other. But the moment that we had to face unre
stricted competition with restricted labour, it became a serious 
evil. Not that it is any evil in itself; quite the contrary. It 
is a great blessing to the operative, and a good to the country 
if not carried too far, which I think is the case now. 

1 

But 
in spite of restrictedlabour, for many long years we prospered. 
And why ? Because the foreigner had not got his machinery 
mounted, and his workpeople trained. He had not got the 
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8e'fenty-four millions of machinery at work which we h ave sent 
him during the last ten years. Now we are feeling the fatal 
consequences. I ask, is it to be wondered at that our indus
tries are suffering ? Let me illustrate further our position by 
supposing that, when the Factory Act was passed, half the mills 
had been allowed to work 72 hours, while the rest were restricted 
to 56. How long could those running 56 have withstood those 
running 72 ? It requires no answP.r. But we have to meet the 
foreigner, who runs 72, and has also cheaper labour, in the best 
way we can-that is, by being ruined. 

After the meeting of the Chamber of Commerce at Bradford, 
I called upon Mr. Behrens, the Nestor of Free Trade, and 
the wise man of the party (he has reasoning powers, if he was 
not affected with " the craze "), and pointed out to him the 
hopeless struggle in which we were engaged, and which is 
shaking the richest and the oldest firms to their very founda
tions, and filling the bankruptcy courts with the weaker ones. 
What did he say ? He said, '' You must alter the Factory 
Act." A perfectly logical and just conclusion if we are to up
hold the economical law of buying in the cheapest market and 
selling in the dearest. You must put labour on the same foot
ing as capital, if you are to meet unrestricted competition. You 
must either protect both the one and the other, or you must 
leave both unfettered. 

But will the operatives listen to this ? What will the 
benevolent public say ? I mean those who act on the principle 
of "be ye warmed and be ye clothed at other people's expense." 

On this point, the Mercury twits me in the following words, 
''Yet, considerate man, he will not ask to have that £40,000 
a-year by equalising the hours of labour." 
J May I ask, will the Mercury do so, and follow Mr. Behrens's 

lead ? They are bound to do it, or throw over Free Trade, and 
with it the curse of unrestricted competition. That is just 
where t~.ey a~·e COrz!~re<;l-they C~Il:llot h~t "\tjth ~h~ hounds 
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and run with the hare. They are bound to fo~ow up Free 
Trade to its logical conclusion : that labour and capital must 
both be free-or, failing that, that both must be protecteC._ -;--

The next great evil brought on us by Free Trade is, that the 
country being committed to it, every other country takes 
advantage of that fact to increase its tariffs, well knowing that 
we cannot retaliate, and thus we bring ruin on ourselves. We 
are exactly in the position of a nation who, seeing the blessed
ness of peace, should say that nothing should induce them to 
go to war-consequently, they would get kicked all round, and 
deservedly so. That is just our case-we get kieked all round,· 
because we meet hostile tariffs with free imports, and thus offer 
a premium on our own ruin. What a delusion ! What a 
madness! 

And now for the honest but deluded Free Trader. He may, 
and no doubt will, say that all this is probably quite true, but, 
nevertheless, it is plain that we have prospered, and greatly 
prospered somehow. These dolts-if I may call them by such a 
name-know that they have prospered somehow, but, beyond 
that, they are in Egyptian darkness, and the blind leaders of 
the blind tell them that it is Free Trade. What nonsense ! 
Nine-tenths of the world-of the Free Traders I mean-have 
heads on their shoulders, but nothing in them. They are 
empty as empty sacks, while that feminine characteristic, no 
reasoning powers, is largely developed in them. To such, and 
a lady audience (the ladies being, I have no doubt, far cleverer 
than the men), Mr. Barran, M.P., recently displayed his reason
ing powers by imputing low and selfish motives to me instead 
of answering my figures and facts. But I pass him over as not 
being worth powder and shot. 

Now let me endeavour once more to impress upon the public 
mind that we have prospered, and greatly prospered, not in 
consequence, but in spite, of Free Trade. 

Five-and-twenty years ago I had nine mills or factories::::-five 
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in England, three in France, and one in Germany-and I have 
now, if not the largest, at least one of the largest 
factories in Europe. I think I may, therefore, claim to 
have had some experience. And I may further say 
that I have, I believe, spent more money on mechanical 
inventions applicable more especially to textiles than any 
man living, or that ever did live. I have further had forty 
years' experience as a manufacturer, and I think I am not 
assuming too much when I claim to be some authority in such 
matters. And what do I say? I say, in the face of the 
country, that to tell me that Manningham Mills have prospered, 
or that any textile industry whatever has prospered by reason 
of bastard Free Trade, is simply to add insult to injury. It has 
handicapped me with £40,000 per annum, and then told me to 
meet unrestricted competition ! ! ! It has blessed me with free 
imports in return for hostile tariffs!!! Away with such absurd 
delusions. 

I ·will now tell you why the country, and I amongst the rest, 
has prospered in past times, and why we cannot hope to pros
per in the future under our present system. 

I began forty years ago, and at that time all our textiles 
were prospering and rapidly increasing, and it was not until 
twenty years after that that the foreigner had any machinery 
worth naming. 

In the meantime England was growing rich, for she had 
no competitor. America. was then one of her best customers. 
What is she now? For many years, in spite of her tariffs, 
we continued to supply her with textiles because she had no 
machinery and no manufacturing industry. Is that the case 
now? 

Undoubtedly, then, our prosperity, at least in textiles, is due 
altogether to two causes-first, we had a long start of all the 
world; secondly, we have always, as a nation, had superior 
mechanical ability and inventive powers. Our cousins, the 

-------- - ~ 
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Americans, are the only people that can at all compare with us 
in that respect. 

As in war so in peace, the destinies of nations will 
largely depend upon the genius of invention. If Austria had 
had the breech-loader instead of Prussia, the map of Europe 
might have been very different from what it is now. But 
we have sold our birthright for a mess of pottage. Wo 
have sold the products of our genius to the ends of the earth 
for naught. 

During the last ten years we have exported seventy-four 
millions of machinery. How are we going to face our own 
machinery? 

Is not that alone sufficient reason to account for the depressed 
state of our industries? And it must not be forgotten that 
nearly all that machinery is worked and supervised by English 
workmen, and mounted in many cases with English capital. 
And why? Because of the longer hours and cheaper labour. 

I think I have said enough to show that in the past Free 
Trade, instead of doing good, has handicapped us, and that in 
tho future it will be our ruin. 

In my next I propose to attack hostile tariffs, especially the 
American. 

Yours truly, 

S. C. LISTER. 

P.S.-Mr. Chapman, when delivering a lecture in 18G9, said 
that in tho five years ending 1859, that was before tho Treaty, 
wo imported from Franco silk broad stuffs to the gross amount 
of £2,89:5,000, giving a yearly average of £580,000, or about 
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half a million. Under free imports last year-a year of ~ 
greatest depression-we were blessed with about nine millions 
from France, and four or five millions from other countries. 

Is there any wonder that our silk industries are ruined, and 
our operatives starving ? 

.Allow me to correct Mr. Behrens when he says that France 
admits our silk free. She does nothing of the kind. I pay a 
duty upon silk velvets, and upon silk yam. What with the 
Mercury and what with Mr. Behrens, all my tillle will be 
occupied in keeping them straight.-Yours, &c., 

S. C, LISTER. 

Manningham Mills, 17th Fobru..'U')', 1879. 

--- ~- . ----~-
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To the Editor of the "Bradford Daily 

Chronicle and Mail.,, 

Srn,-Before entering on the consideration of the American 
tariff, I wish to observe that I have been reading the leader in 
the Times upon Mr. Forster's speech. The Times says:-" We 
may confess that we do not at present believe in the greater 
efficiency of French labour." Who said "greater efficiency?" 
French labour may not be, and probably is not more efficient; 
but the real question is-Will 72 hours in France beat 56 in 
England with the same machinery ? 

I may at once say that I have not entered the field of dis
cussion for the sake of beating the air or rendering myself 
conspicuous ; but with a full determination, if possible, of 
bringing these questions to a practical issue. My life hitherto 
has been silent, laborious, and inventive, and if I now enter 
the arena of debate, it is from no selfish motive, such as my 
oppone2ts are only too ready to impute, but simply because I 
think I have a knowledge and experience second to none so far 
as they relate to textile industries. Let me tell those who 
impute such motives, that my father left me an ample 
fortune, and that I have never been in business for 
the mere sake of making money, but simply to in· 
dulge my taste for inventions, and to carry out on a 
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large scale, and in a practical form, the mechanical results of 
forty years of laborious toil; and now, for the first time during 
forty years, I can say that I have no mechanical baby in the 
cradle to nurse, as my last, rather a fine one-being thirty 
yards long and weighing nearly twenty tons-is considered to 
be a perfect success. It has taken twenty years of the prime 
of my life, and an expenditure, ab foitio, of no less than 
£300,000, as during those twenty years it bas assumed many 
forms. I am, however, happy in thinking, and I say it with 
pride and pleasure, that whilst I have enriched myself, I have, 
at the same time, added to the prosperity of my neighbours 
and friends. 

Now, what I have to say to the Tirnes is this, that if it has 
any faith in its assertion that it does not believe that 72 hours 
labour in France will beat 56 in England, then I say, if it 
cannot be ascertained in any other way, I am ready to mount 
a mill at my own cost and charges, and run it, and the Tirncs 
shall appoint an arbitrator and I will appoint another, and 
they shall compare the result with Manningham Mills, and the 
decision shall be final. If they decide against the T?°rnes, it must 
pay the cost of the experiment ; if against me, I will. 

But apart altogether from the unequal struggle cansed by the 
longer hours of labour in France, I must still insist that on fiscal 
grounds, and on fiscal grounds alone, all textiles coming into 
this country should be taxed, as it is quite impossible to raise 
so largo a sum in any other way, with so slight a pressure 
on the taxpayer, and such immense advantage to the 

country. 
The T·irnes, in a leader of the 14th of November, used these 

words, "All that they are agreed in is that something must be 
done by Government to support them, to give them an advan
tage in the industrial struggle they would not otherwise possess, 
and to save them from the law of competition, and the duty o-f 



trusting to their own exertions in a field which is as free as pos
sible as far as our own legislation can make it." 

The Times may call it free when I have forty thousand a 
year round my neck by the Factory Act, and they may call 
it free when I have to meet free imports, and they may call it 
free when I have to meet hostile tariffs. To sum up the whole 
case in a few words, I have the pleasurable freedom of 
being ruined as quickly as possible in order that, according to 
Free Trade moonshine, the consumer may benefit, I suppose, by 
my ruin. 

And now for Professor Fawcett, I wish to bring his extra
ordinary statement to practical issue. The learned Professor 
says-" Not a single case can be found in which English 
trade suffers to any appreciable extent by foreign products 
underselling in our our own markets the same articles of 
British manufacture.'' 

Does Mr. Fawcett believe in this statement, or does he not? 
If he does, I should propose to bring this also to a practical 
issue by each appointing an arbitrator to decide as to whether 
it is true or not. If it be found to be incorrect, then let the 
Professor pay the cost ; but if true, I · will. Wild assertion 
must be put down, by whomsoever made, if we are to arrive at 
the truth. Take one industry (I could name a hundred), silk 
velvet. 

When I mounted the first velvet power-loom, ten or twelv~ 
years ago (and so far as I lmow no one else has any ; there are 
certainly none in England), all the English handloom weavers 
had been totally annihilated by the cheaper labour of the 
continent. At present, and for some time past, I 
have been making a fight simply by the superior 
mechanical ability of myself and those around me. 
And here, lcn.ving velvet for a moment, let me say 
that just as England in the past has prospered by her superior 
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mechanical ability, until she was brought face to face with 
£74,000 of her own machinery, so it has been with me. I have 
had to gra.pple with the difficulties of a machine which cost 
me a quarter of a million; but I mastered it, although it almost 
ruined me, and I am happy to say all the money came back be
fore the expiration of the patent. As soon, however, as the 
patent for this machine had expired, one of my mill managers, 
together with my model maker, copied it on Sundays, when the 
mill was supposed to be closed, and after damaging me by his 
competition to the extent of thousands, was ruined. He then 
took the machine to Italy and sold it, and taught the Italians 
how to work it for the small sum of £20 ! And I have that to 
face, working all hours, while the wages paid there are about 
half what I pay. Fortunately for me, I have superseded it; 
but invention has its limits like other things, and we cannot 
always distance our competitors by mechanical jumps and 
bounds. What room is there to improve the cotton powerloom, 
or the mule, or the throstle frame, or the carding engine? Little or 
none. We cannot therefore hope for ever to beat long hours and 
cheap labour by superior mechanical ability. That is no doubt 
what England has done in the past; but, mark my words, 
cheap labour and long hours will beat her in the future. I 
again repeat, long hours and cheap labour will and must beat 
her in the future-it is simply a question of time. A word to 
the wise is sufficient for them. We must prepare for a struggle 
such as we have no conception of yet. 

To return to the velvet industry. A gentleman-a stranger 
-wrote to me from the South about a month ago, saying that 
he had heard that I was succeeding in velvet weaving, and that, 
as the town ~here he resided used to be the centre of a large 
velvet trade,- which of late the French and Germans had 
annihilated by cheaper labour, he thought it was a fine oppor
tunity for me to extend my business by going there, as there 
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was a large number of trained wFavers who were all but 
starving, and the town was in a decaying condition, and alto
gether everything was in a most deplorable state. Look at 
Coventry ; look at our glass trade ; indeed, I may say in a. 
"\'Ord, look at all our trades, without exception. 

Mr. Barran, M.P., who, I suppose, is an authority in traEl.e 
matters, and is a great Free Trader, spoke on the 6th of June in 
the following terms:-'' For thirty-five years there had been no 
period so distressing and discouraging (just what we might 
expect from Free Trade) as at the present, and though he had 
tried his best to discover a break in the clouds, he must confess 
that he could not discern any." May I not well say that the 
blind leaders of the blind cannot, and will not, see the cause of 

our ruin? 
I see from the papers that it has bMn announced by the 

French Minister that it is not the intention of the Government 
to make any change in the present treaty, excepting so far as 
it relates to cottons. How kind ! Seeing that they have under 
the former treaty entirely destroyed our silk trade, and have 
also under that treaty increased their exports of silk manufac
tures to England from £580,000 before the treaty to from nine 
to ten millions last year, while we have tlte additional blessing 
of about five millions from other countries, I think they may 
well be content with their share of that trade, as practically 
we have now got none left. And now for worsted and 
woollens. I can only refer to the return for 1877, as that for 
1878 is not, so far as I know, published yet. They sent us in 
that year £3,858,000, and we sent them £3,073,000, so that in 
that in that branch of industry they sent us more by £800,000 
than we sent them; and I have no doubt that .:when the 
returns for 1878 are published we shall find that whilst they 
have been gaining ground we have been losing; and as they 
charge duty upon all we send them, and " the craze " admits 
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all their goods free, I think they may well be content with that 
part of the bargain also. But we must come to cotton. We 
sent them in 1877 £2,649,000, against their £692,000, or two 
millions more than they sent us. 

Now it it is these two millions of cotton goods that they 
intend to handicap with further duties, and then they think 
they will almost be Free Traders. And this is Mr. Forster's 
promising convert ! They have destroyed our silk industry 
under the old treaty, and have further shaken Bradford to its 
fo undation, for it will only require another decade to make it a 
second Coventry. We might as well fight against the winds 
and the waves as fight against 72 hours with 56. 

I am perfectly conscious that for the present we can and do 
send to France low lustre goods-alpacas and sundry other 
makes of goods special to Bradford; and this we most probably 
shall ao for some time to come, but it is only a question of 
time, Just as I shall exist at Manningham by sufferance until 
tho French can build mills, mount machinery, and train work
people, so the Bradford trade will exist by sufferance, and by 
sufferance alone. The French have got the best end of the 
trade, and have had it for several years, snd thus, whilst Brad
ford is going to ruin, Roubaix is growing rich. It forcibly 
illustrates an incident in my past life. When I had mastered 
the combing of fine wo~l the hand-combers said in their pride, 
"But you cannot manage Lincolnshire hogs." The boast was 
soon taken out of them by my mastering everything. Why did 
I master fine wool first? Because it paid best. At that time 
it cost 2s. or more per lb. to comb, and I brought it to 3d. or 4d. 
When I say I, I never forget my friend and co-worker Donis
thorp. 

And so now in the Bradford trade, Saltaire and Queensbury 
may think that nothing can shake them in cheap goods ; but 
let me warn them that cheap labour and long hours will and 
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must prevail. The French having the m0st profitable part of 
the trade, fine wool, may rest contented, and see Queensbury 
and Saltaire. surely but slowly losing ground. I ask what is 
easier to destroy than a trade in cheap goods, which is just 
what Bradford prides itself upon, in which there is not the 
slightest morsel of artistic taste or intelligent labour. Long 
hours and cheap labour must and will inevitably win the race 
in the production of such goods; it is simply a question of 
time. Not so with goods made with artistic taste, in which the 
French excel ; for here th~ cheap labour and long hours are 
comparatively of no considerati0n. 

A cheap goods trade, mounted on the rotten foundation of 
short houl's and dear labour, is like a house built on the sand, 
that the first wave of competition will sweep away; and, mark 
my word, Bradford and its glories will soon be a thing of the 
past. If I were selfish, I might say the sooner the better for 
me, because as each firm goes to the wall, I gain by it, as it 
gives me cheaper labour. In this, as in most things, on the 
Darwinian principle that the fittest will live, I am prepared 
to stand the coming storm as well as most. France has every 
element of success-taste, long hours, and cheap labour, but, 
above all, artistic taste and skill in the manipulation and 
blending of colours. She fails in nothing but one thing, which 
may mar all her prospects of success-that is, political 
stability. In that, and that alone, we excel her. Under 
a constitutional Government we have the first element of 
success, a well-assured and certain future-this, is, so far as 
the Government is concerned. I can only say in conclusion, 
that I should never dream of making a fresh treaty, but I 
should put a duty upon all imported textiles, and then we 
might possibly have some chance of meeting our competitors. 
11t least in our own market.-I am, &c . . 

S, C. LISTER. 
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P.8.-In my aoncluding letter I propose to deal with the 
American tariff; but meanwhile, just one word to the opera
tives. Mr. Guile, who is very guileless, when addressing the 
engineers on strike in London, spoke as follows :-" They were 
told that unless they came down to the figure of continental 
wages the foreign competitor would beat them out of the 
market and get their work. He for one said, 'then God send it 
to them.' Rather than see English workmen come down to live 
on a bit of black bread, a handful of grapes, and a drink of 
sour wine, he would say 'Let the work go.'" Instead of 
talking nonsense, let them consider the following axioms :-1st, 
Labour cannot compel capital to employ it. 2d, Whether the 
workmfln eats white bread or brown, or drinks sour wine or 
beer, capital will only employ labour as long as it is remunera
tive, just so long, and no longer. 3d, Ca:J?ital, when not re
munerated, goes into bankruptcy, and labour to the poor-house. 
These are very simple laws, which any workman can understand 
if he will. 

Me.nninghe.r.: Mills, Feb. 22, 1879. 

rf 
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To the Editor of the " Bradford Daily 

Chronicle and Mail." 

Srn,-I may at once say that I cannot pretend to answe1·
at any rate at present-all the questions and criticisms of 
friend and foe, as I should thereby weary your readers and 
spoil tho continuity of my arguments and the force of my 
reasoning. I have, however, much pleasure in answering the 
question of Mr. Maskery, as it touches a point. upon which I 
wish to be thoroughly understood. I have before pointed out, 
somewhat exhaustively as I think, that the 23 millions of 
textiles now imported should pay a duty on fiscal 
grounds, and on fiscal grounds alone; but, at the 
same time, if the tax were levied judiciously, our domestic 
manufactures should and would derive immense assistance 
from it. The Chancellor of the Exchequer would, of course, 
only looking at the revenue, wish to have as many goods as 
possible to tax-the more the better, so far as he was concerned; 
and he would fix the duty as high as possible, as long as it 
did not interfere with their importation. Then Mr. Maskery 
asks-How should I and my workpeople benefit by it? A wise 
Chancellor would so adjust his tax as entirely to stop the in
crease, and slightly to decrease our present importations, in the 
following manner :-Supposing, with a duty of 20 per cent. on 
15 millions (our present importations of silks) he obta~ed three 
millions, and he found that the importations did not in any way 
decrease, he might move up the duty to 25 per cent., and then 
most orobably he would find a considerable falling off-say to 
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twelve millions. Still, by the higher duty he would lose nothing, 
as he would still obtain his three millions, but with this im
mense difference-that he would greatly benefit and stimulate 
t.hA silk industries of England, which would have to make up 
the difference between fifteen and twelve millions. I do not 
bind myself in the least to these figures, as I only use them to 
illustrate in the shortest possible manner what should be our 

future policy. 
Hitherto I have confined my remarks exclusively to textiles, 

but let me now point out that there are many articles 0f luxury 
other than textile that should undoubtedly come within the 
Chancellor's grasp. I will enumerate a few, those that occur 
to me at the moment, the figures being th0se of the year 1877. 

From France From n,ll cJuntries 
alone. iLcludiog France. 

Glass beads ..................... .. 
Chinn. 11.nd porcelain ware . ... £175.399 
Clocks .. ....... ..................... 314,3 Mi 
Embruidery and neldlework 
Ornl\mental feathers ........... , 328,428 
Artificial flowers ....... ........... 544 025 
Ln.co ........ ........................ 439,255 
Gloves .............................. 1,140,941 
Musicalinstruments ............ 289,1513 
Futs ................................ . 
Sealskins ......................... .. 
Watch,s.............................. 16,636 

£3,24.!>,222 

£66.260 
279,888 
513,387 
8~,609 

873,192 
588,82R 
521,384 

1,518,557 
615,702 
6!19,317 
246,533 
504,16i. 

£6,511,821 

From this it will be seen that we have an additional sum of six 
and a half millions (the half of which quantity France alone 
sends us), making a grand t9tal, including textiles, of upwards 
of thirty millions. As I have before shown, on textiles we 
might raise four millions, and by means of the articles 
enumerated above, we can add another million, making to
gether five millions. Is this to be despised as the proper and fair 
contribution of luxury to the public p11rse r Will any man living 
say that all the articles above enumerated (and there may be 
others) are not fairly and justly the very things to tax? I 
ask in the name of the workman, the widow, and the orphan, 
why should their tea and coffee, and the labourer's pipe, almost 
ois only luxury, be taxed and these escape? I suppose I shall 
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be told that there would be an end of Free Trade. Perish Free 
Trade if it leads to nothing but injustice and wrong. Is the 
poor widow to pay a tax on her cup of tea, and luxury to 
escape unscathed ? Shall luxury .JI.aunt in silks, lace, and 
feathers, and contribute nothing to the exigencies of the State, 
whilst the poor man's pipe is taxed? 

But there is something more to be said on this great question, 
something of a far graver and deeper meaning. Shall the pro
ducer, the workman, be sacrificed for the benefit of the rich man, 
the consumer? Is not this the Alpha and Omega of Free Trade
that the consumer, and he alone, has to be considered? Then, 
again, I say perish Free Trade if it is to make the rich richer 
at the expense of the poor. Shall the poor sempstress pine to 
death in her garret for lack of work whilst luxury has her gloves 
from Paris duty free ? Shall her wail go up to heaven for 
bread whilst our markets are flooded with that which otherwise 
would give her abundant work and wages? Can such a scandal 
continue, such an outrage on common sense? Is this wh~t 
England has comE'. to by the Free Trade craze? Working men 
of England, what say you to this? Say nothing, but prepare 
your votes, as the election must be close at hand. Those must 
be your weapons wherewith to vindicate the right of labour to 
be considered before the rich ctmsumer. 

I have said before in my first letter, and I again repeat, that 
the fine old English gentleman, and I am sure I may say the 
ladies too, when they thoroughly understand the question, will 
not only sympathise with, hut will heartily support the cause 
of the British workman and workwoman. 

And that great man, the Prime Minister, one of the leading 
spirits of the age, if not its greatest leader, with a voice almost 
prophetic, denounced Free Trade and all its delusions twenty 
years ago in the following words:-" Reciprocity is the only 
principle on which a large and expansive system of commerce 
can be founded. Reciprocity is, indeed, a great principle. 
It is at once cosmopolitan and national. The system you ~re 
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pursuing is one quite the contrary; you go on fighting hostile 
tariffs with free imports, and the consequence is you are follow-. 
ing a course most injurious to the commerce of the country, and 
every year at the commencement of the session you come down 
not to congratulate the House and the country on the state of 
our commerce, but to explain why it suffers, why it is pros
trate. And you seem yourselves happy on this occasion to be 
able to say that it is recovering-from what ? From un
paralleled distress." So spake the clearest head in England. 

Let Lord Beaconsfield be supported by the voice and, above 
all, by the votes of the working men at the coming election, 
and, with his firm hand and resolute will, all will be changed, 
and our decaying industries will once more flourish with re
newed vigour and life. Let the workmen remember that they 
are fighting for bread, for dear home, and those dependent 
upon them. I know I am assailed on all sides by the "blind 
leaders of the blind," who cannot even make a pretence of 
answering my arguments, but who in their impotent rage do 
nothing but impute low and selfish motives to me. I heed 
them not. 

I can point with pride and pleasure to a grey-headed band of 
fellow-labourers who have worked with me through many a 
long year-who have seen me, like themselves, shirk no work; 
and I ask them if I have ever been selfish, or if capital has 
oppressed labour. 

They know well, as I know, that Manningham has had its 
difficulties and its struggles, and that if I am now in a degree 
more flourishing than some of my neighbours, it is altogether 
through superior mechanical ability, which has made England 
what it is, and made Manningham what it is.-1 am, &c., 

S. C. LISTER. 

P.S.-I have been so overwhelmed with correspondence from 
all parts of the country that I have been unable to turn my 
attention to the American tariff, but hope to do so next week. 
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To the Editor of the "Bradford Da·ily 

Chronicle and Mail." 

Srn,-Having sufficiently, a.s I hope, pointed out in my 

former letter the importance and advantages to accrue from im
posing duties upon all imported textiles and 0ther articles of 
luxury-first, on fiscal grounds, and, secondly, because they 
would greatly assist our home industries, a course which would 
in some measure regain for us our home market-let us now 
consider what can be done m order to obtain just and honour
able treatment by foreign countries. 

It is evident that England cannot supply her increasing 
population with food; it is also clear that she must make up 
the deficiency either from her own colonies or from foreign 
countries. There is no lack of com in the world; she can have 
all she requires and to spare. We draw considerable supplies 
from India and our own colonies ; but as we send them large 
quantities of mrmufactured goods in retum, the balance of trade 
adjusts itself, and all parties derive great benefit by the ex
change. Unfortunately there are two com1tries, America and 
Russia, who als0 send us considerable quantities of cereals and 
other farm produce, whose policy it is to shut out as far as pos
l:liblo by prohibitive tariffs all our manufaotures. In consequence 
of this we arc prevented from paying for our purchases from 
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them with the products of our industries, and are compelled to 
pay with gold or its representative. It is evident that this 
treatment is not only unjust and one-sided, but highly 
detrimental to our national well-being, · and must ev~ntually 
produce v~ry serious results. We may for a time, as we are now 
doing, live on our capital, but if we are to prosper it must be by 
paying for our food supplies with the product of labour, or 
serious consequences must eventually ensue. If no steps are to 
be taken to prevent our being treated all round after the fashion 
now adopted by America and Russia, our national resources must 
slowly but surely waste away. Our statesmen must be perfectly 
conscious of this, but hitherto they have failed to grapple with 
the difficulty. 

Lancashire has much to answer for, having been the first to 
propagate" the craze." Lady Cotton bounced and flounced in 
the days of her prosperity, and being purse-proud had many 
admirers. She told the world that she was a Free Trader, and 
being the leading article she carried all before her, as she was able 
to stand the bracing air of competition, as it is somewhat euphoni
ously termed. She quite forgot in her haughty pride that there 
were hundreds of other industries that would be killed by the 
Free Trade air ; amongst others, her far more ladylike but 
delicate sister, Silk. She, poor thing, has come to an untimely 
end ; but I do not believe that Lady Cotton has dropped a tear 
at her grave; indeed, she rather despises and scouts her because 
she could not stand the bracing air that was supposed to agree 
so well with her more robust but vulgar sister. 

In France we see another lady, but of far more style, rank 
and fashion, who gives herself quite as many airs as Lady 
Colton- only ~hey are rather more genteel-and, like her, 
flounces .Jand bounces, and says she is a Free Trader . . Allow 
me to introduce you to tho very charming Free Trader, Lady 
Silk. She has, however, a little decrepit sister called "Waste 
Silk." Mauningham wishes to give her a little Free Trade 
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medicine, Dr. Protection says that such poisonous drugs would 
kill her, so the doctor takes care of her with a "little duty," · 
which it is his duty to do. What a sham this Free Tradeism 
is ! But there is yet anothel' Free Trader-Lady Light Bor
deaux. She poses with La<ly Silk, and is only too glad to give 
" Gladstone claret" for British gold. It is no use, Lady Cotton, 
your pouting and sulking; they are just as much Free Traders as 
you are, and for precisely the same reasons-because they think 
they can beat the world. Your and their Free Tradeism (as 
the 'cute Yankee calls it) is the hollowest sham that ever was 
attempted to be palmed on the world. You are all Free Traders 
just as long as it suits your purpose, and not a day long(!lr. It 
is self, self, and nothing but self from the beginning to the end. 
Cotton cares not a straw if every other industry in the country 
is destryed so long as she flourishes ; and England is being 
ruined to suit her Free Trade greed. But mark my words, her 
day of reckoning is coming, if it is not already at hand. 
[Enter the Ghost of Poor Silk anrl the Avenger.] The Ghost 
speaks thus: "Let me take up my parable, and tell Lady Cotton 
what shall happen to her in the latter days. She shall be stripped 
of all riches, honour, and power. She shall be the scorn of all 
nations, and the laugh of the world, and in the future she 
shall be known as 'Poor Betty Cotton,' because in the days of 
her greatness she murdered her sister Silk; and her great Cap
tain Cobden shall be known through all history and all time 
by the ignoble title of the 'Greatest False Prophet' that ever 
lived." So speaks the Ghost, and vanishes into thin air, and 
the grim Avenger solemnly adds " Amen." Let me sketch him 
-A lean, tall, sallow, lanky, straight-haired, round-shouldered, 
'cute, inventive, resolute, never-to-be-beaten, mocking Yankee. 
What s~ys he? " One thing you can depend upon, the Ameri
cans will never be 'converted' to Free Tradeism until they can 
beat you on your own soil. It is preposterous to upbraid your 
cousins for taxing your manufactures, while English manu
factures are faxed in every part of the world. Whore Englanu's 
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Queen is Empress, in Germany, France, &c., all are movmg 
towards Protection ; each country legislating from its own 
standpoint, ignoring altogether the beautiful theories of Free 
Tradeism of Englishmen. You can open up Afric~ if you like 
at a cost of millions, and when you have done so we-imericans 
can follo'w in your track. You cannot grumble, as you are a 
free trade people. 0, where is the genius of Old England? Why, 
it is ' tied up in a bundle of red tape in a narrow passage 
between lunacy and banl{ruptcy ;'that was very well put by 
the textile manufacturer." So mocks the 'cute Yankee. He is 
not to be deluded by the '· Free Trade craze." He sees through 
the hollow sham of Lancashire, and despises it and laughs it to 
scorn; and rightly so. Upon the same principle the fox is a 
Free Trader if he could persuade the geese to allow him to 
come among th'3m. But how about the hounds, who are free 
traders in fur ? If Lancashire could persuade France, or any 
other goose, to be her victim, then she would be happy ; but, 
alas it is all in vain,-she meets nothing but hostile tariffs. 
When you can persuade the lamb to lie down with the lion, 
then Free Trade may be possible, but not till then. Self
preservation must be the law of nations, as it is the universal 
law of nature, and all nations are moving in that direction, in 
spite of .Free Tradeism to the contrary. Even our ancestor, the 
oyster, the little bivalve, offers the shell of protec
tion to the greedy Free Trader who wishes to 
devour it. The gobbling turkey would be happy 
in devouring ants by the thousand, were it not for 
the avenging knife of the cook. So Lancashire 
would be happy to gobble up the busy ants of other nations ; 
but behold the time is not far distant when she may ask for 
protection against the Avenger. What said another Yankee of 
a higher type-General Grant-" In ten years we shall be .lh·ee 
Traders, and you Protectionists." And, mark my, words, he 
will not be Jfar wrong. He will not be a false prophet like 
Cobden ; it is simply a question of time, and that not very dis
tant. La.ncashire is already feeling the beginning of the end. 
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An American paper (Leslie's Illustrated News, February 
1st, 1879), says :-"Then as to the cotton manufacture; 
not a great while ago England had a virtual monopoly of 
that industry. She purchased our raw cotton and sent it back 
to us in cloth, the industry attaining prodigious proportions. 
She had a market in India and China from which as from our
selves enormous profits were derived. Tens of thousands of 
operatives found remunerative employment in her factories and 
mills. Now the United States make their own cotton into 
cloth and are beginning to supply England. In China our 
cloths are so much better than the English that we are taking 
the market. English mills are imitating our American trade 
marks," and so on, and so on. I wonder how "Poor Betty 
Cotton " likes this ! The " Avenger" likes it much ; and 
then it goes on as follows:-" What is to be the outcome of 
this terrible state of affairs ? Where lies the remedy ? These 
are questions that provoke wide discussion in the British news
papers and among British publicists. The balance of opinion 
appears to be that the only effective relief will be found in the 
emigration of the surplus population oi the working and opera
tive classes." Then I say if theyareto emigrate, letitnotbeto 
America, the country that is doing its best to ruin us, and will 
do in spite of fate, unless there is a change in our policy. Mr. W. 
F. Ecroyd, of Lomeshaye Mills, Burnley, in a very thoughtful and 
in every way admirable letter of the 3rd inst., published in the 
Bradforcl Observer, points to this remarkable fact that our 
Australian colonies, with only two millions of inhabitants• 
purchase more from us than the United States with forty 
millions. He says: "What, then, are the capabilities of our 
colonies either as customers for our goods or as growers of 
fo0d? In the year 1877 (the last for which I happen to have 
the returns before me) our Australian colonies, with two 
millions of ililiabitants, purchased our exports to the value of 
£19,285,000, · while the United States, with about forty 
millions of inhabitants, purchased only to the value of 
£16,376,000. In the same year the Dominion of Canada with 
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Newfoundland, containing four millions of inhabitants, took 

from us exports to the value of £7,613,000. whilst Russia, with 
nearly eighty millions of people, bought only to the extent of 
£4,178,000.>' 

Thus it is evident that our colonies are cf vastly more im
portance to us than foreign countries, and that we should in 
every possible way support and encourage emigration to our 
own dependencies rather than to America, from whom we have 
everything to fear and nothing to gain. Not only that, we 
shoi:lld further encourage them, by discriminating duties, to 
send us the largest possible supplies of grain in return for our 
manufactures, and at unce attack America in her vital point 
by puttil§g a duty of 10 per cent. upon her cereals and 
other fa.rm produce. 

Mr. Inloes, an American by birth, but a true Englishman in 
feeling, and one who tborough1y understands this grave ques
tion, bas recently published a letter, in which he says: "If we 
passed laws discriminating against her productions of grain, 
flour, meat, and other provisions until she gave us Reciprocity, 
but a very short time would elapse before the minds of her 
people would be awakened to the necessity of modifying her 
duties, because her people would soon feel the pressure. Why 
not do it ? We have the power, because we are her largest cus
tomer. She can't eat bet· surplus. Our object would not be 
more selfish than is permitted and justified in the every-oay 
life of individuals, and nations are but an aggregate of individ
uals. If it did not effect the object, we could return to our 
present position at any moment. If the principles of Free Trade 
are correct and beneficial to all nations, then a pressure on our 
part, if it accomplished theobjectof inducing nations to practise 
Free Trade, will be of benefit to them. Would not the end justify 
the means? Are we afraid of being suspected of being ~1~fai~hful 
to our declared convictions regarding Free Trade? If so, we cau 
show the world our consistency, by declaring that as soon as 
any nation reciprocates that, ow· discrimination will be removed. 
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I know I shall be met by the statement that our own people 
·will suffer from having to pay higher prices for provisions and 
bread. True ; but is it not better that we should suffer for a 
time than continue as we are? Will we not have to suffer more 
from the prostration of our industries, low wages: ·-&c., than if 
by the revival of those industries we can earn better wages, 
even if we have to pay mora for the time for our bread and pro
visions? Did we not suffer for principle's sake in the cotton 
famine? Can we not fight a battle for Reciprocity, even at the 
expense of a temporary suffering ? Are we afraid we will be 
involved in a war of tariffs ? Suppose we a.re, what nation can 
afford to be involved in such a war better than Great Britain? 
We are the great censumers, and possess the p0wer of making 
discrimination felt by every nation, more than any other nation, 
and, I might add, than· all other nations united. The United 
States, although the largest exporters of food, are not the only 
exporters. During rthe time we were discriminating against 
her provisions, we could be drawing supplies from the rest of 
the world without charging any duty. If we conquered in the 
fight against the United States-as I have no doubt we should 
in a very short time-and induced her to materially reduce her 
present duties, we could then turn on France and attack her 
with similar weapons, bringing them to bear on her weak 
point, and by degrees attack each nation in detail. Divide 
and conquer is a true axiom in war : discriminate against one 
nation at a time." 

I thoroughly agree with every word that Mr. Inloes says ; 
and when we have brought America to her ~enses, I would 
attack Russia next, and put discriminating duties on her cereals 
and farm produce. But let it be clearly understood that I am 
opposed to taxing raw materials used for manufacturing pur
poses. Mr. Inloes says, and very truly, th~t sh; (America) 
cannot eat her surplus ; it must come to us either at one price 
or another. I have already quoted a 'cute Yankee, and 
what he had to say about Free-Tradeism; also a more 
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notable one, General Grant; and now for one of what I 
suppose we must consider the highest type. In the 
Times of the 22nd February, 1879, there appeared the 
following most amusing bit of bluster:-" The export trade in 
cattle (from America) has now assumed such vast proportions 
that any interference with it is sure to cause wide-spread loss 
and even ruin among the farmers of the North-West, and 
unless such interference can be shown to be justified by the 
strictest necessity it is likely to impair."-What do you sup
pose it is going to impair? The British workman's health 
from not having his proper supply of beef? Oh, no, only~ 
" the entente cordiale at present existing between the two nations 
to a serious extent." Signed, "An American Diplomatist." 
Verily I may say as his brother Yankee has said, "Oh, where 
is the genius of England? Why, it is tied up in a bundle of 
red tape, between lunacy and bankruptcy." "You cannot 
grumble, as you are a Free Trade nation." So mock the 
avengers ! I would say in reply to that threat, Fiat justitia, 
ruat crelum; and I would, without a moment's delay, compel 
justice from America, or I would know the reason why. It is 
evident to the meanest capacity that we have the power. Why 
not, then, at once show that we are not a nation of women ; 
that, amidst the mad folly of Free Tradeism, we are not all 
" empty sacks ; " that we are no longer to be led by the " blind 
leaders of the blind; " that Cobden, the " greatest false 
prophet" that ever lived, is not for ever to delude the nation 
to its ruin ? If, simply by imposing certain rules to prevent 
the spread of the cattle disease, pleuro-pneumonia, we are to 
bring the North-Western States to ruin, and we are to be told 
by " Diplomatist" that we shall destroy the entente cordiale, 

I for one say, the sooner the Americans are brought to their 
senses the better. Consider for one moment, we are importing 
from America seventy-seven millions, against about sixteen 
millions of exports ; and yet we are to be told by '' Diploma
tist " that, unless we remove suoh restrictions as we think 
desirable to prevent the cattle disease from spreading, the 
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entente cordiale will be interrupted! No man living could have 
written such a note had he not known that the country was in 
the hands of the "blind leaders of the blind," ,backed up by 
a set of "empty sacks," men with no reasoning~ powers, men 
who are patriots to every country but their own, of the true 
John Bright school. 

Surely there is a little manhood left in the country. There 
are some left who have reasoning powers, who are not affiicted 
with the "craze." I must appeal again to the "clearest head 
in t:b.e country" to see that justice is done to our ruined indus
tries, and if America cannot be brought to reason in any other 
way let us at once impose a duty not only upon her cattle but 
upon all her farm produce, all her cereals. If the shoe aheady 
pinches let it pinch a little harder, and then we shall see what 
the mocking Yankee says. I know well he will respect 
Old England the more if we show that we are not all 
" lunatics," and that those who are determined to have right 
and justice, even if it. should lead to _!Ji_ War Qf .t!Lriffs, a~ n_9t to 
be triflEOd with. 

In 1868 the foreign supply -of food was one-fifth of our 
whole consumption. Last year, 1878, it was rather more 
than one-fourth of the whole, and from America we received 
one-third of that fourth, or equal to one-twelfth of the whole. 
Supposing on that twelfth we were to impose a duty of 10 per 
cent. it would scarcely affect eur prices, but it would be ruin 
to the farming industry of America. It would undoubtedly to 
some extent increase the price ~f food in this country, but only 
to a trifling extent. - - . - - -

Then let us see what we should gahl· by that trifle. 1st, 
we should break down the most obstructive and shameless 
tariff in the world, and to my mind it is worth ten times the 
amount to enf9rce justice. 2nd, we should, at least in some 
trifling degree, benefit our agricultural interests;··'and surely 
they are entitled to some consi8.eration. When the farmer is 
thriving and prosperous, we, the manufacturers, immediately 
feel the beneficial effects. Remember, it is not proposed to put 
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this duty on for the benefit of the agricultma~st, but 
for the benefit of our great manufacturing industries, 
and if the farmers should reap some advantag~ in conse
quence is not that an additional reason why we should attack 
America ? 3rd, It would encourage the growth of corn in our 
own colonies, which is very desirable, seeing that, as I have 
already shown, they are oar best customers. If some plan could 
be arranged by which their cereals could be admitted free
whilst all other foreign farm produce was taxed-and in return 
they should admit our manufactares free of duty, I think it 
would be greatly to the advantage of both parties. 

It is my opinion that the manufacturing, commercial, and 
agricultural classes would give a united and hearty support to 
any Gov~rnment that would resolutely face the difficulty. But 
to be successful they should be aided by the working man, who 
is quite as deeply interested as any other class-perhaps more 
so. The American is ready to suffer some loss-indeed, I may 
&ay a very heavy one-that he may build up his domestic 
manufactures; then, I say, why should not we submit to a 
temporary and trifling loss to prevent ours being ruined ? Are 
we less patriotic ? I cannot think that we are " all patriots to 
every country but our own." The American policy is tG starve 
and destrny, as far as it is in their power, all our industries, in 
order to foster their own, and unless they are checkmated, they 
will undoubtedly in a short thne place us in grave difficulties. 
As the tax on American produce would only, I fully believe, 
be very temporary, the Chancellor of the E:x.ahequer might, as 
some compensation to the working classes, remove the duty 
from tea, coffee, &c. In that way they would have no 
reeson to complain, and the revenue would not suffer. 

I am, &c., S. C. LISTER. 
Manningham, March 9th, 1879. 

P.S.-Let me call the attention of Lancashire to this great 
fact, that Mr. Morley, at the meeting in London three weeks 
ago, stated that he was selling thousands of pieces of American 
cetton goods, and that similar goods made in Lancashire re
µiained in his warehouse unsold. 
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E COMMERCIAL ADVANTAGES 

OF FEDERATION. 

INK it is unnecessary for me to enlarge on the fact of there being 
eneral desire on the part of the inhabitants of Great Britain and 

of our Colonial population in all parts of the world for a tighten
of those cords which bind us to one another. Paper after 

er is read n.t these meetings testifying to the feeling which 
sts on both sides, and I believe that it has no distinction in 
ty politi<i • There is th re£ Ifl no necessity for me to trespass 
politics, even if such a thing were allowed. I have no doubt 
t if it were put to the vote of all Englishmen in all parts of the 
Id, whether home or Colonial, that there would be nine in favour 

the union of the Empire where there would be one against it. 
Sir Remy Parkes, the Premier of New South Wales, bore 
tness to this in a speech he made in New York during last month, 
d predicted that the natural future of Great Britain and her 
lonies would be that of complete Federation. 
I must, however, look a little beyond that feeling of sentimental 

ction and mutual consideration which finds such ready expres
n at these meetings, and see if there is some underlying bond of 

terest which, by being strengthened, would for ever set at rest all 
lk of separation of any one of the component parts of the Empire 
m the others. 
I give below some figures from the official returns showing how 
e exports from this country have grown more with our own 
lonies than with other countries during the last twenty years. 
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Sulln.U.RY OF THB VALUE 011' EXPORTS 011' BRITISH PRODUCE Al'l'D MANUFACTURES, ExcLUSIVB 
011' FOREIGN AND COLONIAL, D ISTINGUISHING FOREIGN COUNTRIES A.ND BRIT ISH 
POSSESSIONS, DURING THll LAST TWENTY YEA.RS. 

FOREIGN COUNTRIES:-
EurOJ:!e ... . .•.•.• . ............. . .• .• 
America ... ....... ... .. .... .. .. ... . 
Other Countries 

Totals ...... ...... .. . 

Increase over -preceding 
-period .... ..... .. ............ ... . 

Decreas'l over preceding 
-period ........ .... .... ..... ....•• 

BRITISH Poss11sscoNB:
Increase over preceding 

period .. .... ....... .. .. ........ . . 

Foreign J onntries ..• ... 
British Possessions ..... . 

Period. P eriod. 
1861-65 1866-70. 

----------
£ £ 

271i,861,491 3611,349,291 
167,594,423 225,584,!l69 
53,249,925 94,850,398 

£496,70~,839 £ 686,784,658 

£190,075,819 

£234,879,604 253,070,067 

18,190,463 

RECAPITULATION. 

£ £ 
496,708,839 6 6,784,658 
234,879,604 253 070,067 

Period. Period. 
1871-75. 1876-1880. 

--------
£ .:£ 

512,431,174 407,597,163 
280,929, ;145 184,635,220 
84,825,262 76,557,753 

---------
£ 878, 185, 781 £ 668,790,136 

£191,401,123 

£209,395,645 

321,374,689 337,201,053 

68,304,622 15,826,36' 

£ £ 
878,185,781 668, 790,136 
321,374,689 337,201,053 

Totals ... .. ... . £731,588,443 £939,854,725 £1,199,560,470 £1,005,991,189 

Increase over preceding 
period . .. . . . ... .... . ..... £208,266,282 £259,705,745 

Decrease over preceding 
period .. . . . .... .. . ... ... ... £193,569,281 

On examining these figures, the increasing importance of our 
Colonial trade becomes"at once conspicuo11s. 

Thus in the five years, 1876-80, the decrease in our exports to 
the rest of the world amounted to £209,395,645, compared with 
the previou$ quinquennial period, while the exports to our Colonies 
advanced £15,826,364. This increase is the more important seeing 
that prices of all our exports were very much lower. Probably 
if the prices of 1871-5 had been maintained, the increase might 
have been 100 millions instead of 15 millions. It must also be 
borne in mind that our exports to the Colonies consist almost 
entirely of manufactured goods, and that they, therefore, represent 
a much larger employment of labour at home when compared with 
those of the rest of the world. My object this evening will be to 
show that by a federation of all commercial interests the rates of 
increase might be not only maintained but enormously increased. 

The great example which we have of successful Federation is that 
of the United States. The Northern States sawthe immense import
ance of Federation in 1864, when the Southern States declared their 
independence. It is well known that the question of slavery alone 
would never have caused the North to spend all the blood and 
treasure that was then spent, and to burden the nation with a debt 
amounting to £500,000,000. Had the South been successful 
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a.nd established her independence, the Western States, as well a · 
California, would probably have followed suit, and there would have 
been four little kingdoms instead of one great Confederacy. 
Capita.lists would have held back from investments, tariffs would 
have been imposed here and altered there, and trade and agricul
ture would have shrunk into narrow compass. This is what 
President Lincoln and the other statesmen of .his · d'ay foresaw, and 
every farthing spent has been most amply repaid\ to· the people, as I 
shall show by a few statistics mostly collected from American 
sources. It may he said that the American Union has within itself 
almost as many differences of climate and soil as Great Britain and 
her Colonies. The mineral wealth is probably about equal, the 
better quality of the coal and iron found in England being balanced 
by the larger quantity of more precious metals found in the great 
mines of the Rocky Mountains. The commercial policy of the 
States has oeen the same as her political. To build up a world 
within a world has been the aim of almost all her eminent men. 
The n.gricultural capacity of the country has been the groundwork 
of its wealth. Firstly, the cotton crop, which was the special 
industry before the civil war, and afterwards the cultivation of 
grain, which has brought population to the Far West, have both 
played into the hands of the national policy. 

In reviewing· the commercial g1·owth of" the American Union 1 
shall to a great extent confine myself to a description of the great 
extension which has talten place in farming in the W astern States 
during the last two decades. Being myself an importer of corn 
from all parts of the world, I feel more capable of giving correct 
views in: regard to this business than to any other. In 1860 the 
Western States were very thinly populated, and the communications 
required for bringing this fertile tract into usefulness were mostly 
unmade. The land was known to be extremely fertile, and the 
making of railways has converted what was almost valueless into 
enormous national wealth. This extension of the railway system 
has been at the bottom of the great prosperity of the United States . 
The fertility of the land brought the railways ; the railways pro
duced the· agriculture ; the agriculture brought the increase of 
population ; the population formed the towns ; the towns made 
the commerce, and the commerce made the prosperity of the manu
facturing centres. 

This is the reasoning that has made Americans protectionists. 
They consider their own Federal Union is a world within itself. 
With nearly all the products of the globe produced at home, they 
consider they can exchange them among themselves more profitably 
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than they can exchange with other nations, with many nece sary 
charges added. They practi0e the most complete free trade between 
all parts of the Union, and if there were no other country in the 
world the United States alone would prove the soundness of the 
views of Adam Smith. 

Agriculture has, however, thus far been developed at a greater 
rate than manufacturing industry, and hence they have a surplus 
for export, which has increased enormously during the last five 
years. 

Senator Mornill, in hiB speech on the Tariff question in the 
United States Senate, on December 8, 1881, made use of these 
words : " Agriculture has made immense strides forward. The 
'' recent e;xport of food products, though never larger, is not equal 
"by twenty-fold to home consumption." According to his opinion, 
therefore, the great Federal Union do.es not seem to be in any large 
degree dependent on exports df !food. lf the food exported only 
reaches one-twentieth part of that consumed there would be no 
very serious loss if the export oeased. I am, however, disposed to 
doubt the correctness of this opinion. I .velieve that it would take 
America some years to recoup a se:nious diminution of her export trade 
in food. Her export trade in cotton is comparatively secure to her. 
No country in the world has such ad.vantages for cotton culture, and 
.the peculiar quality grown becomes a necessity in the manufactures 
of older countnies. I will now give a few :figures, showing the in
crease in wheat ,culture. The acreage under wheat has increased 
from 19,900,000 aoies in 1871 to 36,000.,000 .acres in 1880. The 
export has increased in a still more important ratio, viz., from 
5,000,000 quarters in 1871 to 21,000,000 qua1 ters in 1880. 

The increase l>oth in acreage and exports of maize or Indian 
corn is in like proportions . It is therefore quite evident that 
agriculture has made greater strides than .a~y other industry, 
seeing that the produce is far more than can be consumed. 

Comparing the increase in land under wheat with the increase 
in railways opened, it is remarkable to see how the one has kept 
pace with the other. Thus in 18:70 there were 46,000 miles open, 
and in 1880 ueair~y.90,000 miles. The progress m this country for 
the same period has been from 15,500 miles to 17,900, or only 
2,400 miles here against more than 40,000 there. 

As regards the increase in national wealth during the decade, I 
take the following extract from Sena.tor Morrill 's speech: "Our 
"aggregate wealth in 1860 was 119 b:iJl.ions of dollars, but is esti-. 
"mfl.ted to have advanced in il.880 to ov-er 40 billions." It is probable 
that the national wealth now-amounts to close upon 10,000 millions 
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of pounds sterling. The American plan of calculating national 
wealth is, in my opinion, more correct than that adopted by Mr. 
Giffen and other political economists in our own country. They 
simply take the value of everything existing in America, and reckon 
nothing for investments of their citizens in other countries. In 
Mr. Giffen's calculations all the investments. of Englishmen in 
America are computed as national w.ealth, but-it is very difficult to 
understand how such wealth could possibly be made available for 
national purposes. 

The next point to notice is the increasing independence of the 
wage-earning classes. 

In 1860 the number of workpeople, men and women, employed 
in cotton manufactures, was 122,0001 and. their earnings were 24 
millions of dollars; while in 1880 there were 17 5,000, and their 
earnings were 42 millions of dollars. 

In 1860 the number of men and women employed in the woollen 
industry was 41,000, and their earnings we:r:e 9t millions of dollars, 
while in 1880 the number was 140,000, and, their wages 47 millions 
of dollars. 

Wages in all other occupations have ·advanced in a similar way. 
The cost of living is in some respects . considerably more than in 
this country, and in other respects very:much less. In all pro
bability a working man can live about as , cheaply there as here, 
but he has more to spend, and consequently lives better in America. 
The wages of fa.rm-servants who live in the ·house, and have every
thing found except clothes, are more than doable those paid in this 
country. 

Pauperism is almost unknown, and the d~osits in savings banks 
are estimated to amount to over 160 millions sterling, or more 
than double those of England. 

Wealth and the good things of this life are more ·equally divided 
than in this <muntry, and the population is every week increasing 
by upwards of 15,000 immigrants, who b:ring with t.hem little 
besides the clothes on their backs. 

The Public Debt has been reduced from ab0ut 500· millions 
sterling in 1870 to 390 millions in 1880, and. the interest thereon 
from 26 to 16 millions. 

The American people depend on their own. inherent stoongth 
rather than on armies and navies. They value home indust11y more 
than foreign commerce, and have nothing but their coasts to defend. 
They, however, admit the commercial value to a nation of its 
exports by a clause in their Constitution which prohibits any 
duties being levied thereon. . 
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In concluding my remarks on the great results of Federal union 
in the United States, I will now read some of the concluding remarks 
in the speech of Senator Morrill, made in the Senate only two 
months since. He says : " England with all her faults is great, 
" but unfortunately has not room to support her greatness, and 
"must have cheap food, and be able to offer better wages, or part 
H with great numbers of her people. I most sincerely hope her 
" statesmen-and she is never without those of eminence-will 
"prove equal to their great trust and to any crisis; but we cannot 
" surrender the welfare of our Republic to any foreign Empire. 
" Free trade may or may not be England's necessity. Certainly 
"it is not our necessity, and it has not reached and never will 
" reach the altitude of a science. Any impost on corn then it is 
" clear would now produce an exodus of her labouring population 
~' that would soon ·leave the banner of Victoria waving over a. 
" second-rate power." 

It is the latter part of these remarks of Senator Morrill which I 
challenge, and the rest of this paper will be devoted to an attempt 
to refute them. 

Having shown what an impo1·tant matter Federal union has been 
to the United States, I next come to the consideration of the posi
tion of this country in regard to her Colonies, and to a comparison 
of the results which should follow from our adopting a similar 
policy. The objection generally raised is that the ocean divides us, 
1tnd that therefore the cases are wholly dissimilar. It .is a very 
shallow objection. Our own skill in shipbuilding and navigating 
is equal to the enterprise which the Americans have shown in rail
way construction. It is the industry of all others of which we are 
m.ost deservedly proud, and the necessity of greatly increased ocean 
carriage to and from all our Colonies would vastly promote it. Our 
wealth in iron and coal in England is undoubtedly greater than 
that of the United States. Our agricultural land in the Colonies is 
more extensive. In one thing we must confess some inferiority, 
viz., in the quality of the cotton produced compared with America ; 
but against this we produce tea and coffee, which articles are not 
produced by America. 

Our Colonies are comparatively undeveloped, and therefore no 
very important manufacturing interests have yet grown up. We 
should not attempt to discourage any manufactures in them that 
are likely to lead to a successful home supply, but it would be most 
unwise to foster by protection those which are not. The ability to 
produce food and raw materials on the pa-rt of our Colonies is the 
chief point we have to consider, and whether it would be to the 
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material well-being of both to fuse their interests in such 
a manner as to make our future trade flow more in one 
channel than it has hitherto done. There is no doubt about the 
capacity of England to produce all the manufactures required by 
the Colonies at the cheapest possible cost, and I have no doubt 
about the Colonies being able to produce our food supply. I shall 
review as shortly as possible the agricultural capacity of each of 
our larger possessions. 

INDIA. 

Of all our Dependencies India seems likely to do most for us 
for some years to come. In that vast country we have a popu
lation in great part given up to the pursuit of agriculture; 
about 70 per cent. of the adult males are employed in this 
occupation-and although the cultivation may be in many cases of 
the rudest kind, yet it only requires time and the invention of suit
able labour-saving implements to improve it greatly. To attempt 
to alter the present system, and to supplant it by a sudden intro
duction of English or American machinery, no doubt would be a 
failure. The Indian farmer is like all others ; he knows what his 
own soil and climate will produce, and he has established a rule of 
thumb of his own, which science can doubtless improve upon but 
cannot upset. India is probably at the present time more given up to 
agriculture than any country in the world. It therefore seems 
strange that with the demand for imported food which has existed 
in England for the last twenty years, there should have been so 
little received from India until the last three or four years. I well 
remember the first arrivals of Indian wheat in London. When 
the samples were first shown at Mark Lane the general verdict of 
the corn trade was that it would never come into consumption in 
this country. The grain seemed to be nothing but shells, and the 
flour had been eaten out by weevils . It is perfectly wonderful how 
this state of things has been improved upon since then. Instead of 
the grain taking months to arrive at the port of shipment from the 
interior, and thus being subject in that hot country to the ravages 
of weevil, it now comes down in a few days. The result has been 
that we now get all qualities of wheat from Bombay and Calcutta 
in as good order as we do from the United States. There is a great 
variety in quaJity, from the finest white wheat almost equal to 
Australian, to the coarsest red, which, although selling at a much 
lower price, produces certain glutinous qualities which could only 
previously be found in the wheat of other countries, and on which 
millers in this country were almost dependent. The export from 
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all Indian ports of the wheat harvested in 1881 will probably 
amount to 4,500,000 qrs., or more than one-third part of the 
whole supply required by the United Kingdom; but this probably 
does not represent one-third part of what India can spare. What 
is needed is an extension of the railway system into those fertile 
tracts which lie too far from the trunk lines made by Govern
ment. As I have before explained, these lines have been made in 
the United States with a view of producing their own traffic, 
population, and towns. How much more successful might they be 
in India, where the cultivation is already in existence and the popu
lation already provided. 

It would be presumptuous in me to animadvert on our Indian 
railway system. 'Ihe Government has thus far kept nearly the 
whole of it in its own power. The policy may be right, but to a 
commercial mind it seems that enterprise is somewhat checked by 
these restrictions. I am told, however, that no private enterprise 
would have started the work without Government intervening. The 
length of railways thus made during the last thirty years in India 
is only about 10,000 miles. In the United States,on the other system, 
it is 90,000 miles. The Indian lines have been made in a most sub
stantial manner, and there has doubtless been some gain in this res
pect over private enterprise in the United States. In India the acre
age under wheat is said to be about the same as in the United States, 
viz., 36,000,000 acres. The disadvantage which the Indian farmer 
suffera from in competition with the American is dearer carriage. 
This may be to some extent removed by the speedy construction of 
railways into all the producing centres. We have refused to foster 
new industries in India, such as the manufactures of cotton fabrics, 
greatly to the disgust of many of the natives ; let us show them by 
our future conduct that we desire to foi:;ter that great industry which 
seems to be so peculiarly suitable to their climate and population. 
Even as a matter of self-interest it must pay our Government. The 
taxes in India are raised from the land ; the average tax on every 
acre of cultivated )and amounts to two shillings, which is calculated 
to be five and a half per cent. of the value of the produce. By 
making these rail ways, and thus increasing the value of the land 
and bringing a larger quantity into useful cultivation, the Govern
ment, at the expense of some little outlay-possibly unremunerative 
at the first-would prepare the way to a future large increase of 
revenue, and would lessen the percentage which that revenue would 
bear to the value of the produce grown. Canals also should be made, 
wherever practicable, and especially in the districts which are 
devoted to rice culture. The wheat plant is not so dependent on 
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rain as the rice, but still the produce is increased considerably in 
those neighbourhoods which are available for irrigation. There is 
one advantage which the Indian farmer has over the American: 
his wants are smaller and his labour is extremely cheap. But against 
this must be set the ocean freight, which can never be equalised. 

By encouraging the construction of public works in India, how
ever, the outward freights from this country would become more 
active, and steamships could then afford to perform the return 
journey at a. more reasonable rate. The Suez Canal charges alone 
amount to as. much as 2s. 6d. per qr. on every quarter of wheat that 
comes from India.. to this country by steamship. Shipowners cannot 
therefore afford to. bring wheat from Calcutta at an average freight 
much below 10s. per qr.,,or from Bombay at 9s. per qr. Compared 
with the freight from New York to Liverpool there is therefore a 
disadvantage to. the Indian grower of at least 5s. or 6s. per qr. 

'.l'he chief distric:ts.in India for the growth of wheat are the Punjaub 
and the North-west provinces. The Central provinces, Berar and 
Bombay, are also increasing their growth quite as. fast as the 
facilities for transport can be provided. 

The Indian land-tax is a far heavier burden on agriculture 
than any similar tax in hhe Western States of America.. 

AUSTRALASIA. 

Australia, Tasmania and New Zealand grow as fine wheat as 
any country in the world can produce. The climate of New 
Zealand is especially suited to a large cultivation of all grain ; 
it is less subject to drought than that of Australia. The growth 
of wheat in Australia has been developed to a considerable 
extent for many years past. Wheat-farming has not, however, ad
vanced nearly so rapidly as. sheep-farming. There are large tracts of 
land which are excellent shee.p,...runs, and pay better in that form than 
in any other. The recent discovery that fresh meat can be brought 
from the Antipodes in a frozen state has a most important bearing 
on our trade with Australia. The·meat arrives in our docks looking 
as fresh as the day it was killed~ it is then removed into special 
refrigerating-chambers constructed for the purpose by the Royal 
Victoria Dock Company, and kept there until s.old. As usual with 
new things there is a sort of prejudice on the part of the. butchers 
against frozen meat, but it is probably made the most of with a 
view to buy it the cheaper. The recent arrivals have made about 
5d. to 6d. per lb., and are said to pa.y a profi.t ; at all events the ship
ments continue. Butter is also prese:r-ved in the same manner, and 
it is likely that this will be a great success ; I hope tha.t it may 
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ultimately take the place of the French supply. Wool is the moat 
important export of Australia, and the demand for mutton and 
wool together will bring into profitable occupation vast tracts of 
land that would not grow wheat. 

There is, however, an immense acreage available for the growth 
of wheat; nothing is needed but the railways to connect it with the 
shipping ports. The colonists do not regard wheat as a very paying 
crop; nevertheless, it is calculated that from the crop just harvested 
there will be 2,000,000 qrs. to spare for export. Australia, as com
pared with the United States, stands at a greater disadvantage even 
than India does. There is, again, that item of freight. It cannot be 
r eckoned at less than 12s. per qr. from Melbourne or Port Adelaide, 
against 5s. from the Atlantic ports of America. Thus there is a 
disadvantage attending the Australian supply of about 7s. per qr., 
and as labour is about as dear in Australia as in the United States 
there is no set-off on that account. The same disadvantage atten_ds 
their competition in meat and all perishable products. The 
cost of refrigerating-chambers on board ship is considerable, and 
instead of being only for a fortnight' s voyage the expense has to be 
incuncd for one lasting about six weeks. The trade is of great 
vt1.lue to our mercantile marine, and with an encouragement to rail
r 0ad development, by which we should have good outward freights 
for iron as well as inward freights for provisions, it would bring 
much greater prosperity to us 9.S shipowners than any one-sided 
trade with the United States is ever likely to do. 

The capacity of New Zealand for exporting is at present limited 
to about half a million quarters of wheat, but, as before said, the 
climate is more suitable than that of Australia for wheat farming, 
and there is no reason why the quantity should not increase four
fold when the country has been more developed. English capitalists 
a t the present time even are only too glad to make large outlay 
both in Australia and New Zealand, and if the political position in 
r egard to this country were strengthened by Federation the flow of 
capital would be all the greater. 

The capabilities of Australia for wine-growing are undoubtedly 
very great. The late treaty with France acted most prej udici~lly to 
that interest; nearly all the Australian wines, being of greater 
strength, had to pay 2s. 6d. per gallon duty for entering this 
country, whereas the light wines of France only paid ls. per gallon. 
If Australian or Cape wine comes into competition with any British 
manufactures, such as beer> the duty ought not to exceed the excise 
which is paid at home. By giving this relief we should stimulate 
the growth in Australia and the Cape Colony, and give our co:onists 
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every advantage in fostering an industry which will no doubt become 
a very important addition to their prosperity. 

CANADA. 

The paper which was read in this Institution last month gave the 
members a glowing description of the future prospects of our North 
American dominions. 

The province of Manitoba and the neighbouring territory extends 
over 100,000,000 acres of the finest land in the world. This land is 
said to be more adapted for the growth of wheat than for any other 
purpose. Colonel Grant informed us that in order to make it avail
able much railway work had to be done. Canada therefore stands at 
Rome disadvantage with the United States. In the first place, the 
cost of freight from Montreal is more than from New York; and 
in the second place, the cold is more severe, and shipments cannot 
be made during the winter months, when the St. Lawrence is frozen. 

I took occasion in the discussion which followed the reading of 
Colonel Grant's paper to animadvert upon the support which the 
reader gave to the protective policy adopted by the Dominion, more 
particularly so since an attempt is evidently made to foster certain 
industries which probably would not succeed without protection as 
against the Mother-Country. The noble Duke who occupied the 
chair, explained, when I sat down, that it was impossible for Canada 
to protect these industries from competition on the part of the United 
States without likewise protecting them from ourselves. This ex
planation shows to me how very far we are from Federation with 
our Colonies. The true principles on which Federation should be 
based would be those on which the different parts of the United 
States are bound togeth~r-viz., that of the nearest possible approach 
to free trade amongst all the component parts. England, I fear, has 
missed the opportunity of complete free trade with her Colonies, 
but I see no reason why our steps should not be gradually retraced. 
Where tariffs have been established for revenue purposes, they 
cannot be at once done away with; the finances of the particular 
Colony would bA disorganised by such an operation, but a gradual 
process of reduction and ultimate extinction should be adopted. 
Where, on the other hand, the tariff has been imposed for the purpose 
of building up special trades, certain circumstances should be tak~n 
into account before any alteration ia made. The chief thing to con
sider would be : Has the industry, so protected in its infancy, a 
reasonable chance of success in its older age ? 

The disadvantages from which the food producer in Canada 
suffers in comparison with one in the United States are very small. 
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No greater difference could possibly be made than about 2s. per r. 
in the cost of laying down wheat in England. 

H any advantage be given to our 0ther Coloni.es over forei~n 

countries, Canada could nG>t lay el.aim to so much as Australia aid 
India. I imagine the general feeling of most Englishmen would e 
rather to give ou1i col~mists equal advantages with foreigne11s , thanto 
punish foreigners for their sakes. 

It is impossible t(i) say what quamtity of wheat JBritiish Not h 
America will 11e able to supply ~ the quantities named are alm1st 
fabulous. 

CoMMEReIAL TRE.tt'DllEB •. 

Having :referred above to the nature 0f our commercial treaties '1S 

affecting Federation w:ith our Qolonies, I will now. give a few pcr
ticulars bearing on this point. 

At the p:resent time there e:llst about forty cemmercial tJeat:es 
between Great Britain and variolll.S other nations) 1ai:ge and small 

I will give the teJims of the treaty with Belgium, dated July ~3, 
1862. The clau.se regarding the {)olonies runs as follows :. "A-t. 
XV. Articles, the produce or mamufacture of Belgium, shall not e 
subject in the- British Colonies to other or higher duties than these 
which are oi: may be im:wosed upon similar articles of Briti3h 
origin.'' 

This treaty is still in existence, On the 6th August, 1866, tie 
Legislatlllies of the.Australian Coloia-ies obtained power by a special .Act 
of Parliament ''to alter, revise, and ame11d their tariffs ; and tne 
same, wh~n so altered and amended, shall be considered valic.11 

Prior to this. date all altei:ations, &c~ hail to be su,bmitted to the 
approval of the Queen. lt thus becomes a matter @f great do ibt 
whether since that Act the Australian Coloniet:> have been in a 
position to depart from oar treaty with Belgium or not. Moreov~r, 

by the favour~d nation clause which exists iu nearly all our treat.es 
with foreign c<mntries, there is very little doubt that every contra~t

ing power can claim the same rights as Belgium obtained by tlat 
treaty. If this be so it is impossible for the Cclonies to grant to fue 
Mother-Country any adv.antage& that, all other countries would mt 
equally share in. But now 1i c©me to the most important treaty of 
all, viz., that made with the Ge:rma.n Zollverein on May 30th, 18{5, 
and which now exists in the same form with Germany and Austr.a
Hungary. The Colonial clause runs thus : " In those Colon:es 
'' and ' Possessions 1 (of her Britannic Majesty) the produce of the 
" States of the Zollverein shall not be subject to any higher or otl:er 
" import duties than the produce of the United Kingdom of Gnat 



_The Commercial Advantages of Federation. 15 

" Britain and Ireland, or of any other country of the like kincl ; nor 
" 8hall the exportation from those Colonies or Possessions to the 
"Zollverein be subject to any higher or other duties than the ex
" portation to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland." 

This not only binds our Colonies to give every facility to the 
Zollverein which they give to the Mother-Country, but also prevents 
the Mother-Country from making any commercially advantageous 
arrangement with her Colonies which she will not equally extend 
to Germany, and eonseq_uentiJ.y to all other nations which have the 
most favoured nation clause. 

T n some treaties the word " Colonies " is alone used ; in others 
"British Dominions,'' in others " Colonies and Foreign Posseasions, '' 
and in others " British Territories." 

The fact is we have thrown away our powers in the most lavish 
manner in these commercial treaties, but most fortunately for us 
they have nearly all reached the date when, by giving twelve months' 
notice, we can terminate them. It is a most important matter for 
Pa.1·liament at once to investigate, and especially so since the Frencli 
Government entirely ignores that any of the Colonies have the 
same interests as the United Kingdom. 

Co CLUDING REMARKS. 

I have endeavoued to l'oint oat to yon, in the first place, by the 
example of 1Jhe United States, what an important element Federa
tion is in a nation's development ; and how it brings into play the 
resources of ca-pitalists, and builds up within a country that ex
change of prodnctions which suek a country as the United States, 
and such an Empire as Great Britain and her Colonies, may be said 
to possess in equal bcmnty. I have, [n the second place, shown 
what articles of commerce our various Colonies seem to be most 
fitted to produce, and how, by encouraging the trade in those articles, 
we should encourage our own home trade at the same time. The 
extensio1il. of railways in a productive country I hold to be 
synonymous with the increase of its internal wealth, and without 
railways the finest lands in the world may lie utterly useless. The 
admission I have been compelled to make in each case where I have 
compared our Colonies with the United States., is that the culti
vator of the soil cannot possibly obtain so high a price for his pro
duce a,s the producer under equal ec:m.ditions in the United States, 
from the one faet that ocean freight is cheaper from New York than 
from any of ou own Possessions.· The question therefore arises 
whether we can redress this d.isadvantage under which our Colonies 
laoour, and put them on the same terms .as other~ countries, such 
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as Russia, Prussia, the United States, and all other food-producing 
countries. A great objection is expressed by most of our politicians 
of both parties to a tax on food. I do not for one moment sharein 
that objection under present circumstances. The world has ap
plied itself to the production of food in such a wonderful mam:er 
during the last few years, that, if it had not been for disastrcus 
harvests in Europe since 1878, there could have been no demaJ.d 
for such enormous quantities as have been sent forward. As it is, 
the price of wheat during the three years 1878-79-80 was orly 
44s. lld. per qr., a price which is considerably below the cost of 
production in this country, after paying a moderate rent and t1e 
burdens incident to agriculture. 

There is a. law of commerce which has general application, tha1 a 
failure in the supply of any article is made good to the producer to 
some extent by a corresponding advance in the price. But this has 
not held good, and the three years of our worst crops were years of 
greater cheapness than have been known in the present century, 
excepting two periods of the same duration, when the low price was 
caused by enormous cropS' at home. The question for Englishmen 
to consider is whether they have bound themselves to an opinion 
which is to regulate their future commercial conduct against all 
reason to the contrary. I have endeavoured to show that our 
Colonies have the means of supplying us with all th~ food we re
quire, and that they are now competing with the United States and 
Russia for that supply, although they do so at a great disadvantage 
to themselves. I have shown that they are able to take from us 
the materials which are necessary for the almost unlimited exten
sion of this supply. But can Englishmen expect that either of 
these results will follow unless our emigrants and settlers in those 
distant lands can make as good a living as they could by emigrating 
to the United States? We desire to benefit our own flesh and 
blood, and they desire in return to benefit us. They have proved 
their ability to produce food as cheaply as we could possibly wish to 
have it. Australia has sent us her mutton at 5d. per lb., India 
has sent us her wheat at 40s. per qr., Canada has sent us her beef 
at 6d. per lb. What more do we want? Is it good policy to make 
food any cheaper than this ? Can our home supply be kept up in 
this country if we do, and if we reduce it further is there not a 
great political danger hanging over us ? To come to plain speak
ing, I would propose that we invite all our Colonies to enter a 
Federal Union, on the understanding that a compensating duty is 
levied on the imports of wheat and meat from other countries, so 
that the Colonial exports may yield as good results to the growers 
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as those which come from Russia and America. I would allow 
them to charge import duties as against foreign countries, if they 
wish, in excess of those charged on our own manufactures; butt.hey 
must make a gradual reduction in their tariff as regards ourselves. 
I much doubt if we require any protection with them as against 
foreign co1mtries, but the right ought to be reserved. 

When Mr. Cobden negotiated the French Treaty in 1860, the 
French negotiators argued that free trade on equal terms was im
possible, as England had some advantage in coal, &c., which the 
French could never have. It was maintained at the time, that even 
Mr. Cobden admitted that there was some reason in the objection. 
Is there not the same reason in the respective position of Great 
Britain and her Colonies in contrai:it with other sources of supply ? 
We are further apart, and the disadvantage can m~ver be made 
good while our present policy prevails. There is another reason why 
a tax on these articles of human food would not be at all unreasonable 
as against foreign countries : the prodnce of our own land is taxed in 
various ways to the tune of something like 10 per cent. on its 
value. On our system of mixed farming this amounts to 4s. per 
qr. on a quarter of wheat worth 40s.; td. per lb. on meftt worth 
7 td. per lb. Why should not other countries pay as much ? The 
only argument I ever heard against it was that the charges of 
transport were sufficient protection, but the cha1·ges of trans
port are not now the half of what they used to be from such 
ports as New York, Odessa, and St. Petersburg. Why should the 
food coming from these places not contribute to the revenue as 
much as our own ? We levy the same tax on foreign spirits as we 
charge by excise on those made at home. Why should we give the 
makers of gin an advantage over the manufacturers of food? The 
argument might still have force against taxing our Colonies where 
the charges of transport still amount to moderate protection. 
Surely on such conditions our Colonies would be only too happy to 
enter and maintain with us a great Federal Union, with local govern
ment for all, but also with the way open to their public men to 
attain to distinction in the Mother-Country. My paper is devoted 
to the commercial considerations , and I will not, therefore, trench 
on the more political aspect of the question, but surely we have 
men of mark in the Colonies who would soon make known to us 
what the political desires of the Colonies really were . As 1·egards 
ourselves, our interests in Europe would be much reducl'ld. With 
our great Colonial Empire we could afford to watch the quarrels of 
European nations with comparative unconcern, and war should be 
made an impossibility, except where the vital interests of any part 
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of our great Empire were affected. The answer that I shall recave 
is, of course, the usual one : '' The people qf England will nerer 
allow a tax on food." If the people of England really wish to gve 
their brethren abroad an inducement to enter a great Custons 
Union, it is the only way in which it can be done. The Colones 
cannot be stimulated in any other way. We cannot put a taxon 
foreign cotton or wool, or, in fact, on any raw material used in 
manufacture, which is largely produced in foreign countries. Qur 
success depends in great measure on our being able to prodtee 
manufactures at as low a price as possible, and any duty that we 
place on the raw material would be paid by the colonists themselTeS 
when they have to buy the manufactured article. 

Wheat has for years been too clieap in this country. It is more 
a question of averting a further fall than causing any importtnt 
rise. Even if the price rose 3s. per qr., it would not cost the work
ing man with a wife and family more than 10s. per annum extra. 
Our import of wheat, with an average harvest, is 13,000,000 qrs. 
If we had to pay 3s. more on th.at, it would amount to about 
£2,000,000 to the country. The remission of the tax on tea would 
far more than make it good to the eonsumers. It always .seems to 
me somewhat absurd to make a matter of such small importance 
into a question of principJe. There is no parallel between the pre
sent time and 1846, when the sliding scale tended to prevent foreign 
countries from growing much wheat. We should stimulate growth 
in our Colonies more than we should stop it elsewhere. 

PRICES OF ENG.LISH w HEAT. 

20 years from 1800 to 1819 
30 1820 tol849 
25 1850 to 1874 
7 1875 to 1881 
4 187 to 1881 

88s. Od. per qr. 
57s. 6d. 
53s. Od. ,, 
46s. lOd. 
45s. Od. 

The above table, to which I desire to call your special attention, 
shows what a very important decline there has been in the value 
of wheat. No doubt in the early part of this century, when wages 
were little more than half what they are now, and the price of 
wheat nearly double, .a rise or fall of a few shillings per quarter 
was of the greatest importance to the comfort of thousands . of 
families ; but now th€ tables are turned, and our home production, 
which is of greater moment to us than any other, is dwindling 
away, from the simple fact that it will not pay; and surely if we 
are to allow this state of things to contiJ;me we ought at least to 
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give to our colonists the same chance of prospering by our wants 
as is enjoyed by the otber nations of the world. By this means 
we should do our part towards the attainment of that Commercial 
Federation which I have in this paper endeavoured to show would 
be of such benefit both· to the Colonies and to the mother-country, 
cementing our Empire by the mutual interests of all parts of it. 
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INTRODUCTION. 

THE following proposals for a Tariff Bill are the result 
of a careful investigation and analysis of statistics. In 
the course of three years' travel, embracing visits to 
every country of importance that possesses a separate 
and independent Government, the writer has had the 
opportunity of studying the Political and Commercial 
Institutions of each country. 

It is well known that many Foreign countries have 
increased their duties against manufactured goods to 
such an extent as to be almost prohibitive. The aim 
of the proposals here made is (1) to neutralize the effect 
of these Tariffs so long as they are maintained; (2) to 
increase the markets for British Manufactures, thereby 
securing full and continuous employment for the Work .. 
ing Classes; and (3) to benefit the British Agricultural 
Interests and relieve them from the incubus of excessive 
Local Taxation. 

It is confidently submitted that these objects may 
be attained by placing a duty on manufactured goods 
coming from Foreign countries that will not admit 
English goods duty free, and applying the Revenue so 
derived to the reduction of Taxation pressing specially 
on the .Agricultural Interests. 

W. G. 
LONDON, 

28th January, 1880. 
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PROPOSALS FOR A TARIFF BILL. 

THE object of these proposals is-To establish at once 
Free Trade between England and India, and as soon 
as possible with other British Possessions. 

The fundamental basis of the proposals is-That as 
no Duty would be levied on Agricultural produce im
ported from Foreign countries, any Revenue derived 
from the Duty on Manufactured Goods should be mainly 
applied to reducing the Taxation that presses specially 
on the Agricultural Interests. 

PROPOSED TARIFF. 
An ad valorem duty on Manufactured Goods im

ported from Foreign countries that will not admit British 
Manufactures duty free.* 

FREE LIST. 
1. No duties on any articles used a.s Food.t 
2. No duties whatever on any raw materials used rn 

British Manufactures. 
3. No duties on Books or Printed Matter. 
4. No duties on Works of Art or Personal Luggage. 
5. Goods in transit to Foreign countries or the 

Colonies, allowed to be bonded and re-exported. 

* The duty is only to apply to manufactured articles, those of 
Cotton, Wool, Silk, Flax, Leather, Wood, &c., and of Iron, Steel, and 
other metals. The duty is only to apply to Foreign countries, and 
not to any of the British Colonies. 

t The duties already existing on Tea, Coffee, &c., excepted. 
Articles used as food, such as Refined Sugar, Oilcake, &c. , although 
manufactured, to enter free of duty. 
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The writer would suggest that the ad valorem, duty 
on Foreign manufactured goods should be fixed at from 
10 to 20 per cent. Even at the higher rate it would be 
lower than the duties levied against English manufac
tured goods by most Foreign countries.* 

It is not proposed to alter the duties on Wine, 
Spirits, Tobacco, or Foreign Malt. These duties would 
be fixed by England, India, and the Colonies indepen
dently and according to their several requirements. 

India, Ceylon, the Straits Settlements, or any other 
of the British Possessions on joining the proposed British 
Customs League, would be entitled to send any of the 
following articles to England free of duty, viz. Tea, 
Coffee, Cocoa, Chicory, Currants, Figs, Raisins, Preserved 
Milk, Pickles, or Vine0 ar,t adopting at the same time 
the E~glish duties against these articles (as a minimum), 
so as to prevent other countries sending through them 
to avoid the duty. 

* The following are some of the duties levied by the United States 
against English goods : 

Manufactured Iron 
,, Steel .. 

Carpets, woven wble .. 
Clothing, wool 

,, silk 
Cutlery .. .. .. 
Silk dress and piece .. 
Guns 

ad valorem 35 per cent. 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

45 
50 
40 
60 
35 
60 
35 

" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 
" 

The Russian Ta.riff enumerates 241 separate articles, and the duties 
vary from 25 to over 100 per cent. 

The new German Tariff alID places duties varying from 25 to 70 per 
cent. on all manufactured go<1ds imported into that country. 

Most other countries heavi y tax manufactured goods. 
t This list comprises all tie articles used as Food that are subject 

to duty at the English Custom. House, the other articles being Cards 
(Playing), Chloral Hydrate, Chloroform, Collodion, Essence of Spruce, 
Ether, Naphtha, Plate (Gold lnd Silver), and Varnish. 
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A large Revenue would be derived from the proposed 
duty. In 1877, the value of Foreign manufactured goods 
imported into Great Britain and Ireland (exclusive of 
articles used as food, such as Refined Sugar, Oilcake, 
&c.) was £45,000,000, in 1878 £50,000,000, and in 
1879 it exceeded £55,000,000. 

The Manufacturing Interests would benefit largely 
by the duty against Foreign manufactured goods, but as 
no duty is suggested against Foreign agricultural pro
duce for the benefit of the Agricultural Interests, it is 
proposed that the Revenue derived from the duty on -
Foreign manufactured goods should be mainly applied 
to the reduction of Taxation pressing specially on the 
Agricultural Interests, such as the Malt Tax, the Road 
Rates, Educational Rates, &c. 

If in future years this Revenue should be reduced 
either by larger importations of Tea, Coffee, &c., from 
the British Possessions, or from Foreign countries con
senting to adopt Free Trade, the amount would be far 
more than replaced by the increase in the Inland Revenue 
resulting from the prosperity of the Manufacturing and 
Agricultural Interests. 

By adopting these proposals, the Taxation on all 
imported articles of Food would be greatly reduced. In 
1878-79 the total Revenue from this source was- nearly 
Five Millio~ Pounds, viz. :-

From Tea . . . . . . . . £4,162,221 
,, Coffee . . . . 208, 555 
,, Cocoa . . . . . . . . 44, 579 
,, Chicory . . . . . . 66, 588 
,, Currants . . . . . . 314, 54 7 
,, Figs . . . . . . . . 20, 222 
,, Raisins . . . . . . 161, 155 

£4,977,867 
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The duty on Tea is 6d. a lb., and the exports of. Tea 
from India to Great Britain and Ireland in 1878 ex
ceeded 35,000,000 lbs. An immediate reduction of 
£1,000,000 would therefore result from abolishing the 
duties on Tea, Coffee, &c., imported from the British 
Possessions. 

The commercial intercourse of England with India 
would be greatly extended by the adoption of Free 
Trade. At the present time India imposes a duty 
of 5 per cent. on manufactured goods imported into 
that country. Under the proposed arrangements the 
duties on \.Vines, Spirits, and Tobacco would not be 
interfered with, and India would adopt the same duty as 
England against manufactured goods coming from Foreign 
countries. Any loss to the Revenue on discontinuing the 
5 per cent. duty against English goods would be repaid 
from the following sources :-1. From the increase in 
the Land Revenue, owing to the extended cultivation 
of Tea and Coffee. 2. From the increased receipts in 
the traffic of the Railways (belonging to, and guaranteed 
by the State), owing to the activity of trade . . 

Should a Treaty be concluded between England 
and any Foreign country for Free Trade, the duties 
against Tea, Coffee, &c., would not be altered, as any 
change would affect the Colonies. England would offer 
to abolish the ad valorem duty against manufactured 
goods exported from that country to England or India, 
on condition that in return no duty was imposed on 
British manufactured goods. 

It is suggested that six months' notice should be 
given to Foreign countries-That future Commercial 
Treaties would only be entered into on the basis of 
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Free Trade. The Commercial Treaty with France 
shortly expires, and the few existing Treaties with other 
countries are only for limited periods. 

Any decrease in the amount of Foreign manufactured 
goods imported into England would be more than coun
terbalanced by the larger importation of raw materials 
to supply the increased Home and Colonial demand for 
British manufactured goods. 

The writer maintains that Free Trade might be 
at once established between England and India, but he 
fully recognises the difficulties of attaining such a result 
with Canada and some of the Australian Colonies. 
These Colonies rely to so large an extent on the Customs 
duties for their Revenue, that the adoption of Free Trade 
must probably be gradual, and dependent on the develop
ment of other branches of the Revenue. 

In the meantime, Canada would be greatly benefited 
by the adoption of these proposals. She would have the 
advantage over Russia and other Foreign countries of 
sending Timber, sawn or partial ly manufactured, to 
England duty f ree. It would only be fair, therefore, that 
she should alter her Tariff so as to give a differential 
duty (of say 5 per cent.) in favour of British manu 
factured goods. 

Several of the Australian Colonies, as well as British 
Guiana, British Honduras, and ot her of our Colonial 
Possessions, would be benefited in a similar manner by 
the duty against manufactured Timber. The duty against 
Tanned Hides and Skins would benefit some of the Aus
tralian Colonies and the Cape Colony. India and the 
Colonies would also be able to send other materials (such 
as Silk, Wool, Minerals, &c.) to England duty free, 
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although these materials might be partially prepared or 
manufactured. Jamaica and other West Indian Islands, 
the West Africa Settlements, &c., would have the advan
tage of sending their Tea, Coffee, Oocoa, and Dried 
Fruits to Great Britain and Ireland free of duty. 

It is therefore suggested that in all these cases (where 
Free Trade could not be at once established) a differential 
duty of 5 per cent. in favour of British manufactured 
goods might fairly be asked and conceded. 

British manufactured goods would therefore be re
quired : 1. To replace a portion of the manufactured 
goods now imported into Great Britain and Ireland from 
Foreign countries. 2. To replace a portion of the 
Foreign manufactured goods now sent to India. 3. To 
meet the increased demand resulting from Free Trade 
with India. 4. To replace Foreign manufactured goods 
now sent to Canada, Australia, and other British Pos
sessions. The writer submits that this great increase in 
the demand for British manufactured goods would supply 
the means of Ii ving for over a million of our population, 
and would reduce the Poor's Rates to an extent that 
would be felt by every class of the community. 
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ADV ANT.AGES. 

The close union of mutual interests established be
tween England, India, and other British Possessions. 

The Manufacturers would be kept fully employed by 
the increased demand for manufactured goods. 

The Farmen:; would be benefited by the reduction 
of Taxation pressing specially on the .Agricultural 
Interests, and by the great demand for all Farm pro
duce resulting from the increased wealth and prosperity 
of the Manufacturing districts. 

The Working Classes throughout the country would 
be benefited by the full employment for all descriptions of 
labour, and by the lower prices of Tea, Coffee, Cocoa, &c. 

The Poor's Rates would be largely reduced by the 
increased employment for all classes of labour. 

In India, the cultivation of Tea has already attained 
large proportions on the slopes of the Himalayas, and 
to some extent in the N eilgherries, and under the arrange
ment for its free importation to England, Tea would 
become one of the most important staples of export. 
Coffee is grown in the Madras Presidency, and is ex
ported in large quantities from Ceylon. Under the pro
posed arrangements,* the duty on manufactured goods 
imported into India from England would be abolished, 
whilst a duty would be levied against manufactured 
goods coming from Foreign countries that would not 
admit English manufactures duty free. From these 
combined causes the trade between England and India 
would probably exceed the most sanguine estimates. 

* In the present state of the Finances of India it would be impos
sible to abolish the duty on Salt. 
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REMARKS. 

During the last ten years, the whole aspect of the 
Free Trade Question has been entirely changed by the 
development of Manufacturing Interests in Foreign 
countries. In 1846, when the Free Trade Question was 
so fully discussed, it was not unreasonable to suppose that 
England would become the great manufacturing centre 
for the whole world. Many of the countries that now 
manufacture their own goods were at that time entirely 
dependent upon Engla~d for Iron, Cotton, Worsted, and 
other manufactured articles, and therefore the evil results 
of a One-sided Free Trade were not felt. But within 
the last ten years the United States, France, Germany, 
and other countries have developed their resources to 
such an extent as to be able not only to manufacture for 
themselves articles for the supply of which they were 
previously entirely dependent upon England, but also 
to compete successfully with English manufactures in 
the markets of Great Britain, Ireland, and the British 
Possessions. 

Since 187 4, the value of the Exports to Foreign 
countries has been continuously declining. In four of 
the principal countries the difference between the years 
1872 and 1877 has been:-

Exports in 1872. 1877. Difference . 
To the United States £46,000,000 

,, Germany . . . . 43,100,000 
.. £20,000,000 .. £26,000,000 

28,900,000 .. 14,200,000 
,, The Netherlands 24,300,000 .. 
,, Russia 9,500,000 .. 

16,000,000 . . 8,300,000 
6,200,000 . . 3,300,000 

£51,800,000 
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The total decrease in the years 1875-6-7, as com
pared with 1871-2- 3, in these four countries alone, 
amounted to £103,000,000. .Another unsatisfactory 
feature is, that the proportion of exports consisting of 
raw materials, such as Coal, Iron Ore, &c., is increasing 
each year. 

There is not sufficient land in Great Britain and 
Ireland to produce all the food required by the popula
tion, and therefore it is necessary to import food from 
abroad. But there is sufficient machinery and abun
dance of labour to produce all the manufactured goods 
required at home, in India, and in the Colonies. There 
is no reason therefore why we should admit foreign 
manufactured goods duty free, unless Foreign countries 
will on their part admit British manufactures on similar 
terms. 

The interests of the manufacturing and agricultural 
populations are synonymous. The Artizans, when manu
factures flourish, are the best customers for every kind 
of Farm produce, whilst the money thus spent still 
further increases the demand for manufactured goods. 
But the result of a One-sided Free Trade has been a 
want of demand for labour, and that is undoubtedly the 
greatest evil that can befall the Working Classes. 
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CONCLUSION. 

The formation of such a British Customs League is 
not a question of Political parties or of Class interest, 
but one in which all shades of political opinion and all 
classes of the community are equally interested. 

In the House of Lords last session attention was 
called to the evil results of a One-sided Free Trade on 
the British Manufacturing Interests. 

In the House of Commons a motion was carried for 
the appointment of a Royal Commission to inquire into 
the causes of the existing .Agricultural depression. 

British Manufacturers complain that, whilst they are 
shut out from Foreign markets by exorbitant Protective 
Tariffs, they have to compete at home and in the Colonies 
with large importations of Foreign goods. 

The Farmers suffer from excessive local taxation and 
from the low prices of Farm produce, the result in a 
great measure of the depression in the manufacturing 
districts. 

The Artizans and . Working Classes suffer from the 
want of employment and the low rate of wages resulting 
from Foreign competition. So many Foreign-manufac
tured goods are being sold here and in the Colonies, 
whilst English manufactures are excluded from Foreign 
markets, that English money is really helping to give 
Foreigners work at the expense of our own population. 
In Great Britain and Ireland at the present time there 
are a million paupers dependent upon the nation for 
support, and a still larger portion of the population, 
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though able and willing to work, is suffering from the 
want of employment. 

Want of Work brings Poverty, increasing the Poor's 
Rates. Poverty breeds Crime, filling the Prisons. 

But it is contended that all these evils would be 
remedied by establishing at once Free Trade between 
England and India, and as soon as possible with 
other British Possessions,-and that the following ad-
·vantages would then be secured, viz. :-1. Prosperity 
of the British Manufacturing and Agricultural Interests. 
2. Full and Continuous Employment for the Working 
Classes. 3. Great Reduction in the Taxation on Articles 
of Food. 
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WHY IS OU.R TRADE FAILING? 
By Mr. HENRY MITCHELL, J.P. 

I HAVE been induced to prepare this address by the numerous invitations 
which have come to me from different parts of the country, asking me to 

put before them the question of the cause of the decline in trade. But as 
these invitations have come mostly from party political associations, I have 
invariably refused to accept them, and I shall continue to refuse as long as 
they are from any party associations whatever. It is as the chairman stated 
-not a party question, and, whatever may be said to the contrary, I have 
neither party nor personal objects to serve. I cannot, in the nature of things, 
expect to have many years either of public or of busiuess life before me, but 
I do feel an interest in the welfare of my country and in the welfare of Brad
ford. It is this consideration chiefly which induced me to prepare the aduress 
which I am about to deliver. It is necessary first to review very briefly the 
period prior to the year 1872, when our trade appeared to reach its climax, 
.and the caw:;es of the very great and rapiu development which that trade had 
made for thirty or forty years. There is no period of English history that 
will at all compare to that time. We ruay go back even as far as the com
mencement of the reign of Queen Victoria, anJ. we shall find no corresponding 
periou and no century in Engli h history in which there has been such mar
vellous prosperity in trade as there was in the period to which I allude. 
T he causes of that development were mainly the introduction of railways, 
steamships, telegraphing, the Jiscovery of gold mines, wonderful inventions 
and improvements in maehinery, so that many articles which were produced 
thirty or forty years ago would be now produced in five or six times the 
quantity. In addition to that, undoubtedly Free-traue, or rather free impcrts 
-for we have never had Free-trade-have contributed very largely to the 
-development of the commerce of this country. The abolition of import 
duties has enabled other countries to send us large quantities of products, 
for which they took payment in our manufactures. Now, however, and for 
some years past, a great change has come over our commercial relations with 
foreign countries. During the period to which I have reforred they were to 
a very large extent dependent upon us for their supply of our leading staples 
-cotton goods, woollen goods, linen goods, worsted goods, iron, and a great 
many other things in which we were far ahead of almost any other country. 
Now, nearly all the Continental nations, and America as well, are making 
these articles at home in enormous quantities, and under no circumstances 
can we, in my opinion, look for a revival of demand for our own manufactures 
to anyt hing like the extent we have had it formerly. Well, gentlemen, there 
are other causes, no doubt which have led to the decline of our trade during 
the last eight or nine years. I presume it will be admitt.ed by everybody who 
has studied this question that that trade has considerably declined. You all 
know our exports have fallen off some £50,000,000, and that our imports 
have increased a great deal more than that. There is no doubt that specu
lation and over-trading have been to some extent the causes of the depres-
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sion which we have gone through during the last few years. It is not a panic
that we have been passing through. In this respect it is entirely different 
from former depressions. However sound may be the commercial principles 
which guide us, and however carefully we may conduct our trading operations, 
've can never altogether avoid panics. Just as it is in the natural world, 
storms and hurricanes are necessary to clear the atmosphere and to bring 
about a mere healthy state of things, so in the commercial world panics are 
necessary to clear the commercial atmosphere. I believe that the state of 
things we have had for seven or eight years past is rather that of chronic 
depression or steady decline from year to year than one of panic. Therefore 
we must look a little further than to ordinary causes to fiLd out what have 
been the reasons. Dad harvests or a succession of ba<l harvests have un
doubtedly contributed very materially to this depression. But bad harvests 
have affected other countries as well as our own, an<l there has not been the 
same continued depression with business in some other countries that there 
has ceen in England. Then we are told that drink, intemperance, is another 
cause of the dRpression. Our drink bill is far too heavy. I wish it were 
less. There is no doubt whrttever that intemperance is an incalculable injury 
to the individual and to the country. To the individual it is often a loss of 
health as well of means of subsistence; it often shortens life and bring want 
and poverty to the family, and to the nation it is a very serjou loss inueed, 
rnasmuch as it. brings many thousan<ls a year to the workhouse who ought to. 
be earning an honest livelihood. But we must not forget that the drink bill 
of France is at any rate as large as that of England-some say that it is 
larger. A considerable amount of money spent in drink comes to the national 
Exchequer, and, althuugh intemperance is a very serious injury to many, the 
money often finds its way into the hands of traders and commercial classes, 
and though not directly i · indirectly used in the purchase of clothe and 
manufactures. Well, then we hear a great deal also about our military xpen
diture. Undoubtedly it is true that the enormous military expenditure of 
countries, e~pecially of countries on the Continent of Europe, has interfered 
with the producing and purchasing powers of these nations. It is not. how
ever, by commercial speculation alone, or chiefly, that the commerce of Conti
nental Europe has been reduced to itR present state of depression. The rival
ries of military dei:;potsi the clevastatjng wars which they have waged, and 
t110 bJoated armaments they maintain even in time of peace, have brought 
a larger share of ruin in their train than all the errors of the com ercial 
cla ses. In the armies of the five chief European powers more than 2,000,000 
men are permanently under arms, and the annual expenditure on the tleets 
and armies of the so-called civilised world exceeds £150,000,000. Some 
idea may be formed of the extent to which the power of the taxpayers t10 pur
chase commodities has been abridged from this cause, when it is rnent;ioned 
that since 1860 the National Debts of the world, debts incurred mainly 
for war purposes, have been increased, according to a computation by Mr. 
W eJls, by a su'm over $10, 000, 000, 000. And then the change of fashion. 
That cannot be said to have affected the country as a whole, but it ha~· very 
much affected us in Bradford. The leaders of fashion are very arbitrary 
-at 1£-ast " 'e think so; and for some years past they have been giving their 
patronage a]most exclusi-rely to goods of French manufactme, and hav neg
lected those in which we excel in Bradford. This is a cause which I hope to see 
very shortly changed, and Bradford goods will be again in demand, and be 
patronised as they deserve to be. Then we have neglected to give that care
ful scie11tific and technical instruction to our artisans to which for ome years 
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past so much attention has been given on the Continent. Both in France, 
·Germany, and Switzerland, and in nearly all the leading Continental coun
tries, they have for man.y years given attention to this question. They have 
trained very large numbers of their managers and responsible men in these 
schools, and now the most successful manufactures in every department are 
•carried on and conducted by men who have been thus trained. I hope the 
time is not far distant when we shall have in BracUord at any rate an institu
tion that will be equal to the necessities of the town, and which will enable 
us to put ourselves abreast with any other country. We are spending 
£25,000 upon such an institution, but I find that in Roubaix they have just 
-decided to spend £60,000 upon a similar institution. But the whole of that 
money the French people get from the Government and the municipality, 
whereas, unfortunately, all our money is mised by voluntary contributions 
and subscriptions, and in such times it is, as you know, difficult to raise such 
a. large sum of money. There is also another question to which our chair
man has referred, and that is the Factory Acts. What I am going to say 
about the Factory Acts will probably not please everybody. Some of my 
friends around me here may not agree with me, and some in the audience 
may not agrne with me, but personally I should be very sorry to see the Fac
tory Acts interfered with in any way. I believe the time is not far distant 
when France and other Continental countries will be compelled to reduce 
their hours of labour. Moreover, I have seen no evidence as yet that in the 
leading staple manufactures, such as cotton, linen, woollen, worsted, and our 
Bradford mixed fabrics, and even in machinery and steam engines, ha\'e 
any of these countries been able to beat us in neutral markets. It is only in 
these high-class and expensive goods, all wool and silk, a11d other articles of 
that character, that they have got the trade away from us. Then there 
are other considerations in connection with the hours of labour which we are 
bound to look at. The effect which working twelve or fourteen hours a clay, 
or, in some countries, working even on the Sabbath day, must have upon the 
moral and physical constitution of young people, ancl especially of woman 
and children, must be very serious indeed. The just claims of the working 
man to leisure and recreation were advocated by Lord Macaulay in a noble 
passage in his speech on the Factory Act : " Man is the great in trument 
that produces wealth. The natural difference between Campania and Spitz
bergen is tl'ifling when compared with the difference between a country inha
bited by men full of bodily and mental vigour and a country inhabited by 
men sunk in bodily and mental <lecrepitude. Therefore it is that we are not 
poorer, but richer, because we have through many ages restecl from our 
labours one day in seven. That day is not lost. "'While industry is sus
pended, while the plough lies in the furrow, while the exchange is silent, 
while no smoke ascends from the factory, a process is going on, quite as im
portant to the wealth of nations as any process that is performed on more 
busy days. Man, the machine of machines, the machine compared with 
which all the contrivances of the Watts and the Arkwrights are worthless, 
is repairing and winding up, so that he returns to his labours on the Monday 
with clearer intellect, with livelier spirits, with renewed corporal vigour. 
Never will I believe that what makes a population stronger and healthier, 
and wiser and better, can ultimately make it poorer." I think you will agree 
with me that we cannot run a race with nations that send young children to 
the factory at four o'clock in the morning, give them an hour for dinner, and 
then keep them at work until six or seven o'clock in the evening. Rather 
let us struggle on as we are, and endeavour to put as much work and value 
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into our labour of nine or ten hours a day as the workpeople of other countries. 
can put into their twelve hours a day. That is after all the real test. If the 
working men of England can make their labour of shorter hours as valuable
as that of other working men of Europe with their longer hours, they have
no reason whatever to fear the competition that is brought against them. 
Another very great reason is the effect of foreign tariffs. All political econo
mists admit that the inflow and outflow of imports and exports must balance 
each other-unless imports come in payment for debt. Mr. Mongredien puts 
that point most clearly. Therefore if the exports and the channels through 
which exports are sent out of the country are blocked and impeded they must 
ultimately check the imports. That is very clear. Therefore it is evident 
that we cannot go on importing so enormously in excess of our exports. I 
know very well that a rich country like England, or even France, can afford 
to import more, because we have very large investments abroad, on the Conti
nent, and in India, for which we are receiving interest. That is estimated, 
by what may be considered competent authorities, to amount to £40,000,000 
or £50,000,000 a year. The latter sum is an outside estimate, but we may 
take it at the former. Of course, that sum does not come to us in money but 
in produce from the countries indebted to us. As Mr. Mongredien also points 
out, we have by far the largest portion of the carriage of the goods of the 
world-of ocean traffic. Nearly all our exports and imports are brought by 
our own steamers. He admits it is very difficult indeed to estimate what 
that is; but he puts it down at 11 per cent. carriage, insurance, and other 
expenses. I have very carefully gone into that, and have had correspondence 
with shippers of America, Australia, and other countries, and I cannot find 
that anybody, even exporters to the most distant countries, are paying any
thing like the amount he puts it <lown at. I should be very glad indeed to 
undertake the carriage of all the exports and merchandise of the country 
at 6 per cent. But still, at 6 per cent. it amounts to a very large sum-I 
suppose to at least £20,000,000 a year, probably more. So that, taking 
these two item8 together, we need not be alarmed if we find the imports 
exceeding our exports by 50,000,000 or 60,000,000 or even 70,000,000 ster
ling a year. But ·we know that for two or three years back they have 
been very greatly in excess of that. They have averaged for three years 
£120,000,000. The difference has undoubtedly been paid for either in gold 
or in bonds or securities which we hold on other countries. I come now to 
some of the suggested remedies, and here I would say that quite as much, and 
probably morn, depends on individual effort than upon national policy or legis
lation. I think we have been too self-confident especially in Braclford. We 
have remembered the good times of the past, and how prosperous the town 
has been, and we have not been ready and willing to make changes that 
were absolutely necessary. We must endeavour to adapt our productions to 
the wants of om customers; we must increase the number and variety of our
product::>; and we must attend to every possible detail whereby our products 
can be improved. We must do as they are doing on the Continent, give the 
most careful, scientific, and technical instruction to those of our operatives 
who are placed in positions of responsibility in connection with onr manufac
turing operations. I should also say that it was very desirable to give a 
direct interest wherever it is possible to do so in the profits and re$u}ts of 
the business to those who are responsible. And masters and operatives should, 
in every branch of manufacturing industry, co-operate heartily for their com
mon interest. These are all matters that are under our own control and 
~nanagement, and we do not need to apply to Government for legislation in 
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order to carry them into operation. Then we must open new markets. The 
old ones are getting partly closed, and I confess that I see very little proba
bility of either America or the Continent of Europe taking much more from 
us than they are doing at present. In my opinion our great hope for the 
future is in the trade with our own colonies and possessions After quoting 
some statistics from a speech delivered by Mr. Brassey, Mr. Mitchell 
proceeded : When we pass to an examination of our colonial trade in 
detail, we diRcover additional evidence of its great importance to the 
industrial prosperity of the country. While the whole of Europe only 
imports from us at the rate of 5s. per head of its population, the whole 
of our colonies, not including India, take £4 5s. per head-i.e., every inha
bitant of the colonies takes nine times as much of British manufacture as 
one does on the Continent. Of our exportations of apparel, blankets, flan
nels, books, cutlery, and other articles of domestic consumption, the Colonies 
take £16,800,000, or about 70 per cent. of the total exportation. You will 
therefore see of what immense importance the trade with our colonies and 
dependencies is to us. I have no hesitation in saying that if it were care
fully gone into this fact would he ascertained, namely, that our colonies are 
now giving employment to almost if not quite as many people in these 
islands as the rest of the world put together. Because almost everything 
they import from us consists of manufactured articles, while a very large 
proportion of our exports to other countries consists of raw materials and 
goods pal'tly manufactured. We see what can be done to develop and in
crease the trade with our colonies. ·we have seen that there is not much 
more probability of increased trade with other parts of the world, although 
we hold a very strong position indeed in all the leading staple manufac
tures. That we have lost nothing of our former excellence of workmanship 
was abundantly proved at the recent Exhibition in Paris. The Economist 
concludes an able paper on the textile products exhibited, with the reassuring 
assertion that there can be no doubt about the sterling character of all the 
goods exhibited, and we may look in vain for any serious rivalry as regards 
these productions, either in quality, colour, or finish. The Economist speaks 
in a le s conficlent tone of the comparative excellence of our woollens. Here 
we are threatened with a serious competition by the French manufacturers. 
In the class of merinoes, the technical power which the French designer 
and weaver has obtained over these materials, and the perfection to which 
the dye and finish has for years past been brought, is a lesson which the 
English manufacturer of mixed fabrics appears only now to have taken to 
heart, whilst the French have for nearly three generations systematically and 
continuously educated their foremen weavers and dyers in the application 
of mechanical and chemical science to their special industries I think 
that is remarkable testimony to the truth of the remarks I have made in 
i·eference to the necessity of careful scientific and technical instruction. 
Now I come more especially to deal with the question of the colonies. We 
have hP-ard a good many complaints about the way in which our own 
colonies are treating us in respect of tariffs. Canada has advanced her 
tariff considerably. It now amounts to 20 per cent. on our goods, and 
to 30 per cent. and upwards on some other goods. I believe the average 
on textile fabrics is some 25 to 30 per cent. It is due to other colonies 
and dependencies to say that India, at any rate is practically a free market, a 
very large proportion of the goods she takes going free, and the others only 
put on a nominal duty. Taking the other colonies the average duty will 
certainly not exceed 10 per cent. That is a very moderate tariff when we 
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come to consider the difficulty we have, in these countries where the 
population is so much scattered, in raising revenue by direct taxes. So long 
as they are non-manufacturing countries we have not much to fear from a 
10 per cent. duty. It is due, however, to Canada to give some explanation 
of the reasons why she has advanced her tariff, She has a very near 
neighbour-there is only a border line between them-that has imposed 
duties on all Canadian goods of more than three times the amount of the 
Canadian duties on American products. America prior to the last tariff 
imposed considerable drawback or bounty on the export of refined sugar to 
Canada ; and the consequence was that the sugar refineries of Canada 
were compelled to close. Many of them were ruined and the workpeople 
thrown out of employment. After they had ruined these refineries the price 
of refined sugar went back to its usual amount, and the Americans got the 
trade practically into their own hands. The value of refined sugar exported 
from the United States to Canada during the last three years is as follows:-

CANADA: 
1878. 1879. 1880 

Value . Drnwback. Value. Drawback. Value. D·rawback. 
$3,382,674 ... $1,100,736 .. $4,235,348 ... $1,404,525... $66,921... $19,284 

ALL OTHER. COUNTRIE : 
·3, 908. 533 ... $1, 229,348 ... 5,410, 717 .. $1, 964,872 ... $2, 639,208 ... $894,376 

$7, 299, 207 .. . $2, 330, 082 .. $9,646,065 ... $2,365,297 ... $2, 706, 129 .. . $913, 660 

Canada certainly had a grievance in connection with the United States, and 
in self-defence she ·was obliged to put on higher duties. The consequence is 
that, while the trade with England has not decli:r;ied, but has increased 
somewhat, the trade with the United States has very seriously declined. So 
much for the reasons why Canada harl to adopt the e higher tariffs. I may 
now refer to the way in which the tariff affects us. On most of the goods we 
send to the United 8tate from Bradford the tariff ranges from 60 to 130 per 
cent. It is only a question of time before that trade must beeome practically 
extinguished. I see no indication at present of any change of policy on the 
part of the American Government. They are evidently bent on building up 
their own industries, and drawing the surplus population of Europe there, 
and ultimately, no doubt, of entering the field against us and becoming one of 
our greatest competitors. We have had it frequently stated that the reason 
why America puts on these high tariffs is that she needs revenue Last 
year she had a surplus of £10,000,000, and this year she is likely to have 
a surplus of £20,000,000. She has already abolished duties on a considerable 
number of articles, and she imported last year no less than £40,000,000 of 
other goods. How much of that came from England? Not more than 
£1,000,000. The following table shows the imports upon which duties 
were levied by America :-

' 1879. 1880. 
Amount subject to duty .................. $303,096,270 ... .... .. $449,652,883 

free of duty ......... ...... ..... 142,681,505 ..... ... 208,1301,863 

Total... ...... $445, 777, 775 . ........ $667,954, 746 

Amount of Tea and Coffee ............... $61,934,437 ..... . ... $80,143,400 

The amount of Free articles imported from England is only about 5 per cent. 
of the whole, and consists mainly of chemicals (in part), bleaching materials, 
and rags for paper. Whereas in her dealings with other countries, take China 
for instance, she took three times as much free goods as of goods subject to 
duty. The amount of American imports during the year ended 30th June, 
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1880, is as follows :-Free of duty: from China, $17,210,237; Japan, 
13,975,859; Brazil, $45, 777,595; United States of Colombia, $8,14:5,054; 

total, $85,108,745. Subject to duty: from China, $4,559,381; Japan, 
$534,975; Brazil, $6,192.495; United States of Colombia, $296,918; total, 
$11,583, 769. An impetus has been given to the export trade of the United 
States through the reduced cost of production. The shipments, which had 
been 12,000,000 yards in 1872, were 106,000,000 in 1877, and they still 
increaRe The Economist has given the values of cotton manufacturers 
exported from the States in the year of panic, and for the last two seasons. 
In 1873, £610,000; 1876, £1,540,000; 1877, £2,040,000. The following 
is taken from the Stat?'st :- "Exports from New York of domestic cotton 
piece goods in 1878 were 86,856,191 yards; 1877, 81,270,527; 1876, 
62,329,914; 1875, 26,801,442; 187 4, 13,283,827; 1873, 8,693,554. From 
an aggregate value of £250,000 in 1873 these exports advanced to £1,400,000 
in 1878." Are not these facts a lesson to us that we neecl not expect any 
favourable terms from the United States unless we can bring some pressure 
to bear upon them in some shape. The enormous Colonial Empire of 
Great Britian is one of quiet modern growth. When George ·III. 
ascended the throne in 1760, i.e., about a century ago, the population of the 
British Empire did not number 12,000,000, inclusive of th colonies. 
It now number no less than 300,000,000. The Briti. h dominions at 
present comprise-In Europe, an area of 120,000 square mileR, with a 
population of nearly 37,000,000; in Inrlia (including the territories of subject 
native princes), an area of 1, 7 40,000 square miles, i.e., nineteen times the 
area of Great Britian, with a population of 240,000,000. In Ceylon, an 
area equal to half that of England, ·with a population of nearly 2,500,000 ; 
[n Australia and New Zealand, an area equal to that of Europe, with a 
pol'ulation of about 2,600,000; in North America, an area thirty times that 
of Great Britain, with a population of about 4,000,000 ; in the W r. t Indies, 
Honduras an 1 Guiana, an area exceeding that of Great Britain, with a popu
lation of 1,100,000; in South Africa, an area more than three times that 
of Great Britain, with a population of nearly 1,200,000; in West Africa, 
an area equal to half that of England, with a population of 400,000. To 
these may be adcled Mauritius, and other small islands, giving a total 
population to the British Dominions of nearly 300,000,000, so that the 
British Empire is the most populous in the world, next to the Chinese 
(400,000,000), comprising within it one-fifth of the whole human race. The 
Russian Empire which occupies the same area, contains a population of 
only 82,000,000. 1 have here a table showing the value of British goods 
exported both to foreign countries and British possessions. 

Foreign Countries. British Possessions. Total 
1872 ......... £195,701,350 ...... .. . £60,555,997 ... .... . £256,257.347 
1873 188,836,132 ... ...... 66,328,471 ... ...... 255,] 64-,603 
1874 167,?.78,029 ......... 72,280,092 ......... 239,558,121 
1875 ... .... .. 152,373,800 ...... ... 71,092,163 ......... 223,465. 963 
1876 ....... .. 135,779,980 ......... 64,859,224 ... . ... 200,639,204 
1877 128,969, 715 ... ...... 69,923,350 ······ ... 198,893,065 

The Australian Government did wisely in seizing the opportunity, afforded 
l1y the recent exhibition in Paris, of setting before the world some striking 
evidences of the results achieved by this extensive emigration into countries 
possessed of great national resources, and wanting only the hand of man to 
convert a wilderness into a garden. A still more accurate and complete 
knowledge may be gained in the volumes of Mr. Wilson, frum which I have 
ilerived so much assistance in the preparation of these papers. The 
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colonial abstract published by our Statistical Department contains a mass of 
well-arranged statistics. ,The total yield of Gold in Australia and New 
Zealand, since the first discovery in Victoria, was estimated by Mr. Wells 
at £247,000,000, but the value of gold is small compared with the accumu
lation of agricultural wealth. According to the tables appended to the 
agricultural returns of Great Britain for 1876, the Australian Colonies own 
altogether about 52,000,000 sheep, New Zealand has nearly 12,000,000. The 
number of sheep in Hussia is estimated at 48,000,000, in France 26,000,000, 
in Germany about 22,000,000, and in the United States about 34,000,000. 
New South Wales has more than 3,000,000 head of horses and cattle. Mr. 
Read' essay on New South Wales contains a striking summary of the growth 
of the population and of the trade of the Antipodes. The population of 
Australia increased in thirty years from 214,000 to 2,000,000, or 834 per 
ceut. The population of the United States increased in the same period by 
660 per cent. The trade rose in the same period from less than £6,000,000 
to more than £63,000,000, or 950 per cent. Two thousand two hundred 
mile of railway had been opened, and the annual revenue of the Australian 
Government was £14,000,000. It was believed until a recent period that the 
fertile lands formed a comparatively narrow fringe round the coast of Aus
tralia. Later experiencies have shown that the interior of the continent 
contains vast tracts of fertile land well adapted for a settlement. While 
speaking of the advantage possessed by our colonies, I may quote the 
following statistics :-

Estimated mean population of 1877 . ........................... ...... 2,464,560 
Hevenue of 1877 .... .................. .... ....... . ................... . .... .... £17,793,311 
Proportion of Revenue of 1877 raised by taxation ... ... .... . .... ... £5, 777,440 
Hate of Taxatiou per head of population . . . .. . . .. ... .. . ... .. . . .. . . . . . . £2 7s. Oirl. 
Value of imports for 1877 ...... ... ...................................... £48,307,887 
Value of imports per bead of population .. ............. ...... . . ....... £19 12s. 0!. 
Value of exports for 1877 ........ .. ..... ........ . ................ ... .. ... £45,389,111 
Value of exports per head of population .. . . . . ... . .. .. . .. . . . . . . . ... .. . £18 8s. 4d. 
Totn.l value of trade, imports and exports . . . .. . . . ... ... . . . . .. . .. .. £93, 696, 998 
Value of trade per heau of population ....... .. ............... . ........ £38 Os. 4!d. 
Miles of railways open December 31st, 1877 ... ... ...... ... ..... ... 3452! 
Miles of railway in course of construct.ion, December 31st, 1877 1226! 
Miles of t elegraph liues open Dec~mber 31st, 1877 .. . ...... ...... 23,474! 
Miles of telegraph wire open December 31st, 1877 ... ... . .. .. ... 35,265 
Miles of telegral.Jh in course of construction, December 31st, 1877 
Length of Lines .. ... .............. . .......... .. ... ... ............ ... ........ . 
Length of wire . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . 2178 
No. of acres under crop in 1877 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . 4, 718, 501 
No. of horses in 1877 . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. . . 934, 903 
No. of cattle in 1877 .............................. ... .................... 7,124,678 
No. of sheep in 1877 ......... ............... ........................ ...... 57,767,770 
No. of pigs in 1877 ... .. . ...... .. ... .. . .. . ... . . ... ... . . . ... ......... ...... 730,481 
Estimated population on December 31st, 1877 .......... .. ......... 2,515,737 
Public debt on December 31st, 1877 ........ .. . . ........................ £63,607,698 
Rate of indelitedness per head of population . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . .. . £25 5s. 8d. 

The capabilities of Canada, especially of the upper provinces of the 
Dominion, have been described in glowing terms by Mr. Wells in an article 
entitled, "How Shall the Nation Regain Prosperity~" contributed to the 
North American Revi'ew in 1877. He says:" North of Lake Erie and Ontario 
and the River St. Lawrence, east of Lake Huron, south of the 45th parallel, 
and included mainly with the present Dominion Providence of Ontario, 
there is as fair a country as exists on the North American Continent; 
nearly as large in area as New York, Pennsylvania, and Ohio combined, 
.and equal, if not superior, as a whole, to these states in its agricultural 
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capacity. It is the natural habitat on this Continent of the combing wool 
sheep, without a full, cheap, and reliable supply of the wool of which species 
the great worsted-manufacturing interest of the country cannot prosper, or, we 
should rather say, exist. It is the land where grows the finest barley, 
which the brewing interest of the United States mnst have if it ever expects 
to rival Great Britain in its present annual export of over $U,OOO,OOO 
worth of malt prorlucts. It raises and grazes the finest cattle, with 
qualities especially desirable to make good the deterioration of stock 
in other sections; and its climate conditions, create<l by the encirclement of 
the great lakes, especially fit it to grow men ; such a country is one of the 
greatest gifts of Providence to the human race, better than bonanzes of silver, 
or rivers whose sands contain gold." Mr. Wells does not seek to persuade 
his fellow-countrymen to annex this fertile region; he asks them to utilise 
its resources, to the mutual advantage of the United States and the colony, 
by the abolition of protective duties. It is stated by Mr. Alfred Bateman 
that nearly twelve millions of acres were under crop in Canada in 1870-71, 
and five millions under pasture. No less than 90, 000, 000 bushels of corn 
and grain were grown. The Dominion possesses 2,500,000 head of cattle, 
and 3,000,000 sheep. The annual value of the butter, cheese, and rnaple
sugar made in Canada has been estimated at £3,000,000; while the other 
agricultural products included 47,000,000 bushels of potatoes, besides 
hops, tobacco, and fruits. The following remarks on the climate are taken 
from the Canadian official hand-book :-''If the climate of a country is to 
be measured by its productions, then Canada, either in the quality of her 
timber, grains, fruits, plants, and animals, not excepting man, must be 
accorded a front rank." The question now comes, How can ·we dev.elop our 
trade with the colonies i In the first place, we may disseminate all th.rough 
the country reliable information about the colonies : let the people know 
what they are, and where they are, and what sort of emigrants a.re likely to 
do well in the colonies, and give them every encouragement and facility for 
going there. Then we may also encourage emigration there rather than to 
the United States. I understand it is part of the government plan of 
settling the Irish question that a number of agricultural labourers will be 
assisted to emigrate. I think it is a very good thing for them ; but I hope 
most sincerely that the GovemmPnt will not assist them to emigrate to 
America, but to our own colonies and possessions. I am sure they will 
find more remunerative employment, and will have a much more healthy 
climate, one which will not subject them to the extremes of heat and cold. 
Then another thing that the colonies ask is, I think, reasonable-that they 
ought to have some direct representation in the English Parliament. They 
complain of their isolation, and of the Home Government sometimes 
committing them to treaties with foreign Powers without their having a 
word to say about it. The colo11ies demur very properly to this. They say, 
We don't want to vote on any of your home questions, but we do claim to 
be repr-esented in the English Parliament, and to express our views on 
questions that directly affect our interests. I think it is perfectly reasonable, 
and it is a question the country will have to fook into. There is another thing 
that Canada asks-I am not aware that any of the other colonies ask it
viz., that there shall be a tariff somewhat in favour of the colonies-that we 
should put on a duty, say of 5/- per quarter, on corn coming from the 
United States, and take all free from Canada and British possessions. 
They assure us that in two or three years' tirue they will be able to supply 
us with all the corn we can possibly require, and that there will be 
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very little difference in the cost to the English consumer. This, as you 
know, is a plan advocated by Mr. Ecroycl, M.P. I am not here to-night to 
advocate its adoption, because I thiuk it reC)uires more serious consideration 
than we have been able to give it. Mr. Ecroyd has put his views before a 
Bradford audience very ably and intelligently, and it is a matter for 
consideration. Certainly if we can do anything, without injuring ourselves, 
to bring America to her senses it is very desirable. You may say, ·what 
conrse do you recommend? I am accused of not having any definite policy. 
Some very bacl things and some very unjust things have been said in the 
local papers with reference to me. I would decline absolutely and 
positively to enter into any comrnerciul treaty with any country whatever 
unless that treaty were in the direction of Free Tra<le. And unless France 
and other counvries will meet us on reasonable terms I am prepared to 
a<lvocate at once a considerable ad<lition to the duties on wines, spirits, and 
silks, and on all articles of luxury, and which we do not produce, and then 
to abolish the duties on tea and coffee, most of which comes from our 
colonies and possessions, and from China. I would relieve the agriculturists 
of as much direct taxation as possible. They need all the help we can give 
them, and all the encouragement we can offer to induce them to develop the 
resources of our own conntry. It is said that the Janel laws are a great 
obstrnction in the way of fully developing these resources. This question 
is going to be looked into, anJ if there are artiticial obstructions which 
prevent that development they · must be removed. I think we shall all be 
of one mind on that. But we must not forget that no Act of Parliament 
and no laws that we can pass will every bring the virgin soil of America or 
the bright sun to England. vVe often say that the sun of England never sets. 
It is true, but it is also quite true that he very often refuses to shine upon 
our own country. And we are dependant therefore not on laws or Acts of 
Parliament for good harvests, but on the bounties of Providence. 

These Pamphlets can he had froin i1ENRY MYERS, Printer, York Passage, High Strreet; 
Birmingbm, at 45/- per' 1000, 27 f6' per 500, 15/- per 250. 
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PREF ..:t\.CE . 

A C,\REFUL perusal of Mr. Giffen's paper, read before the Statistical 
Society on the 21st March last teache. that one important" meaning of 
stati tics" is their great unreliability for all practical purposes, whether 
they be used by amateur. or experts. As Mr. Giffen indicates, the danger of 
wrong conclu ion being drawn, i. naturally greater in the case of the 
former than in that of the latter. The title of the paper·, which has been 
since republished in pamphlet form, is "The Use of Import and Export 
Statistics." Its purport is to . hew that the different systems adopted 
by various countrie in compiling their national returns, and still more 
the changes of method that occur from tiu:e to time in computing the 
statistic of even the same country, all contribute to aggravate the 
uncertainty of figure , even when i su d on official authority. By 
thi. we are taught how difficult, even if pos ible, it is to arrive with 
accuracy at the cau e · of re ults, if indeed we are able to a certain the 
results them elve . The data of two countrie , or of two epoch , may 
appear to prove one thing, but when viewed by the light of 
factors not immediately apparent, they may mean absolutely the rever e. 
Mr. Giffen's argument covers the proposition that only the profes. ional 
stati tician can unravel this entanglement. It will be our main business 
in this preface to e,·amine whether this doctrine of the professional or 
theoretical "expert'' is quite sound, or whether, after all, the 
views of practical bu iness men, acquainted in detail with the action ot 
trade (generally and specially), are not likely, if adopted, to prove 
more nationally advantageous. 

Though nominally directed towards one branch of a great question, 
Mr. Giffen prominently announces in the very first pages of his paper, 
that it is directed ao·ain t Fair-Traders. The e, according to Mr. Giffen, 
have used and cited figures much in the same spirit with which unauthor
ised men approached the sacred Ark. As the official high priest of figures 
at the Board of Trade, Mr. Giffen naturally prote ts against this invasion 
of his sa.n.ctuary. There is something to be said in favour of Mr. 
Giff en's view in this re. pect, and the paper under discussion really affords 
strong internal evidence itself, as to the folly of arguing from 
statistics used either cliscriminately or indiscriminately. The discus ion 
that followed, on the 4th April, a fortnight after the reading, was of 



necessity directed towards a few of the main points. It is clear that a 
paper which required four hours to read could not be satisfactorily 
commented upon in two hours, even though the speakers were, under the 
circumstances, allowed a little more than the ordinary ten minutes rule. 
But the. debate was remarkable in this: that every speaker, whether he 
sympathised with Mr. Giffen's general views or not, corrected his con
clusions and condemned the mode by which he arrived at them. The secret 
of this lay in the fact, that the speakers were practical, and not mere 
theoretical, experts in their several lines. They understood, from actual 
experience, the subject they handled. The question of shipping, as will 
be seen from the speeches, was more especially treated from this only 
useful point of view; Mr. Giffen being obliged, as a profes. ·ional 
en· theoretical statistician, either to relv on collected information, or to 
evolve his conclusion· to a great exte:r'lt out of official figures, collated 
in his study. 

Mr. Gi:ffen's paper, then, to use the language of one of the speakers, 
was intended as an indictment of "Fair-Trade." And it may be here 
·tated that it was but the last of a ·eriesof indictments, commenced by 

the Premier in October last, and followed by the political and permanent 
officials of the Board of Trade, having for their object the destruction 
of the movement against one-sided Free-Trade, w bich bas of late 
years taken so strong a hold upon business men throug·hout the 
country. But ~fr. Giffen appears to have but a confused and hazy 
view of the policy he desired to attack. From the paper before us, 
indeed, there is little evidence that Mr. Giffen haB even studied 
the elements of th Fair-Trade policy ; or, if he has, he would appear 
to have ignored its real aims and object . Throughout hi paper 
the terms Fair-Trade and Protection are inextricably mixed up, so as to 
give the casual reader the idea, as was probably intended, that the terms 
are identical ; and, as was probably equally intended, thus pre~·enting 
Fair-Traders from replying to attacks, which they cannot assume to be 
directed against them. In one place indeed (page 13*), he somewhat amus
ingly brings forward a consideration which he asserts "dispose. alto
gether of the Fair-Trade argument,'' but which really forms its back
bone, and is the very es ence of its case. Mr. Giffen points out thut 
the contraction in trade of late years is one of value, not quantity, and 
that we haYe been for some years effecting the same, or eYen 
in some years a greater, Export trade, but at reduced prices. 
This, however, so far from di posing of Fair-Traders, exactly states 
their contention. They urge that thanks ( 1) to the unfair protec
tion of the foreign producer, and the incidence of taxation falling solely 
on home produce, instead of being· spread over the whole surface of 
commodities sold in our market places, and (2) to the imposition of 
foreign tariffs hostile to British industry, our producers generally, both 
masters and men, have to work the like tale of bricks as before, but at 
lessened wage or profit. Here then is the very crux of their position. Mr. 
Giffen's report recently presented to Parliament by the Board of 

* "The Use of Iml>ort and Expo1·t Statistics." London, (Edward Stanford). 



Trade prove this fact. Two valuable paper which appeared in th~ 
Economist of 21st and 28th January last, may be relied on al o,as proving 
that the fall in price ofraw materials does not adequately represent even its 
fair portion of the contraction in prices of manufactured goods; and that 
therefore the loss incurred in labour and profit has been proportionately 
greater. Nor are men, who are compelled to provide the same 
quantity at lessened prices, able to avail themselves of the usual 
"Free-Trade panacea,"-to apply themselves to other pursuits. 
They haYe no time to .cf.ange, no breathing time to look around, and in 
fact, no other trade to which to turn. 

But we may leave ~Ir. Giffen to grapple a he choo ·e with the 
fanciful creation he has set up, so much easier therefore to overturn. 
vVhen, mdeed, he speaks of the unsatisfactory rendering of figure , and 
the ba cless conclu ions o often drawn from tatistics, we also join hands 
with him, and by making· good certain omissions in his paper, we propose 
to complete rathc>r than rE>ctify his argument. Mr. Giffen is omewiiat 
hard on indi viclual Fair-Trade writers, whom he has selected for criticism. 
He i · also severe upon the editor of a pecial Review for permitting an 
un cientific statement to appear. Ile is Yery critical upon the u e of the 
word "commerce " as repre enting only international trading, forgetful, 
however, that this is the sense in which the word is ordinarily employed, 
t.he common designation for internal, or home, commerce being the word 
"trade.'' But the e and other like comments are but flying shots, 
likely to hurt few, and rather than dwell on them we would suggest 
some other items which :Wr. Giffen mio-ht have added to his repertoire of un
scientific stati. tical reasoning. He might have urged perhaps, that 
when a servant of the Board of Trade issue. a pamphlet with tables of 
our trade with foreign countries and our colonies, the compari on in 
figures is without value, unless as business men we regard the character of 
the trading.~-~ For example, if we show that the smaller imports frcm 
om· colonies consist more largely of the raw material suitable for manu
facture (which we cannot grow at home), and that the imports from 
foreign countries consist largely of the very produce that enters into 
competition with our home industry, then the mere commercial 
values of such import by no means represent their relatiYe advantage to us 
as a people. Again, if it appears that the smaller value of exports to our 
colonies con ·ists in the main of fully manufactured goods, in which 
home labour has been fully employed, whilst the larger Yalue of exports to 
foreign countries are of partially and perhaps not half-manufactured 
goods-as well as of tools and machinery sent away to enar le other 
nations to compete with us-then it i clear that the importance of the 
figures, taken by themselves, disappears altogether. 

Then, also, it would have been equally fair for Mr. Giffen to have 
pointed out how prone, not only are amateur, but even official, advocates 
of the present fiscal system, to wrest from figures a meaning that 
does not belong to them. In the very boast as to the increase of external 
commerce conseq ue1it on the free import system, the like figures of other nations 
... Free Trade venus Fair Trade," by T. H. Farrer. London, l Caesell, Petter, Galpin .t: Co.) 



shewing that their foreign trading has increased without free imports 
in an equal and sometimes in a greater ratio, are generally ignored. "\Vhen 
Mr. Giffen, or perhaps the Premier~~ acting on figures supplied, brings 
forward the main':.enance and even increase of our Income Tax returns, 
as an evidence of the maintenance or increase of our national prosperity; 
and when Mr. Giffen himself capitalises these returns to represent the 
value of our present wealth, what consideration is given to the profits 
that are earned by the rapidly-growing incomes of importers of foreign 
goods; or to those which are realised by investments abroad, and are 
mainly the proceeds of the labour earnings of a pa t generation-the 
present owners of which are growing richer, to the detriment of home 
industry? What thought is taken of Income Tax paid by a large class 
of small traders, who keep no very:clear accounts, and pay pretty much 
the same in bad years as in good ones ; or-still more misleading-of 
that paid on farming profits under Schedule B,t while serious los es were, 
and are, being incurred? No allowance is made by these politico
eeonomists for any of these important factors in the problem 
of our Income Tax Returns, any more than there is for that 
of arrears of unpaid Income Tax, only lately di.scovered, the payment 
of which bas been enforced. :j: Clearly, for all present purposes 
of computation, the capitali ed arrears of Income Tax only just 
discovered, are due from past earnings ; and though they may 
indicate present wealth, cannot represent a healthy condition of growing 
prosperity. Then, what can be more misleading than to thro·;v 
at the heads of an unthinking· crnwd, as Mr. Gladstone did at Leeds, 
the increase in our saving bank returns a peculiarly indicative of our 
pro perity, without showing that in this respect we are ab olutely behind, 
and in most cases largely behind, every nation of importance in the accumu
lation of our national ·aving , and that such increase as we have i directly 
traceable (and presumably would not otherwise exi t ) to the establishment 
of post office savings banks in 1861 ? Mr. Giffen might also have cited 
Mr. Gladstone, as well as the advocates of the Cobden Club, as drawing 
magnificent conclusions in favour of Free-Trade from pauperism returns, 
and from the apparrnt decrease in the returns of the larger order of criminal 
convictions. Mr. Giffen lost a splendid opportunity in this paper of illus
trating the real meaning of statistics, by bowing how Mr. Glad tone ought 
to have pointed out, that, while our total pauperism has diminished, it 
has been because of the change in poor-law practice, by which out-door 
rnlief has been discouraged, and the house-test imposed. He might have 
shown also by the introduction of these factors, how completely the re
verse of what Mr. Gladstone stated at Leeds has taken place, and that 
the real pauperism has increased pro rata more than the population, 
while the cost bas also largely increased both in bulk and per capita . 

* Speeches at Leeds, October 7th and 8th, 1881, by the Right Hon. W . E. Gladstone. 

h:lf ~h~a~~g~fti~:~i~l.against, and therefore practically forming a fixed charge upou 

:f: Of late years a considerable increment of Incom e Tax has aris n from arrears, specfal 
orders having been given by Lord Beaconl"field's administration to Incom e Tax collectors 
(who have been given a bonus on results), to make inquest a11d di:;covery of business con
cerns, suspected of making insufficient or false retmns. 



Anc1 he lost a still finer opportunity 0£ illustrating the weaknes 0£ mere 
statistics, when he omitted to point out Mr. Gladstone's famous blunder 
as to the decline in criminal convictions (of the major kind)-a 
blunder repeated by all the Cobden Club advocates, in totally omitting the 
£act that any iliminution of figures is mainly owing to the changes that 
have taken place in our jurisprudence, whereby cases that used to be 
brought into the higher courts are now, under various ummary jurisdic
tion acts, d~alt with by magistrates in petty sessions, or at the police 
courts. And had he been disposed to be especi~lly £air, he might have 
pointed out that so far from there having been any decrease of crime of 
late years, the total convictions in the king-dom have increased 100 per 
cent. during the past 2U years. These are £actors which ought not to be 
ignored, when an attempt is made to prove the beneficent effects on our 
customs and manners, of one-sided Free-Trade. 

Here, then, we have some of the omitted proofs which Mr. Giffen 
might, with very good effect, have produced in confirmation of the folly 
of those who are not trained experts, importing figures into their argu
ments. That he did not do so is indicative of the fact that he 
came forth to slay" Fair-Traders," not one-sided "Free-Trader ." But 
the chief object of Mr. Giffen's paper is the "Use 0£ Import and Export 
Statistics." In this he has been influenced by the undoubted. alarm 
which many ha•e felt at the great ad,ance recorded in the imports of 
late years as compared with the exports. Mr. Giffen has at once assumed 
that the primary object of Fair-Trade is to arrest these imports, and on 
that a umption he proceeds to demolish the sugge tion that any balance 
of trade exi ts, and, mixing up "balance of trade" with "balance of 
indebtedness," argues that, when we take into consideration the factors 
which he calls "invi ible xports," we have in fact no excess of imports 
over export . Now Mr. Giff en knows very well, or may know i£ he chooses 
to enquire, that the object of Fair-Trade is not to arrest, but to divert the 
ources of the supply of our imports. It is to give our custom for 

food-stuffs, if we must give away our custom at all, to our Colonies 
and Dependencies, rather than to nations which refuse to deal 
with us in the spirit of free or fair interchange. The only statistics 
that could avail Mr. Giffen to bring farward against the Fair-Trade 
policy would be, such as might show, that the British Empire could 
not support herself, under the system of giving a preference to 
the productions of her Colonies over those of foreign nation~. The 
saying that we pay in this or in that way for OUT surplus imports, and 
are indemnified for our apparent over-expenditure by our invisible earn
ings from shipping, foreign investments, or anything el e, does not touch 
even the fringe of the Fair-Trade controversy. Let (for the sake of 
argument) all Mr. Giffen' s figures be conceded as correct, and then they 
do not shew us why, because two sources of national income-our carry
ing trade and our foreign investments-are prosperous, that therefore all 
our other industries should be handicapped by the introduction of foreign 
goods into the home market, without payment of like national tolls or 
market-dues to those already paid by home produce, and by the action 0£ 
hostile tariffs shutting us out from our old markets abroad. 
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But Mr. Giffen, and those who accept his teaching, say that our excessive 
imports of goods and produce over and above our exports are a necessary 
consequence of our prosperity iu the two sources of revenue already named. 
This is as much as to say that, because two classes in the community are 
benefitting by the present system, therefore all our productive industrie , 
affecting the prosperity of home labour, must be allowed to shift for them
selves. In this there seems a strong flavour of the worst form of Protection. 
Instead of the general good being the first desideratum, are the interests of 
our carrying trade, and of our investors in foreign stocks, to be practically 
"protected'' at the cost of the rest of the community, both agricul
tural and manufacturing? Even on .Mr. Giffen's own shewing, 
according to the theory on which his economic orthodoxy is grounded, 
namely, that our possession of so much of the world's carrying-power and 
loan-power causes, as he terms it,'' in visible exports," -the corresponding 
imports should come all the same. It is scarcely conceivable that the 
impositi:m of a general duty on imports, equivalent to the taxation of 
our home productions ( o as not to increase taxation, but to make its 
incidence fair and equal), could operate against the "economical law" 
of which we hear so much. If it were to do so there is a flaw somewhere, 
and the value of the "economical law" must be less than they say. Our 
carrying trade would flouri ·h just as well if it could carry from our shores 
more manufactured goods, instead of emigrants, and could have 
as full cargoes to take out as it has to bring h.ome. As the discussion in 
the following pages clearly shows, widely different causes have tended 
to promote shipping prosperity among us of late years, more powerful 
even than that of the market which has arisen for its carrying power. 
Taking Mr. Giffen's calculations at hi own estimate (and the principal 
ones were disputed by every one, friends and foe ), he has, to use a 
homely phrase, put the cart before the horse in his argument. 

And if there be any soundness in his argument that the apparent 
excess of imports over exports is compensated by our "invisible ex· 
ports," what becomes of the theory already propounded by his own 
friends, that this apparent balance is profit? Notably Mr. Chamberlain, 
the President, and Mr. T. H. Farrer, Secretary of the Board of Trade, 
have enforced the doctrine that the value of our trade depends on what 
we "get" [i.e., buy], not what we "give" [i.e., sell]. The illustrations of 
national profit, in the sense giYen by Mr. Chamberlain and Mr. J. IC 
Cross in the House of Commons last year, are fresh in the minds of all, 
and Mr. T. H. Farrer's recent brochure endorses* their views. Probably 
also Mr. Giffen will not dissent from his fellow workers at the Board of 
Trade. But if so, what becomes of his argument that there is no real 
excess of what we are getting [i.e., buying] over what we are giving 
[ i.e., selling l, since his "invisible exports" go to make up the differ
ence ? From this new exposition we appear to be at least working pretty 
hard, either as ship owners or capitalists, to make both ends meet-working 
at trades which in many respects, as we have shown, act prejudicially to 
the rest of our producing forces. 

• Free Trade vnsti1 Fair Trade, by T . H. Farrer, p. 18. 



Finally Mr. Giffen, as a personage in the statistical world, calls for the 
establishment of chairs of statistics at our universities. This is a call 
that comes naturally from a scientific theorist, and will commend itself 
to many. Perhaps, however, business men, to whom a grain of practice 
is worth an ounce of theory, will prefer Mr. David Maciver's suggestion 
that a Chair of Common Sense at the Board of Trade would be more to 
the purpose. We will venture in conclu ion to make another suggestion. 
Mr. Giffen occupies an intluential position in the world of figures, and his 
opinion and advice are always ljstened to with attention in the highe t 
quarter . He no doubt sees, as we do, the one gr<.>at flaw in all these 
arguments as to the progre of our foreign trading. It must often have 
occurred to him that while we have no reliable figures, on which to com
pare the progress of our home trade, and e pecially of our greater 
industries, we cannot well judge that of our national prosperity. 
We may have side views, and here and there obtain a glimpse 
in perspective, as it were, of the action of this or that influence or power 
upon our native indu tries. But neither Income Tax Hor Revenue Returns, 
nor even Stamp duties, adequately represents the progress of real and 
permanent prosperity. Business men . ee what affects them in
dividually, but their contentions or complaints are silenced by the retort 
that they are but units in the crowd, and that one must suffer for the 
benefit of the many. Of late years, however, there has grown a strong 
consensus of opinion that these units have become tens of thousands. 
The feeling has gathered strength every year that the general pros
perity of the country i threatened, not as yet by the destruction of our 
indu tries, but by the contraction of our markets, the dimini hed ,-igour 
and hopefulness of . our trade, and the le sened profits that are earned. 
But again we are met by the answer: "See our national retw·ns; and see 
how the volume of commerce with foreign nation. goes on; ee every 
judication of our increasin()' wealth!" All this even, paradoxical a it 
seems, may be; and yet it is possible that the most vital forces of the 
nation, the full and free exercise of its labour, and its profit or 
wage-earning power, are being sapped all the time. Without reliable 
statistic of the progress of our home industrie , we cannot ascertain the 
truth. Such stati t ics can only be obtained by Government authority. 
The nation desires but to know the truth. Will ~Ir. Giffen assist 
us by his influence to obtain it? \Vill he do what lies in his power 
to secure the ini.tiation of a series of inquiries under the authority of 
Parliament, that shall throw light upon what is now in comparative 
darkness-upon the condition, whether it be progress or retrogression, of 
our Home Trade and Industry ? 

National li'air-Trade League, 
23, Oockspur Street, London, S. W., 

June, 1882. 

EDITOR. 



DEBATE. 

Re-printed frorn the " Morning Post " of Thursday, April 6th, 1882, with 
corrections made by the several speakers, excepting in the case of 
Mr. G~ff'en, [see NoTE at foot of page 31]. 

ON Tuesday night, April 4th, Mr. Cai.rd, President of the Statistical 
Society, occupied the chair at au adjourned meeting for discussio.J. on Mr. 
R. Giffen's paper on "The U ·e of Import and Export Statistics," at the 
Rooms of the Society at Somerset House, when there was a very full attend
ance of members. The subject is of great interest to the public, as Mr. Giffen 
had raised questions of controversy on matters of trade, and had practi
cally thrown down the gauntlet to the members of the Fair-Trade League, 
to justify the line of argument which they had taken up on questions of 
:fiscal policy, and as to the effect of Free-Trade on the prosperity of 
Great Britain. 

Mr. ,V. J. HARRI , opening the discussion said :-Mr. President 
and gentlemen, Mr. Giffen's paper is called "The Use of Import and 
Export Statistics." It might quite as fairly be called "an indictment of the 
Fair-Trader ." As such I accept it. The lecturer points out at page 4 7 how 
difficult it is to af.'certain the comparative advantage of a Free-Trade or a 

-Protectioni t system to different comm uni tie , or even "to the same com
munity at diff~rent periods of its own history," and he goes on to say "ex
ternal economic conditions are besides incessantly changing." This is just 
what we as Fair-Tradu·sfeel, and we feel also that a policy, which was 
good for England when the world was forced to buy from her, may be 
the reverse when the greater part of that world is intent on sup
plying itself from its own workshops. The political economy of 
trade is a yery different stutly to what it was before the introduction 
of railways, steam, and telegraphy. Instead of there being only one 
great centre of capital, viz., London, there are now many. New York 
is likely to be soon the largest, while Paris, Vienna, Berlin, and Amster
dam, are all becoming large centres of investments. Capitalists in all 
nations are becoming internationalists-that is to say, an investment 
abroad that pays a well-secured rate of interest is almost as welcome to 
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them as though it were in their native country. Thus invisible remit
tances take place, by which countries may import much more than they 
export, and so long as the imports do not consist too much of such things 
as can be made at home, and are such as contribute to the building up of 
permanent real wealth, they are not an unhealthy sign. I fear, however, 
that the character of British imports will not answer this description. 
"'Well now, what I wish to lead up to is this : Mr. Giffon made an elabor
ate calculation of the wealth of this country in the year 1875. Nearly 
seven years have passed since then. If his calculation was correct, and 
we then possessed £8,500,000,000 we ought urely to have added to this 
sum something like five per cent. on the capital every year; but let us 
only put it at four per cent., then there ought to be £340,000,000 
a year to add, or £2,380,000,000 altogether. From this might 
rea onably be deducted the amount of about £50,000,000, which Mr. 
Giffen pro\ed, in his letter to Mr. Chamberlain, had been the total loss 
to the country by exceptionally bad harvests. The addition of 340 mil
lions a year i only in proportion to the yearly increase which Mr. Giffen 
proved for the previous decade of £240,000,000 per annum on the 
smaller capital sum of £6,100,000,000,and therefore I have not overstated 
anything. A merchant balancing his book would not for one moment 
think of adopting any other course of ascertaining his position. Ile 
would not think of arguing " Because I am ·elling· four times as many 
goods and buying six time as many, therefore I am making more money." 
Wherea this is about the statement we arc asked to accept from the 
Cobden Club and 1\fr. Giffen. I was therefore gTeatly surprised to find 
no allu ion whatever made in the paper a to the increase or decrease of 
real wealth. Let Mr. Giffen prove to u by a simple balance sheet how 
we now tand. It mu t be compiled with a due regard to facts a well 
as to figures. The fact being that the decrea ed value of real estate is not 
yet a certained by the Income Tax, nor 'Yill it be fully so until leases have 
fallen in ; but such a statistician as Mr. Giffen can easily calculate it 
from test cases. I cannot accept deductions ba::sed on the legacy and 
succession duties, as they repre ent the accumulation of the past, and 
not of the present. I am afraid the result will be a terrible disappoint
ment to the nation, and a great surprise to the Optimists. A calculation 
like this is the bottom of the whole affair. It was Mr. Gi:ffen's fayouritc 
study; why has he thrown it over, and gone into this maze of invisible 
Exports, guessing at figures in the wildest manner? For instance, he 
gives hi ov. n statement of the Imports and Exports of the whole world at 
page 22, while at page 26 he gives the same particulars as supplied by 
Dr. F. von Neumann-Spallart, who differs from him by about £200,000,000 
in both amounts. Again he give us the real value of the Exports 
and Imports of the Austriau Empire, and comparing them with the official 
values, we find that the Exports have been undervalued in four years 
by no less than £30,000,000, while the real value of the Imports about 
corresponds with the official figures. Thus Mr. Giffen takes his figures 
of £162,000,000 as balance of trade in favour of Imports of the whole 
world from data which he prove to be incorrect eycn in civilised coun-



tries, and which may be far more incorrect in others. On these data the 
whole super-structure is built up as regards freight earned and profits of 
English trade. The allotted time will not allow me to reply to the argu
merits advanced as to our invisible receipts due on account of freight and 
insurance·. That part of the paper will be replied to by others, but I take 
exception to the amount which is credited to English shipowners and 
merchants for commis ion and profits on business in various parts of the 
world. On page 27 the lecturer claims £16,000,000 on this account, while 
on page 39 he repents of hi moderation, and claims £20,000,000, being at 
the rate of 2~ per cent. on £800,000,000 . Mr. Giffen eems to forget that 
the greater part of English Exports are bought in this country by 
foreigners, and therefore the Export Yalues are the full result to us. If 
any further profit or commi. sion are made, they belong to the foreign 
owners. Our Imports, in like manner, often belong to the foreign con
, igner, and are sold by him to consumers in this country-perhaps 
through a broker, often direct, so that Import value closes the tran ac
tion so far a8 this nation is concerned. Beside this, English .·hips which 
are chartered in foreign ports are subject to a commission on freight to 
be paid away a broad. Th us it may be that the item, instead of being a 
credit, may often be a debit. Besides all this, a very large portion of our 
Export and Import trade is done by foreigners living in England, whose 
wealth may be any day removed. 

As to the remittances due to us for intere::;t from foreign countries, 
the amount is the purest guesswork. 

""When Mr. Giffen made his statement of the national wealth of 1875, 
he could only find that Income Tax was paid on £6,836,000 of l?oreign 
and Colonial Securities, and on the small . ·um of £ 1,330,000 on railway 
out of the United Kingdom. It is evident, therefore, that if thi large 
amount of property exists, it is owned by persons who do not consider 
themselves liable to their own Government for Income Tax. The money 
we invest abroad certainly does not go out in the shape of goods. The 
goods we export do not pay for the good we receive, and therefore they 
cannot provide the funds for our investments as well. This wealth is not 
therefore made in the home trade. If we are still inve ting largely abroad, 
as Mr. Giffen maintains that we are, it must be the income of previous 
investment that provides the funds, and if so, it cannot also be remitted 
here. No doubt some persons in this country have large inYestments 
abroad, but owing to our system of taxation these investments cannot be 
called national wealth. A country like ours, which has adopted internal 
taxation for raiEing its revenue, is dependent on the increase of its real 
property, and the increased profits of its trades and manufactures. vVe 
are burdened with a charge of about £130,000,000 per annum, which 
must come out of the pockets of our own people in a more or less dire0t 
fashion. It is a charge on our industry, and puts us at a disadvantage 
with the rest of the world, almost as much as a tax on the raw material 
of manufactures would do. Even our receipts from Customs being levied 
only on such things as we cannot produce, must all be paid by the con
sumer. The investor in foreign property does not contribute towards 
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this. The English owner of real property in America pays the American 
tax there. Surely if the American nation claims this property as a 
national possession, we cannot claim it also. The fact is, that the Eng
lishman who has all his property im·ested in the United States is simply 
an American in disguise. "Where thy Treasure is, there will thy heart 
be also." 1£ Mr. Giffen thinks that the owners of this property, the 
yearly income of which he values at about £100,000,000, are compelled to 
remit the interest to this country every year by sending produce or 
manufactures, the necessity would in the· end ruin every industry in the 
country, since the owners might be compelled to overstock our market to 
such an extent that the goods would hardly be saleable at half their value. 
The tax-paying power· of our producers would be neutralised, and we 
sh.:mld at once have to levy enormous duties on those imports as the only 
means of meeting our national expenditure. Then, and only then, would 
uch property give its quota towards the support of the State. Our sys

tem of internal taxation is therefore inextricably mixed up with this 
question of Free-Trade and Fair-Trade. 

I will now proceed to take one trade in the United Kingdom, and com
pare it with the same trade in the United States, and we shall see how 
the system of taxation affects each. I will take the business of Agri
culture, as being the large t we have, and I will make no mention either 
of tenants or rent. I will simply suppose that the owner of the land both 
here and in America ha it in his own hands. The burden of taxation 
of various kind for Church and Country on good wheat-growing land in 
England and \Y ales amounts to fully l 2s. per acre. In the \V esteru 
States of America, land of equal or better quality pays only 6d. per acre. 

Thus the English producer of wheat is at once handicapped by I ls. 6d. 
per acre. Thi hows the result of our system of taxation, which is 
nece sitated by our so-called Free-Trade system. We burden our own 
producers, and thus enable foreign producers more easily to compete. 

The American looks at these matters from an entirely different point of 
view. He desires to produce and consume all he can at home, and the 
rest of the world he considers simply as a fortunate accident in his 
favour. In consequence 0£ our policy, his agriculture has naturally ad
vanced more in Foportion than his other industries, and there is no 
doubt that the climate and soil will enable him to deliver his wheat and 
his meat to us much cheaper than he has already done. Our industry of 
fanning must be, therefore, very severely tried. This would of course 
be bearable if the impo t bore its fruits by stimulating our great manu
facturing industries, and by enabling us to supply his wants in the same 
manner ; but this is no part of his plan. He has built up a mighty 
nation which we must all admire. It is a nation that has not bound it
self down to any particular system of trade as though it were a religion. 
The only unalterable trade condition which its constitution admits is, that 
Exports shall never be taxed. All the rest is a matter of expediency. 
Its growth in real wealth is simply marvellous, and during the last few 
years surpasses ours tenfold. 

The Americans take an eutirely different view of the iucjdence of Iru-
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port duties to that taken by the Cobden Club. Senator Morrell, in his 
famous speech on the tariff made last December, says that the price of 
iron, steel, &c., has not been higher there since the heavy duties were 
imposed than it was before. His argument is, that if American ports 
had been open to our manufactures, the price of our raw material and 
labour in England would have advanced. In this way he holds that the 
tariff which the American Government now collects for the nation would 
have found its way into the pockets of Englishmen. As to the truth of 
this position there is a great deal to be said in favour of it, and we need 
look no further than our own history for its confirmation. In the early 
half of thi century, when we too had our tariff, the price of wheat for 
30 years, viz., from 1820 to 1850, aYeraged 57s. 6d. per qr. During that 
period there were Yery heavy duties on the import of foreign wheat. The 
prices in the countries that supplied us were very low. Thus in 1824-26 
the price of wheat in Dantzic, which was then the principal shipping 
port, was as low as 2ls. per qr.; from 1833 to 1837 inclusive it averaged 
less than 28s. In 1843, on the 13th of May, Mr. Gladstone made a 
speech in the House of Commons in opposition to Mr. Villiers' motion for 
the repeal of the Corn Laws. In the course of his arguments he referred 
to the low price of wheat then ruling at New Orleans, which was from 
20s. to 24s. per qr. Now, if it be true that the consumer pays the whole 
of a duty, it must follow that when that duty is removed he will get the 
benefit. But what do we find? 

The duty on wheat was removed in 1849, and the average price from 
1850 to 1874 has been 53s. The con umer has therefore gained 4s. 6d. 
per quarter, and the producer abroad has gained at least 10 . per quarter. 
Dutie imposed on the import of articles not produced in a country mu t 
certainly in most part be paid by the con umer ; but the import of an 
article that is likewise produced at home comes into competition with the 
home producer, and the price for a long time depends more on the power 
of the home producer to compete than on the cost of production abroad. 
I am convinced that a tax on wheat would only in part fall on the con
sumer, and I maintain that the incidence of duties on all articles imported 
into, but also produced within a country, is regulated by supply and de
mand; thus, if there be an urgent demand, the consumer pays the larger 
share, and if the supply be in excess the producer does so. The largest 
importing countries to a great extent fix the price for other countries. 

There can be no doubt whatever that during the last seven years the 
Americans have been taking their own bonds from this country to a very 
large extent, and that they now own nearly all their own debt. At the 
last founding operation, when the 5 per cents. were called in, an agent 
was sent to London to receive and extend bonds held in Europe. Only 
35 million dollars were extended in Europe, while 365 million dollars 
were extended in America. I cannot, therefore, unden;taud how Mr. 
Giffen can maintain, as he does on page 44, that no foreign property has 
been parted with by this country, but on the contrary it has greatly in
creased. There can be no doubt that in 1870 the major part of the 
American debt was held in England, whereas in 1881 '"e only find abo-qt 
l 0 :per cent. of it in the whole of Europe. 
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The opm1on of American Protectionists is that they have by their 
tariff secured for their manufacturers and working classes a natural 
price for their manufactures and labour, that the competition of their 
manufacturers with one another, prevents that natural price from 
advancing, and that all which they buy in other countries is given to 
them at an unnaturally low price, the tariff forming the difference. They 
therefore maintain that the foteigner pays the tariff, and that if it 
were removed he would gain the advantage, and not the American con
sumer. It seems to me that they have just as much right to hold this 
opinion as the Cobden Club ha to hold the reverse one. All other 
countries are looking to the United States as their model, and are endea
vouring to foster their industries in the same way. Tariffs go on increas
ing against us. Every year we are working for less profit, and parting 
with our real but exhaustible wealth in coal and iron for a smaller ex
change value. I will here refer to articles which appeared in the Econo
mist newspaper on the 21st and 28th January in this year. The writer, 
who is evidently a statistician of the first order, clearly proves that in 
1881 the exports of manufactured goods were relatively lower in price 
than in 1880 by a greater percentage than the raw materials from which 
they were made. It is a most important consideration. If foreign tariffs 
affect us in this way, what conclusion can we possibly come to, except 
that we are not only paying our home taxes, but also a portion 0£ the 
taxes of all tariff countries-that the majority of our population is not 
receiving it natural remuneration, and that the moneymakers are the 
few instead of the many-that we are parting in its implest form with our 
latent power-that every day the supply of this latent power becomes 
somP.what less available, while the same material in other countries are 
becoming more available? There is no doubt whatever that our wages 
have been much lower during the last seven years than they were in the 
previous seven years; and they would have been still lower had it not 
been for trades unions and short Mme keeping up the nominal rate. 

This paper of Mr. Giffen' will no doubt have one good effect, which 
has likewise been contributed to by all the publications of the Cobden 
Club. It will prove to the French Government how little need there 
is to make any Commercial Treaty with England, and, if we are 
saved from that Treaty, which of all Free-Trade proposals is the most 
illogical breach of all the laws of Political Economy, we shall have great 
cause to thank Mr. Giffen for having written it; and the high reputation 
in which he stands will no doubt gain for his lecture the attentive 
perusal of the politicians and economists 0f other nations. 

\Ve have now about forty Commercial Treaties existing. Fortunately all 
the important ones have arrived at that period when, by giving twelve 
months' notice, they can be cancelled. I would propose at once to give the 
notice to all. The world would perfectly well understand what we meant, 
and one nation after another would seek to come to terms with us. But 
before making terms with any foreign nation we are bound to consult our 
own Colonies. If they desire confederation on Free-Trade terms let them 
have it, and with the rest 0£ the world let ~s be independent, treating 
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those countries best which treat us best. Our own Colonies are quite as 
well fitted for the productioa of food as America, and by encouraging 
them to produce wheat in large quantities, we shall have a never-failing 
supply. The crops conld not fail in India, Australia and America, all in 
the same year, and we should be preserved from high prices by the in
creased number of our sources of supply. 

In conclusion, I beg to say that I entirely differ from the conclusions 
arrived at by the lecturer. I believe that the system of Free-Trade (so
called) which now exists, did us no harm for many years after its in
auguration, that it did us but little harm for many years more, and that 
it is now doing us much harm, and is likely every year to us more; 
and although personally I am perhaps more interested in its continuance 
than any other person in this room, I £eel that I am only discharging a 
duty which I owe to my country, in denouncing it. 

Mr. Harris concluded by handing to the President the details he had 
collected of American Taxation. These details covered an area of 
1,600,000 acres of land, including 39 towns all in the State of New York. 

The total amount of Taxes levied £or all purposes on land, houses and 
personality did not exceed 6d. per acre on the total number of acres, and 
therefore represented a much lower rate than that sum as a tax on agri
culture. Mr. Harris explained that, these details being collected from 
well-settled and valuable agricultural land in the Eastern States, it might 
be regarded as certain that in the far West the burdens were lighter. 

Mr. DAVID MACIVER, M.P, said :-The interesting statement from 
Mr. Harris to which we have just listened, and in which I heartily con
cur, is in the nature of a complete es ay on the whole subject, and the 
position i ·, as if thl•re were two separate papers before the meeting. But 
I will confine myself to dealing with Mr. Giffen's paper, which originated 
the discussion. The first, and, I think, the only difficulty which pre
sents itself in the way of reply, is the inordinate length of that paper. 
It was only partially read at our meeting, but I have completed its 
perusal at home, and find that to read the paper from beginning to end 
requires a period of rather more than four hours. It would be easy 
enough, did time permit, to " trip up'' every paragraph in detail ; but to 
do thi in a speech of something like ten minutes' duration is an obvious 
physical impossibility. I must content myself with taking a point 
here and there, and I hope I shall not be blamed for leaving much 
unsaid that I would have wished to say, did opportunity permit. It 
must, therefore, not be supposed that I have no answer to make to those 
portions of Mr. Giffen's most voluminous paper, which, so far as I am 
concerned, must be left untouched to-night. But I wish at the outset 
to demur emphatically to Mr. Giffen's introductory remarks. It is not 
for me to defend the gentlemen to whom Mr. Giffen refers, but if Mr. 
Giffen is no more correct in his quotations from their speeches and writ
ings than he is in reference to myself, the probability is that they can 
each 0£ them make a good defence. Mr. Giff en's reference to myself 
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consi. ts of a garbled quotation from a question asked in the Hom:ie of 
Commons, accompanied by a mis tatement of the points which were in
volvecl ; but with that I will deal later on. Returning to Mr. Giffen's 
introductory remarks. I wish to point out that even although Fair
Traders may occn.sionally be in error, and may even misuse figures, 
this i, no more than can be said with still greater truth of their oppo
nent.. I have perhaps no right to speak on behalf of the Fair-Trade 
cause. but I may ay that there are Fair-Traders of various kinds. 
Some amongst them are honestly desirous of prom'oting the reality of 
Free-Trade, while others are undoubtedly Protectionists. They are 
of varied opinions, and of every shade of politics ; but they have one 
common platform, which ccrtaii:ily does not depend upon statistics. The 
term Fr e-Trade, on the other hand, is more definite-but definite only 
in wr ngly defining the existing tate 0£ things. 'Vhat the Fair-Traders 
-and Fair-Traders of every de cription-allege is, that our present 
. ystem is improperly called Free-Trade, and that it i , in reality,only a sys
tem of. free importation, combined with restricted exports. The hostile 
tariff. 0£ other nations make, as Fair-Traders believe, Free-Trade im pos
. ible : and as a body, and with whatever difference of view there may be 
amongst us, ,ye are, at all event , united in condemning the system under 
whl.ch foreigners arc free to compete with the indu tries of this country, 
while we arc not free to compete fairly with the industries 0£ other lands. 
The Fair-Trade case, therefore, depend.· much less upon statistics than upon 
practical experience ; but nevertheless, we mo t of us, believe, 
that stati tics have their proper place in our argument , and 
although requ1rmg to be received with many qualifications, 
that they ar not without u cfulne s. But it i quite wrong 
to ay, a thi paper does many times over, that we, Fair
Traders, rely upon stati tics, and have nothing el c to rely upon. Sta
tistic. at be tare but half truth . ., and I think that Mr. Giffen himself 
has not by any means succeeded in eliminating the errors and removing 
the difficulties, which lie in the way of a right m;e of statistics. I agree 
with him entirely as regards the absurdity of putting imports on one 
side of the account, and exports on the other, and treating the balance 
a if it werenationallo s. }fad this been so, we should all have beenin the 
workhou 'e long ago; yet there is a half truth in the £gures nevertheless. 
Going back ten or a dozen year. to a period when the value of our imports 
did not very greatly exreed thatof our exports, wewer~undoubtedlymuch 
more prosperous than in the subsequent period, when imports increased 
relatively much more rapidly than exports, thu making the balance 
excessively againRt us. In the former case, the apparent balance 
was probably no real balance against u at all, and nothing more than 
that wli.ich was represented by the profits of trade, by the earnings of 
shipowners, and by our income from foreign investments. Therefore I quite 
aoTee with Mr. Giffen, that it i. only a natural and a healthy state 
of thing::: that we houlcl ha'e some apparent balance against us ; and I 
would like also to point out that this legitimate balance would 
be the greater because of that inaccuracy in the form of our returns? 
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which includes freight in the value of our imports, and excludes it in 
the value of our export . But I contend, and . o, I think, would 
most Fair-Traders, that whenever the balance against us is of 
an excessive character -whenever it exceed· in fact that which is 
due to the inac~uracy of the returns added to our legitimate profits, 
including, of course, those of the carrying trade-that this exces repre
sents actual indebtedness, and must necessarily be eventually paid out of 
our rnaterial wealth. 

But to what extent are the e exports upon which some of us pride 
ourselves, robbing this country already of our material wealth ? , o 
little does the case of the Fair-Traders depend upon mere statistics, that 
there are many among t us who regard the exportation of enormou 
quantities of coal, and of raw material, in the form of iron ore and pig 
iron, with con iderable alarm. This looks to some of us as if it presag·ed 
the exhau tion of our mineral wealth, and that the dav will come when 
we may no longer have that to give, which foreign nations are willing to 
take in exchange for food. Again, there are many amongst us who look 
with di may upon the exportation of machinery and millwork to foreign 
lands, which we would prefer to see erected in this country. Yet all 
the e thing. figure largely in the Board of Trade tatistics, and if the 
Fair-Traders' case were based upon figures alone, we should be obliged 
to congratulate ourselve:s upon this state of things, as if it were to the 
advantage of the nation. Then, again, there are other·, many others, 
among t the Fair-Traders, who reg·ard with alarm our needles dependence 
upon the United States of America, and upon Russia, for our food supply; 
but we do not think that the remedy is to be found in the e tabli hment 
of a Chair of Stati 'tic , a suO'ge ted by Mr. Giffen in the conclusion of 
hi paper, becau e w think that the whole question involves con ider
ations of political importance, and that it is the future of this country 
which ought to be considered, rather than those minor questions raised 
by Mr. Giffen. 

I shall not follow Mr. Giffen in detail through his "general remarks 
upon import and export figure ," because I entirely admit the neces ity, 
not merely for most of the qualifications which he puts forward, but I 
would like to point out that there are other qualification besides, which go 
still further to invalidate anyconclu ions, drawn whether by Fair-Traders 
or by Free-Traders, from figures alone. Take, for instance, the emigra
tion statistics, to which Mr. Giffen briefly alludes. These, although he 
does not say so, arc surely an important element in the proper considera
tion of questions affecting the balance of trade. There were last year 
243,000 British and Irish emigrants to the United States, and it is a 
mistake to suppo e that these people were generally paupers. I know, 
from a former experience of the emigration business, that emigrants are 
very often well-to-do people, who manage to take a little property with 
them, which does not appear in any official returns. In any case, an adult 
labouring man is, himself, practically an export for which we do not get 
paid. He is worth a con iderable sum of money to the country of his 
adoption, and that which it h4s cost the land of his birth to feed, clothe, 
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and educate him during the years when he was a burden, is all loss to 
the old country. Mr. Giffen, in another portion of his paper, speaks of 
our ships as if they were exports, and I confess that I do not follow him 
there in his argument ; but I ask whether the emigration of able-bodied 
men and women, leaving the old and the infirm behind-for that is what 
emig-ration too often means-does not represent a money value, which, 
if the Board of Trade statistics of imports and exports were the whole of 
the truth, should, in some form or another, appear therein? 

I do not think it need have required eight long columns to show that 
the Board of Trade statistics of imports and exports, taken by themselves, 
without qualification, are practically worthless. But before entirely 
pa&sing away from this subject, I should like to point out, as Mr. 
Giffen alludes to it, that the total entrances and clearances of ships 
at port in the United Kingdom are perfectly m1reliable, even with the 
corrections supplied b.Y Mr. Giffen, and that iti , in point of fact, impo sible 
to get at the truth. The clearances in ballast, which are so recorded at 
the Custom Hou. e, do not include the large number of vessels which, 
during the last few year , have sailed from such ports as Liverpool, with 
no more than a ballasting of cargo. Thi is not the fault of the 
Cu ·tom House authorities, becau e it is impossible for them to discrimi
nate in regard to whether vessels are completely or only partially laden. 
As a matter of fact, arriving vessel nearly always bring full cargoes, 
while the vessels which sailfrom those of our ports, that are not coal ports, 
are not unfrequently in a less fortunate position. Therefore anybody who 
treat the statistical record of Custom. ' clearance as if they were the 
whole truth, is making a mistake. Then, again, is it not a perfectly 
natural tate of thing that a country like the United State , with enor
rnou immigration, and everybody prosperous and contented, should have 
such a large home trade, so far as her own manufactures are con
cerned, as to leave very little for exportation? Mere statistics of the 
value of exports and imports alone, clearly cannot be taken as indicating 
the measure of a nation's pro perity. 

Mr. Giffen' third subject, viz.:-" The balance of trade and balance 
of indebtedne s "I have already partially dealt with, and when I look at 
the clock and see how time is pas8ing I think that I ought not to do 
more than refer briefly to what he ays about shipping. It is obviously 
true that in the consideration of questions affecting the balance of in
debtednes the earnings of ·our carrying trade should be considered ; but 
it seems to me that Mr. Giffen himself falls into the mistake which he 
charges against Fair-Traders, and that in putting forward sixty mil
lions he is in reality dealing with figures, about which nothing· is 
certain, except their uncertainty. Something ought, ot course, really to 
be added, and if Mr. Giffen had merely put nis figures at sixty millions 
without showing how he arrived at them, there are many people who 
might have thought he was possessed of information not open to the 
outside world; but his paper shows plainly enough that £60,000,000 
is a mere gue s, and a guess of the wildest description. If it had 
, uitecl his purpose to put the fi~ures at £6,000,000 or at £600,000,000 
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there would have been just as much to say £or or against them. The whole 
argument by which he arrives at the £60,000,000 is a paradox not rea.lly 
worth serious attention, but as it is based on alleged facts I propo. e to 
point out one or two statement of fact, with regard to which Mr. Giffen 
is in error. Hi calculation are like a calculation of the distance be
tween vVe tminster Clock Tower and the middle of next week, and 
nothing would be proYed if his figures were correct ; but as a 
matter of fact he is quite wrong, and gros ly wrong, in nearly 
the whole of the estimates upon which his so-called argument is based. 
The real value of shipping property is much less than Mr. Giffen says. 
The expenditure abroad i · more-the average profits of ship owning are 
much less. I speak not without knowledge of the whole of these subject ·, 
and on knowledge not based upon my own individual experience alone, 
but also on that of relations and friends interested in steamer and ail
ing vessels of every kind, and during a long series of years. The large 
profits which those, who under tand the business, ometimes succeed in 
making, tempt others into the field, the performance of whose ve. scls 
certainly does not yield a profit of 12t per cent., but, in too many 
instances, no profit at all. l\1r. Giffen takes about 12~- per cent. 
per annum as the all-round profit of shipowning; but I have no he itation 
in saying that if he put it at half that sum he would be very consider
ably oYer the mark. Still if there i~ any gentleman here who would 
like to have a better return than 12~ per cent. upon a shipowning in
vestment, I think I could myself afford him the opportunity, although it 
would be in an individual ship rather than in the combined property of a 
larger company. Cargo steamers cost, not what Mr. Giffen says, but some
thing like £10 to £11 a ton upon the total dead weight capacity. Thi i 
the price of new ve. · el , and as there are a considerable number of tea111ers 
afloat which are not new, but which are at work, and whose real value is 
only the value of old iron, I ha.Ye no hesitation in putting the average 
value of shipping property at very much les . Mr. Giffen make a queer 
estimate about the gross tonnage and net tonnage; but no one knows 
better than he, that the law in relation to tonnage measurement i ·of uch 
a character that the nett register tonnage of a steamer is no evidence of 
her size. It is rather an indication of the extent to which the shipowner 
has understood hi business, in procuring a vessel who e carrying capacity 
shall be large upon a mall dues paying regi ter. Tonnage statistics and 
value statistics based upon tonnage, contain therefore large elements of 
uncertainty, sufficient altogether to destroy Mr. Giffen's calculation upon 
which his argument-if it can be called an argument-is ba ed. 

But before passing entirely away from this subjec t, I want to refer to 
page 44, in which Mr. Giffen speaks 0£ the decadence of American ship
ping. This paragraph is of special importance, because the argument 
is precisely that which Mr. Gladstone used not very long ago when 
speaking at Leeds. lt is an argument which, after .:\fr. Gladstone's 
speech, received a good deal of attention in the Tillles and other news
papers, and which was put forward by a considerable section of the press 
~s if it were a crushing reply to the Fair-Traders. But I. could selec~ 
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no more clear instance 0£ the misuse of tatistics. The decadence or 
American shipping is due, as every practical man know~, to no question 
either of Free-Tiade or of Protection. It has nothing to do with statistics; 
but is simply the result of the mechanical question involved in the sub titu
tion of iron for wood. Mr. Giffen must have been quite aware 0£ this, 
because he makes a casual reference to the change of materials; but never
theless he slurs it over with little morP than a passing remark, and 
treats the subject as if it were one of stati tics. Those who base their 
arguments against Fair-Traders upon the stati -tics of American ship
ping, are misusing these statistics by stating only a part of 
the truth. The whole truth is that when wooden ships were right, the 
Americans had cheaper materials than oursel yes and could beat us; but that 
now, when wooden ship are wrong, we have cheaper ma~erials as well as 
lower wages than they, and can beat them. This, I think, you will see is 
really apart altogether from any quc tion between Free-Trade and Pro
tection. l£ the Americans could to-morrow import iron duty free, they 
would still be at the di::sadvantage of a freight across the Atlantic or of the 
cost of a long railwayjourneyfor their materials, as well as the disadvantage 
of requiring to pay the higher scale 0£ wage which theirworkpeopleenjoy, 
before they could ucces fully compete with shipbuilaing in thi country. 
l£ the Americans were to become Free-Traders, the effect would not be to 
arre t the decadence of American shipping, but to destroy that which re
mains; and although they might no doubt come to this country to buy their 
ships and put the American flag over them, such vessels would only be
come American in the cnse that French wines become British when 
they are put into an Englishman' cellar. Figure therefore on this 
shipping que ' tion arc certainly only a part 0£ the truth ; few Fair
Traders would seriousl) argue otherwise ; but I think that Mr. Glad
stone at Leeds, and Mr. Giffen here, have themseh·esdone that which Mr. 
Giffen charges again t us. It is they, and not we, who eem to rely 
exclusively upon tatistics. 

But what abo~t the misuse 0£ statistics by other great authorities who 
call themselves Free-Traders? I heard l\fr. Chamberlain, replying to Mr. 
Sta Yeley Hill the other night in the II ouse of Commons say that the annual 
value of ou imported manufactures was £35,000,000 Mr. Gladstone, 
speaking at Leed la t October put it at £45 000,000-while the Cobden 
Club not very long ago circulated 41,000 copies of a pamphlet by Sir 
Louis Mallet in which the figures of our imported manufactures and 
half manufactures were stated to be £49,000,000. On reference 
to the Board of Trade stati tics I find by the imple process of 
addition that the whole of these figures are wrong, and thatsomething like 
£75,000,000 would be nearer the truth. Of course the whole point turns 
upon the question "what are manufactures" ? And in regard to this 
I cannot better explain how such di crepancies arise than by recal
ling your attention to a published correspondence which I had three years 
ago with Sir Louis Mallet in regard to the Cobden Club pamphlet, to 
which it referred. Of that correspondence I have some copies by me, 
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g!ving in detail the explanation to which I now briefly refer,and I shall be 
happy to:·send oue 0£ them to any gentleman who would like to see what a 
"hash '' 0£ figures "the chief cooks "-ii they will allow me to call them 
so-are themselves capable of making. Now, with regard to Mr. Glad
stone's reference to statistics at Leeds, it is right I should call your at
tention to the circumstance that be was endeavouring to make out a case 
againstwhatis called "retaliation," and that what be said was that ourim
ported manufactures were a small field of £45,000,000 while our exports 
were a large field amounting to more than £200,000,000, and that there
fore we could not bit the foreigner as hard, or nearly so hard, as the 
foreigner could bit us. No more glaring instance of the misuse of sta
tistics could possibly have been rnade, because as a matter of fact these 
£200,000,000, of which Mr. Gladstone spoke, were not merely our 
exports to those countries which tax our goods, but to the whole world, 
including nations which are strictly Protectionist, those which are 
partially so, and those whose people rank them elves as Free-Traders, as 
well as our own Colonies and Dependencies. The comparison of course 
ought only to have been that of our imported manufactmes from the 
nations which tax our wares, as against our exports to the same nations. 

Now, one word more and I have done. Mr. Giffen, near the com
mencement of his paper, refers to a question which I asked in 
the House of Commons ; but he forgot to tell you that he was 
only quoting part of my question, and that the question commenced 
by reference to some stati tics, which Sir Henry Peek was at that 
time circulating and which dealt in detail with the figures of our 
trade with France over a serie of year . It i quite true that Mr. 
Chamberlain gave the same twi tin his reply which Mr. Giffen do in 
this paper; but that thi was not really the point of my question, anyone 
will ee by reference to Hansard,*" for I immediately ro e and gave notice 
that I would ask the President of th Board of Trade "ii he would be 
good enough to furnish a brief statement showing whether it is or i not 
true that France is every year ending us increasing quanties of '\-Yoollens, 
silks, cottons, linens, and other textile fabrics, gloves, clocks, jewellery, 
loaf sugar, wines, and other luxuries, while the exports from Great 
Britain and Ireland show no corresponding increase except. as regards 
raw materials, coals, and other articles which afford comparatively little 
employment to our industrial population.'' Mr. Chamberlain in reply 
assured me that the suggestions of my question were inconsi tent 
with the facts. That Mr. Chamberlain wa wrong, i evidenced 
by the publication of the return ~ hich I asked for and which has 
just been issued,t and no later than yesterday there appeared in the City 
Article 0£ the Times newspaper a paragraph, of which Mr. Giffen himself 
is the reputed author, which says :-"It i evident that we are much 
larger consumers of French goods than the French are of ours, but the 
work done by British ships is here omitted, and would have to be 

• See" Hansard's Parliamentaxy Debates. " June 13-16, 1881. 

-t "Trade, (United Kingdom and France). Return, showing the Trade between the 
United Kingdom mid France, in each of the years from 1861to1870. 
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reckoned in a complete statement. It is clear, also, that the French 
market is of less importance to us than our market is to French producers, 
especially as our exports to France are not only absolutely, but relatively, 
smaller than their exports to this country." Now, passing away from 
Mr. Giffen for a moment, I will take the French fignres as published in 
a pamphlet recently issued by the British Chamber of Commerce at 
Paris, and which are those of the l?rench Tribunal of Commerce. These 
show that our importations of French manufactured goods during 
the period of Mr. Cobden's Treaty have increased con iderably, and are 
more than twice as great as our exports of manufactured goods to France 
They show also that our importations of farm and garden produce alone, 
were of more value than the whole of eYerything· we sent to France, and 
they also how that we were large exporters to France of mw materials 
for their industries. I do not believe even Free-Traders, as a rule, 
consider that the existing state of things is . atisfactory, or that 
we should it do,vn quietly and allow our bu iness to be prejudiced 
any more than we can help. by the hostile tariffs of foreign 
nations; but the remedy, I think, is to be sought, not in a chair 
of statistics at om· Universities, as suggested by Mr. Giffen, but rather in 
the e tablisbment of "a chair of common sense" at the Board of Trade. 
It would, I think, be a great misfortune if the Board of Trade, as a pub
lic department, were to follow the pian which seems recently to have 
been adopted, and make it its business to engage in controversial poli
tics, rather than in the con ideration of how best to help the industries of 
the country. If, however, the Board of Trade continues in the path on which 
it ha· entered, it is evident that, as in the United States of America, the 
officials would require to go out with every change of Admini tration. It 
would b a misfortune if a change of Government caused the country to 
lose the services of the present able permanent Secretary of the Board of 
Trade, as well as the services of that eminent statistician, Mr. Giffen, to 
whom we are indebted for the able paper, which has furnished us with so 
useful a discussion. 

Mr. JORN GLOVER (shipowner):-The i sue raised by the previous 
speakers is one of the gravest that it has been my privilege to 
listen to during the many years that I have been in the habit of attend
ing the society's meetings ; and I do not know any better service that 
the ociety can render to the public than to allow the present contro
ver y to be thrashed out. Mr. Giffen's paper, whether he intended it or 
not, appears to me to throw out a direct challenge to the Fair-l'rade 
League party; and it is the duty of the society, seeing that its 
journal has for a great number of years held steadily by Free-Trade 
principles, and still recommends their practice, to give an ample hear
ing to those holding opposite views. I hope, therefore, that no con
sideration of time will prevail to prevent the discussion being full and 
complete. (Hear, hear.) At the same time I hope the able paper 
read at the last meeting will have its fair share of our attention. In 
the last two or three year there has been, something like a ghost 
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in England, which has been going about alanning people with 
statements to the effect that we are living on our capital, and that, 
therefore, we are very much in the condition of a man living on his 
vitals, and will soon come to an end. If these prognostications are 
anything like accurate, there is no doubt that the English nation 
is in a very bad way. (Hear, hear. ) 'With that statement, how
ever, the head of the statistical department of the Board of Trade has 
grappled, and has told the authors of such tatements that they are alarm
ing themselves needlessly: that, although the imports into this country are 
so far in excess of the exports, the country is not going wrong; he has told us 
not to be alarmed, and that these fears arise from making an improper use of 
the statistical table -that we may pwrn anything by figures, and no
thing is so £al e as figures-(hcar, hear )-unless they are used with 
great intelligence. Mr. Giffen ays that from the alleged rnlue of im
ports g;reat deductions are to be made, and to the alleged value of cx
dorts great additions to be made ; and that if we make the e 
corrections-deducting from the value of the import and adding to the 
value of the exports-we reduce the difference between the e two 
figures to a quantity which ought at once to lay the ghost and destroy 
the alarm which the Fair-Traders have raised. Now, the bulk of th at 
as ertion re ts on what Mr. Giffen rather fclicitou ly calls "invisible 
exports,'' viz., that our export tables do not tell the whole truth ; and 
he shows that something like £60,000,000 must be added to the 
exports i£ we would arrive at accurnte figures, not of actual value, but 
of their value as a matter of international exchange. Mr. Giffen calls 
witnesses in favour of that opinion. He ha. cited the late Mr. New
march, Mr. Stephen Bourne, and Mr. M'Kay, each of whom puts the 
figure at from £58,000,000 to £68,000,000 ~terling. H these be approxi
mately true, then theydestroytheFair-Tradcrs' case. (Hear, hear.) I think, 
however, that Mr. Giffen exaggerates the value of freight as a matter of 
international exchangeable value, because he includes in it the subsidies 
paid to steam companies; but the sub idies are provided by Parlia
ment, and cannot therefore be regarded as an item of exchangeable 
value. (Hear, hear.) :In the same way he also includes passage ILon y, 
and the great bulk of that money is paid by Engh hmen, and is con
smned by Englishmen. (Hear, hear.) How can that be said there
fore to have anything like an exchangeable value ? I am disposed to 
think that all the estimates from the £50,000,000 to the £68,000,000 are 
greatly exaggerated. (Hear, hear. ) On the other hand, enough allow
ance is not made by the Board of Trade for the work done by Engli h 
ships for other nations. Han English ve sel carries a carg·o 0£ wheat 
from New York to Havre, or from Bombay to Marseilles, the freight of 
that operation becomes for all purposes an item of international exchange
able value, equivalent to an export from thi country ; because the bulk 
of it is English property. But it finds no place whatever in our re
turns. (Hear, hear.) I believe that quite 75 per cent. of the 80 
million tons 0£ foreign shipping, P-ntering Foreign States, belongs to this 
country. Referring to Fair-Traders' complaints, there was so-called 
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Fair-Trade at the begim1ing of this century, when wheat was 115 . 
per quarter and the population only nine millions, and when the poor 
rate was ten shillings per head of the population. (Hear, hear.) Down 
to 1840 there was manufacturing distress of an acute character, and be
sides that, agricultural distress so acute that farms in many parts of the 
country were going out of cultivation because the pressure of the rates 
destroyed the rent. Ail that is changed, and in 1881 with 27 millions 
of population, wheat is 46s. per quarter, and since 1840 we have in · 
creased our trade fourfold. I a k whether we are prepared to 
call upon the legislature to reYerse the pre criptions of the philosophers, 
who have in one generation quadrupled the trade of the country, and if 
so whether we think the next generation of Englishmen will be 
aDle to sustain the rate of progrcs under the operation of a Fair-Trade 
tariff. Until the Fair-Trader can show that Fair-Trade would do 
rmmething better than the above increa e of four-fold, the English nation 
will adhere to the Free-Trade policy, which had produced this magni
ficent result. (Cheers.) 

CAPTAIN HALFORD THOMPSO:N" (Exeter) said :-I should like to ask 
l\lr. Giffen a question before I proceed with my remarks, as I do not 
want to speak under a false impression, on what I consider to be a 
most important portion of his paper. On ref rring to p. 28 of his paper: 
Do I understand that he eonsidcrR 15s. per cent. a fair average percen
tage for freight on the import trade of the whole world? 

Mr. GIFFEN: That i ··what the fig·ures appear to show. 
CAPTAIN THoMPSO : Althoug·h I have for ome years been a fellow 

of the ociety, I haye never been able to be pre. cut at one of our meet
ing before, but I naturally feel ome diffidence in ri ing to addre . a 
meeting containing so many gentlemen who have made political economy 
the study of their liYes. Mr. Giffen is very hard upon those who 
" can ha11clle fi_gures" without a previous education to the trad , an 
education which he evidently thinks cannot be complete, unless it has 
been carried out under the superYision of the Cobden Club. I have no 
doubt that I shall be considered by him as one of those persons who in 
hi' own word " have strictly nn ideas at all, 110 pi ·t11re nf what is really 
qoing,on in the world," but haYing been appointed a fellow of the society 
on the strength of writings in fayour of the Fair-Trade which Mr. 
Giffen is pleased to style a "Protectioni t Heresy,'' I must have the 
courage of my conyiction , and speak out now. We haveheardfroma pre
vious peak er of a gho t, but Mr. Giffen' s primary object appears to be to raise 
up a sort of "bogey,'' howing that there are so many deductions, and 
allowances to be made from statistics of import and exports, that no ordi
nary observer can make a safe use of argument based upon them. To 
say the least, it is peculiar that, while doing this, he bases pages of 
argument and piles of figures, and upon what'? '\7hy, upon a table of 
the import and export trade of the whole world, based upon figures taken 
in different years, and taken by his own shewing, from, returns based upon 
utterly dttferent principles !!! How a well-known authority in statistics 
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like Mr. Giffen can have put forward such figures before a society 1ike 
this, I must confess surprises me. Surely our one great object here 
should be never to put jorward fi,qnres that cannot be absolutely substan
tiated. How little Mr. Giffen's figures can be substantiated, I will en
deavour to show hereafter. The main object of Mr. Giffen's paper is to 
shew that, granting that there is a large balance of excess of imports over 
exports in our British trade, this balance is really no more than it 
ought to be, and can be all of it accounted for, without admitting that 
any injury is being caused to the nation thereby.'-:, 

I will pass quickly over the first portion of his paper, as to the im
possibility of obtaining absolutely accurate data. The difficulty as to 
ascertaining the actual Yalues is I am aware a great one, more especially 
in the ca e of imports, as in many cases it is really nobody's business 
to Yerify the returns made. Perhaps, if we return to import duties on 
manufactured goods, we shall have less difficulty in ascertaining true 
values. And it will be some consolation to Mr. Giffen, when contem
plating what he would think so terrible a back-sliding, to think that in 
future be would ha Ye more chance of getting accurate statistics, although 
there would of cour e then be an incentive to merchants, to fraudulently 
underYalue their consignments. But for the present there can be no 
question that returns ofimportsarc not to be absolutely relied upon as to 
value. No doubt too the different ways in which data are obtained 
in different countries, is another element of inaccuracy. I also fully admit 
that allowance must be made in the calculation for the falling off that 
has taken place in the price of raw cotton, though as the price of raw 
cotton is seldom more than 40 per cent. of the manufactured article, I 
fail to see how the reduction in the price of the raw material can have 
had the immense effect claimed for it by Mr. Giffen at p. 17 of hi paper. 
But granting all this, I must really take exception to Mr. Giffen "begging 
the question" by " suppo ing" there is an error of 2 per cent., and that 
this acts on import.s and export in opposite directions. That there are error 
I fully admit, but it does not the least follow that, after admitting this, 
the errors will help Mr. Giffen's argument in the least; and if he can find 
no better reason for £ 15,000,000 of "excess of imports" than this, he is 
nearly as badly off as when he had to appeal to "invisible exports." 

However, having admitted the possibility of error, I now come to 
Mr. Giffen's main point, viz., that the excess of import over exports is 
to be thoroughly accounted for, and that the greater portion of it is du 
to our being tre great "carrying nation'' of the world. Mr. Giffen 
might have 8pared himself a greatdealof trouble in demonstrating what 
we all know viz., that imports must always haYe a percentage taken off, 
in comparing them with exports, because import include freight and ex
ports do not. In point of fact, the principle upon which our returns are 
based is that the value of exports is calculated at the moment when the 
ship weighs her anchor, and of imports when she drops it. But, admitting 

• Captain Thompson might also have fairly asked Mr. Giffen whether he more 
especially defended or explained away the balance of excess of 1871-2-3, or that of 
1877·8-9. It is these differences in the "balance of excess" into which Fair· Traders 
demand enquiry.-ED. 
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that an allowance must be made for tbi , we are still a very long way 
from admitting the accuracy of the figures, which Mr. Giffen has built 
up, upon his wonderful table as to the trade of the world. What Mr. 
Giffen wants to prove is that the £ 162,000,000 which his table 
shows as the excess of imports over exports in the trade of the world, 
"represents approximately the cost of conveyance" after deducting a 
sum of £32,000,000 for certain miscellaneous charges and commis
sion, which brings the amount down to £130,000,000. To prove 
that this is not an exces ive amount, Mr. Giffen calmly informs us that 
this sum only amounts to a charge of 15s. per cent on the total imports 
of the world. I purposely asked him a question on this point, and his 
reply seemed to sho'v that he still thought this a fair estimate. Now it 
happens that so far from the result of the calculation ju ·tifying Mr. 
Giffen in saying that his figures only show a charge of 15s. per cent., it 
really shows £7 7s. Ocl. per cent., which would be the percentage 
for cost of conveyance. Being· only a poor Fair - Trader, and 
not having had the ad·rnntagc of an education in tatiRtics 
as l\Ir. Giffen has had, I have not entirely trusted to my own 
knowledge of figures, in making this calculation, although it is imple 
enough, viz., Trade of the world £1,768,751,000: £100: £130,000,000 
to the amount of charge per cent. This as I have already said amounts 
to £7 7s., instead of 15s. 

Mr. GIFFEN: I find it should be £7 10s. per cent., not 15 . (Loud 
laughter. ) 

CAPTAIN THO:;\IPSON : Mr. Giffen' conception of hi argument seems 
somewhat elastic. This extraordinary error does not seem to have made 
much impres ·ion on his mind while reading the paper. Curiously enough, 
howev r, Mr. Giffen, who i ·so very hard on the mistake of his opponents, ha 
made another gros miscalculat1on in the 11 xt paragraph, where he says 
that the e figure , viz., £ 130,000,000 sho'v a gros average of £8 per 
ton on the total tonnage of the world, sailing and steam together. A 
table he himself gives below on the same page puts this total tonnage 
at 28,400,000 tons, and on this amount the gros earning wonld be 
£4 11 s. per ton instead of £8. 

Mr. G1FFE : I think the 28 millions are reduced to equivalent in 
sailing tons. 

CAPTAI T TROMP ON : I think not ; at any rate it does not appear so. 
If Mr. Giffen's oth r calculation are as little to be relied upon as 
these, his voluminous paper will not be of much practical use ! ! 
But uppose l\Ir. Giffen says the 15s. is a clerical error, that it 
should be £7 7s., and that the latter 147 ·. i only a fair percentage for 
cost of freight. Has he then proved his case ? I answer that be is very 
far from having done so. In the first place I must decline to admit that 
his table of imports and exports of the world, based upon the 
heterogeneous materials upon which be ha formed it,can the least be re
lied upon, and as for the calculations by which he supports his theory at 
p. 30;'~ this clays' quotations of American freights are a ~cl. a bushel, equal to 
ls. 6d. per ton from New York to Liverpool for wheat, and Mr. Giffen is 

'" "The Use of Import and Export Statistic~." 
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putfng the aYera12:e freight at 27s. 6d -!! I admit. of course, that this 
is exceptional. But there is a still more fatal blot in Mr. Giffen's 
calculations, where he makes a deduction of£ 16,000,000 for miscellaneous 
charges and commissions. In respect to insurance, which Mr. Giffen par
ticularly specifies as a miscellaneous charge, all he can. po sibly take 
credit for is the profit 011 premiums, as we haYe to pay the lo ses. Alto
gether his £ 16,000,000 instead of being an "inYisible import" is more 
like an" invisible item." Mr. Giffen ha raised his own theory for the 
excess of imports over exports in this country, and has most distinctly 
failed to prove his case. Had he succeeded, I for one should still main
tain that the injury done to our manufacturing trade by the excessive im
portations of manufactured goods is so great, that no arguments in the 
latter part of Mr. Giffen's paper can proye that our present system of 
free imports is for the good of the nation. 

In the year 1880, £68,839,000 worth of manufactured goods were 
imported into this country, which came into direct competition with 
similar articles manufactured here. Had "'e the free access to foreign 
ports, no one could complain, but can anyone say that no injury has been 
done as it i · ? l\fr. Giffen a serts that the predictions made, when free
trade was first inauauratecl, regarding certain trades, haYe been falsified 
(p 64), and he particularl:r specifies the" cork cutting trade.'' He could 
not have taken a wors in tance, for the cork cutting trade of this country 
has been simply annihilated, and corks arc now almo t invariably cut 
abroad. Mr. Giffen talks of the rapid increase of our population, as a 
proof of no injury being clone to our trade. He might a well point to 
his having a number of children a a proof of his wealth, and he goes in 
for the old old story about our "progrcs " since Free-Trade wa estab
lished having been "astonishing." He would do well to remember a 
remark in Profe sor Fawcctt's admirable book on Free-Trade and Protec
tion, viz., that we in England are much too prone to overstate the effects of 
Free-Trade. 'Vhat we want at the pre cnt moment are really reliable 
statistics of our home manufacturing trade-statistics that are at present 
most difficult to get. 'V c shall then be able to define more accurately the 
terrible injury that is being done to our manufacturing trade by letting 
their goods in here free, o long as they refuse to make some reduction 
in the heavy import duties they levy on ours. In spite of all the 
teachings of the Cobden Club, I firmly believe that the fair con ideration 
of our import and export trade will ewntual1y bring the great majority of 
Englishmen to see, that :Fair-Trade is the only policy that can save the 
empire. There is a strong analogy between the cases of a good billiard 
player and a tyro, and that of England and other countries. A good 
player who wishes the tyro to play with him must gi'i1e him points, but 
the day may come when the tyro will bcas good as bis master, and can play 
without points. So years ago it was worth our while to give foreign states 
points in our game of commerce. But to day they are our equals in their 
manufacturing power, and we can no longer afford to do so, under 
penalty of being ruined in the long run. 

Mr. M. vVoon drew attention to the mode of dealing with the statis-

I 
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tistics of India, and urged that a great reform was necessary in the way 
the national balance-sheet was kept.% 

Mr. STEPHEN BouRNE said: I will not attempt to go seriatini 
through the enormous paper read; but I thank Mr. Giffen for his 
elaborate researches. It may appear ungrateful, after the kind manner 
in which ~fr. Giffen has alluded to me, to criticise his work and differ from 
him; but I am sure Mr. Giffen will not feel hurt at what I am about to 
say, or undervalue the remarks I may make. I am quite sure Mr. Giffen 
erred, as Mr. Glover admitted, with regard to his statistic on shipping. 
I have consulted the Peninsular and Oriental transactions on shipping, 
and they do not bear out the large sum which Mr. Giffen assigns
£17 a ton. In fact, that is about double what the Peninsular and 
Oriental returns for its magnific_ent fleet, notwithstanding that subsidies 
for postal traffic, and large sums received for passengers, are included in 
that amount. After all, the question is not how much freight is earned 
for the country, but how much of the outgoing of the expenditure by the 
shipping interest is fairly to be carried on one side or the other, in 
taking the balance between the imports and the exports. (Hear, hear.) 
Now, the freight paid abroad for goods tran ported there, is clearly, ap
plicable to the purcha e of goons which come to this country, without 
entailing· the necessity for sending money for them, or any goods to meet 
them. But it is only a portion of this that can be fairly placed to that 
account. The freight on goods coming to this country, are admittedly 
included in the valuation of our imports, and therefore must be struck off. 
I put it down that in 187 6, £37 ,000,000 a year must be abstracted from 
our imports before we can bring them into comparison with our exports 
of late years. Then, with regard to our exports : something must, no 
doubt, be added to them under what Mr. Giffen term the "invi ible 
exports," but they are nothing like the extent to which he ha gone. 
"\Vith regard to freights, there is a great reason to believe that the 
expenditure abroad is much larger than Mr. Giffen ha estimated. He 
instanced the case of the coal depot of the P. and 0. all over the world, 
the coal being sent out to work the ships on their homeward pas age. 
Now, the whole of the coal, whether abroad or not, is paid for out of the 
freight received at home, and the whole of that coal has alrea.cly ~figured 
in our exports, becau e it has gone out in ships a so estimated. (Hear, 
hear.) As far as I can estimate, we put about five million tons of 
bunker coal on board ship to work the outward voyage, which are not in
cluded in our export ; but it i rea onable to suppose that there must be 
at least twice as much a that sent away from this country, to maintain the 
shipping transactions of the foreign and colonial traffic; and if ten million 
tons of coal are put down as sent out for the purpo c, it makes a large 
slice out of available exports which have already been inclnded in our 
returns. These are not available in any shape or form for the purcha e 
of imports. N eithel' is the payment of money in England for passages, or 
the subsidies for postal traffic, available for the purchase of exports or 

• Mr. Wood's speech is not given here in e;i;tenso, a it did not r efe1' to, or in any :vay 
bear upon, the Fair-Trade controversy.-En, 
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impcn·ts abroad, and yet they are large items in the earnings of shipping. 
(Hear. hear.) The only amount that can come into the account is that 
paid for foreign service. Then, with respect to commissions, no doubt 
a large amount of these return to this country on the goods imported, 
which represent the amount which has to be sent out abroad to pay for 
them; but there is a corresponding amount which we have to pay on our 
exports for commissions for persons we employ abroad. If goods are 
sent on commission, and if we have mercantile agents maintaining their 
partners abroad, they have to transact the business there, and the profits 
derived are not available for the purchase of imports to be sent to this 
country. So that if we come to look at the various amounts of 
"invisible export'' to which Mr. Giffen refers, we shall have to make a 
large deduction. 'With regard to the wide question of the balance of 
trade, what is meant by the balance of trade? All of us admit that 
there are certain deductions to be made and certain additions on the other 
side, and yet with all the ·e there is a large balance against us. (Cheers, 
and hear, hear.) But it doe not follow that that balance is against us, 
for we may be earning that balance abroad by our capital or our labour. 
Yet there is this remarkable fact, that while England was prosperous, 
and building up her trade, her exports were always in exce s of imports. 
(Hear, hear. ) But her exports then were left abroad to fructify. (Hear, 
hear.) America is now paving herself for the corn she is sending us. 
America has discharged a very large amount, if not the whole of the 
debt she owed to England. Other countries may have been increasing, 
but if we are lending to th se countries it must be recollected that we can 
only send them good -not bullion. (Hear, hear.) If we lend 
Au tralia money, it goe out there in the hap of goods, and therefore 
we cannot count the good twice over, first in money being paid, and 
second a available imports. If I lend £ 100 to a man in Australia, and I 
send him £ 100 worth of goods, or omebody else does. I send that man 
an order for payment; and whether that man exchanges it or not, the 
money is not available to come over in the shape of imports, because it 
remains there. Therefore it comes to this, that we cannot ascertain 
anything like how the whole matter stands, unless we can ascertain what are 
the balances going backwards and forwards, lending, repayment of loans, 
&c. (Hear, hear. ) But there i this remarkable fact, that of late years 
the balance in our favour has fluctuated from time to time, but whenever 
we hear that trade.is good-then it is found that our excess of imports is 
diminishing-(cheers)-or rather let us say" deficiency of exports." I 
feel that a consideration of the case cannot fail to caITy conviction, that 
Eng·lancl has for many' years been labouring under a very unhealthy de
ficiency of exports-(hear, hea.r)-and that as by her exi;>ort trade, Eng
land has risen to a position 0£ influence and wealth, she i clearly not now 
maintaining that export trade at all, in proportion to the increase of her 
population or of her necessities. (Hear, hear.) 'Ve must recollect that 
there are about 30 millions of inhabitants, out of whom about 10 millions 
only are the producers; of these, 70 per cent. are employed in producing the 
q.bsolute fooq necessities 0£ life, and 3 millions only are available for pro-
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ducing articles of luxury, and acquisition of wealth. (Hear, hear.) I 
have said before that, as our population is increasing so rapidly, we are 
adding to the number of those who should be available for the production 
of articles of export; and that unless we keep our export trade to employ 
the whole of our surplus population, we cannot be maintaining our 
ground. (Hear, hear.) We may not be living on our capital, but we 
cannot be increasing our capital abroad; and the remedy applicable to 
the case is, that we must in some way or other gradually extend our 
export trade, or else we must send our population to take in the new 
territories and magnificent new soils which we have in various parts of 
the world, where they may raise food and become customers for our manu
facturers. I think Mr. Giffen is wrong in including bullion. It should 
not be stated on either side, for it goes backwards and forwards just as 
the Bank rate leads it. I cannot help feeling that Mr. Giffen ha fallen 
into an error in including it. With regard to the accuracy ef statistics 
I think that as a rule they are tolerably near the mark. There ha of late 
been a great improvement, and I hope that improvement will go on. 
As to the accuracy of the statement with regard to the trade of the 
world, I feel with some of the speaker , that it is rather too questionable 
ground on which to found so elaborate an argument as has been made. 
It bears out some of the other conclusions by which the sum of £60,000,000 
was arrived at, but I believe the sum to be much overstated ; I believe 
that something like haH the £60,000,000 is nearer the mark. The whole 
question is so involved in difficulties, and presents so many phases thatit 
is utterly impossible to arrive at anything like a thoroughly accurate 
conclu ion on the matter. All that can be done is to get as near as 
possible to the truth ; and I think Mr. Giffen ha done a great ervice in 
his end~avour to give that truth, and in putting it in the light he has done. 
(Cheers.) 

MR. GIFFEN:* I think I may claim the liberty, during the short time 
of the meeting that remains, if there is to be no more discussion, to have 
some opportunity of correcting a few of the statements that have been 
made. I have to thank Mr. Glover and Mr. Bourne vety much, and one 
or two other gentlemen who have spoken, for the favourable manner in 
which they have remarked upon my paper generally, but I think that 
some of the other speakers, if I may be allowed to go o far, seem hardly 
to have read the paper at all. One remark which was made, called atten
tion to what appeared to be a discrepancy between the figures which I 
g·ave of the total Imports and Exports of the world, and the figures which 
Dr. Spallart has given; but apparently the gentleman who read that 
remark had not read the footnote, in which I stated that the figures I 
read included the bullion and specie, which are not included in 
Dr. Spallart's figures. I stated a most distinct reason why the two sets 
of figures should not agree, and I think that when a remark of that kind 
is made, the speaker should show that he has paid attention to what was 

•Mr Giffen's speech is taken from the columns of the Statist newspaper of the 8th 
April, the ouly alteration b eing from the third per11on to the first person in conformi"iy 
with the s~eeches of tl:1;e other s~ea~ers , · 
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said in the paper itself. When I was preparing the second table for this 
paper I had two tables before me; I had one without the bullion, and 
one with the bullion, and it was a matter of option with me which I 
should use. I preferred using the table with the bullion, as being, on 
the whole, for certain purposes, for which the table was to be used in the 
discussion, more accurate, and the figures came to a very large sum 
indeed. ·when I took alone the bullion-I can hardly speak from 
memory, and it varied in particular years-I think it would sweU the 
Exports and Imports by about £40,000,000; it would make a difference 
in the :figures in the United Kingdom alone of £40,000,000; the 
difference in the countries trading with the United Kingdom would come 
to another £40,000,000 or £50,000,000, ao that there is £100,000,000 at 
once. The bullion is a very important matter. I think I may pass over 
some of the minor criticisms which have been made, and go on to the 
points of substance which have been touched upon. I think those have 
particularly been touched upon by Mr. Bourne and Mr. Glover, and 
though they have made some criticisms on the figures in reference to 
shipping, I do not think they have proved in the slightest degree there 
is any exaggeration in the figures. I have paid very g-reat respect 
indeed to what Mr. Glover has stated, and should like to go into the 
matter with that gentleman, if he would be kind enough to favour me 
with information a little more in detail; but the points mentioned are 
not sufficient to qualify in any way the figures that have been given. 
Mr. Glover said a great deal about subsidies-that sub idies were part of 
earnings of steamers. ·well, what are the subsidies paid by the United 
Kingdom? Only £700,000 or £800,000 per annum, which is a mere 
fraction; and, snppo ing they deducted it from £60,000,000 or £65,000,000, 
the sum of £800,000 did not count at all. 

MR. GLOVER: I quite agree the £700,000 reckon for nothmg in this 
account, but the subsidies being included in the statement of certain 
companies' accounts, then those companies' accounts reduced to a rate 
per ton, and that applied to the whole British fleet, does make a 
difference. 

MR. GIFFEN, cQntinuing: Although in some companies-in one or two 
with which I happened to deal-the subsidies figured as a very important 
item indeed, yet the gross earnings of those companies•are not much 
larg·er; in fact, are not larger than some of the other companies which 
were mentioned, and which havc-~ no subsidies. It appears to me that 
those companies obtained the sub idies for doing a special service, and 
they are obliged to run constantly, and their ships are so constructed 
that they are not able to carry the goods that other ships are able to 
carry, yet'the sum is made up in a different way; for those particular 
companies which have subsidies, on the whole, do not do so much better 
than companies which have no subsidies. I think that perhaps the point 
ought to have received a little more attention than it has done. In 
dealing with a question of this kind-my paper not being· one on 
shipping, but of a general character-it would be impossible to make it 
a paper on shipping, and show all the ~inute details from which all tl~e 
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calculation. are derived. It seems to me that the criticisms have not 
in any way proved that there is any exaggeration in the estimates I made. 
I can only refer to the numerous statements by different shipowners 
cited, and which included a great mi.my other companies besides those 
which have sub idies. If the gross earnings are at all right then my 
figures are very near the mark, and the only deduction we have to make 
in connection with the subsidies is the figure of £600,000 to £700,000. 
I pointed out that a very larg·e part of what is paid by passengers is 
really paid on foreign account. That is really my point. Mr. Glover, I 
think, said that the passengers are chiefly English people; but in spite of 
his great experience as a shipowner, to which I defer, I do not think 
that that i a correct statement. Perhaps Mr. McKay would be able 
to say in the American trade whether it is the English passengers who are 
the bulk, so far a Americans are concerned. I quite agree they belong 
to the United Kingdom, but I do not think it can be aid that the cabin 
passenger are more than one-half; I do not think so much as one-half 
English people. But that is not the whole point. The earnings from 
the pa sengers of the pa enger steamers which belong to the United 
Kingdom, include the earnings from passengers who do not come to the 
United Kingdom at all; they include the earnings of passengers who go 
between foreign places to a large extent. There is a very large amount 
of money earned in that way. Mr. Bourne I do not quite follow, if I 
may ay so, in some of the remarks he made, in which he wound up by 
stating he did not think that I ought to have more than a sum of 
£30,000,000," in place of the £60,000,000, as the gTos earnings of our 
fleet. It is the gros earnings which come, less the outlays abroad. 

MR. BoURNE: My point i this,-not more than £30,000,000 should 
be applied to the rectification of the balance between Exports and 
Imports. 

MR. GIFFEN: Then I understand Mr. Bourne to maintain that the 
earnings of the fleet, less the outlay abroad, are not a legitimate 
set-off. 

MR. BouRNE: You have coals sent out. 
MR. GIFFEN: I will state it as a matter of book-keeping. I said in a 

debit and credit account of this kind the earningEi of a mercantile fleet 
in the United Kingdom, less whatever is spent abroad by the shipowner, 
must be repre ented by an Import of some kind. A good deal has been 
said about common sense. It is really a question of common sense to a 
very large extent. I should like to know, if Mr. Bourne disputed it, if 
he would take an opportunity of showing what deduction there ought to 
be from those gross earnings besides the outlay abroad. That is really 
the point, I think, to which the whole thing is brought. So little has 
been said by way of criticism that I feel at a loss how to proceed beyond 
that point. I have noticed really all the points which bear on the sub
stance of what I have said. I think that the second table has been a 
good deal misinterpreted. It seems to have been thought that that is a 
main part of my argument, whereas it is really used as an indicator to 
the rest of the subject, and to prove one :point which I thought was~ 



I• 

0 ~ -

34 

very important one. Taking the statistirs as they are, with all their 
discrepancies, there is an excess of Imports over the Exports that has 
been going on for many years, and is surely a very important £act indeed 
in the study of the question. That is the primary purpose for which I 
u ed the table, although the figures might not be accurate to a pound, or 
a million, or ten millions ; till, taking the figures as they stand, taking 
the actual accounts, which the different countries publish, this is the 
result we get. In all those countries there is an excess of Imports over 
Exports, the difference really repre enting the cost of conveyance. Thi , 
I show, is only introductory to the subject, and although the figures 
form in a general way the conclusions arrived at, I think some attention 
should have been paid to the logical position of this table in the 
argument. It is by no means used as the sole argument, but as 
introductory to a great many other statements on the subject. It would 
have been inconsistent with my object to use the paper in any other way. 
'Ve ought not to u e one set of figures when we can get two or thrf'e 
different sets of figure to check each other, and help us to come to a 
conclusion as to what the real £acts are. On some future occasion I may 
read a paper on the accumulation of capital. In reference to certain 
remarks that have bet.n made, I contend that Government officers should 
be able to give their . tatistical knowledge to the public, and that if these 
discussions are to be prohibited to public servants, it will be a great loss 
to the country. 

The CHAIRMAN, in bringing the discussion to a close, asked for a vote 
of thanks to Mr. Giffen for the paper read ; and referring to the remark 
of Mr. Maclver, that this country was being made dependent for its 
food upplies on the United State and Ru sia, he pointed out to him 
that beyond those two countries there was Canada, India, and Au tra1ia, 
each of which could send us f0od to any extent. Beyond that, in an} 
emergency they could ultili e the grass lands of thi country to an e.x:tent 
sufficient to meet any demand at home. 

A vote of thanks having been tendered to Mr. Giffen, the n.eeting 
separated. 



POSTSCRIPTUM. 

For the benefit of those who have not read Mr. Giffen's paper, on 
which the foregoing discu sion is founded,% the following precis of that 
portion of its contents which more e ·pecially affect the Free- and 
Fair-Trade controversy is prepared, together with suggestions that occur 
on point not touched upon by any of the speaker~, or which ha ye not 
been specially alluded to in the foregoing preface. 

TITLE. 

CONTENTS. 

DIVISION 
I. 

Introcluctory. 

Its title is" The Use of Import and Export Statistics." 

The Paper is divided into nine parts, as follows: 
i. Introductory; 
ii, General Remarks on Imuort and Export Figures ; 
iii, Balance of Trade and Balance of Indebtedness, The Generality 

of the Excess of Imports ; 
iv, Subject continued: How the Exce s of Imports into the United 

Kingdom is to be accounted for ; 
v, Subject continued: The Excess of Imports over Exports in France 

and the United t:ltates (conclusion); 
vi, Import and Export Statistics and the Protectionist Controversy ;1' 
vii, Subject continued: Negativ Use of Import and Export Statistics; 
viii, Subject continued: Other Use of Import and Export Statistics 

(conclusion) ; 
ix, Conclu ion ; 
x, Append.ix, i to x. 

In the Introduction Mr. Giffen briefly condemns certain individual 
writer , whom h e considers to have made errors in estimating or de· 
nominating figures. H e deplores that, though the ~tatistical Society has 
been in existence nearly fifty years, the study of figures is little advanced. 
He asserts that, no statiRtics can be u sed without qualification and discre-
tion, and that if so used, "without arudetyto appreciate them in their right 
meaning, and to support no greater conclusion than they can be made to 
bear, we may be sure there is something wrong." 

The further instances given in Preface (pp . 6-7) of carelessness in usin~ 
stati tics, show how Mr. Giffen's views on this point should be shared by 
all who have to deal with figures in any shape, and how much more 
trongly he might have enforced them, had he drawn other illustrations. 

Those he has given are scarcely more than what might be termed 
clerical errors at the utmost, and each case is that of a writer holding 
fiscal views, to which Mr. Giffen is opposed. Neither of them, however, 
so clearly illustrates stati tical fallibility as Mr. Giffen has himself done 
in this very paper, in the blunder detected and adroitly shown by Captain 
Halford Thompson, in the discussion that followed, (page27). 

• Since r e-published by the Statistical Society, London, (Edward Stanford). 
1' See Preface (page 4, line 34) fof Mr. Giffe~'s confusion as to Protection and Fair-Trade, 
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DIVISION Mr. Giffen's "General Remarks" deal with the causes of error in 
II. handling Import and Export statistics. These are sub-divided under five 

General Re· 
marks on Im
port and 
Export Sta.tis· 
tics . 

heads: -
1. The clifficulty arising from the varying data, upon which the statistics 

of different countries, and years or epochs. are founded. No comparison is 
fair, if these are not only accurate, but substantially of the same nature. 
Mr. Giffen pays full homage to Mr. Bourne' valuable paper on this 
subject, published in his volwne "Trade, Population and Food.""' 

2. The difference of method by which the data of Import and E:icport 
statistics are obtained,-in some States by value, in others by quantities. 
Also the variety of systems in competing values-official or declared. Mr. 
Giffen reimrds this latter difficulty as striking at the root of " a good deal 
of reasoning lately about the comparative growth of English foreign trade, 
and the foreign t.rade of other countries." 

3 The periodical difference of aggregate values, in cases of countries 
where quantities are not also given. 

4. The disturbing influences of economic events or abnormal circum
stances,-such as war, stimulating the trade of certain countries, and 
destroying that of others, and necessitating large loans ; gold discoveries, 
creating migration and colonisation i. famine, whether the act of God 
or the re ult of war; &ll tending to aisturb what may be progress or re
trogression, if in a normal state. 

5. For purposes of comparison, ;the ";clifferent characters intrinsically 
of the foreig'n trade of different countries,'' is a cause of difficulty in ap
preciating the figures of imports and exports . 

The basis of these "General Remarks," which occupy sixteen pages of 
Mr. Giffen's pamphlet, may be accepted by all, with only slight 
occasional reservation. It is to be hoped that not only Mr. Giffen, 
but also Mr. T. H. Farrer, as well as the Board of Trade itself-when sup
plying its Chief or the public with figures, either for a parliamentary speech, 
or for a Cobden Club publication-will carefully bear these points in view. 
With regard to sub-division 2, it may be remarked parenthetically, that 
the " difference of method. " adopted by different countrie may some
times tell in favour of, and sometimes against, the conclusions drawn by a 
comparison of figures. It is conceivable, for example, that in a falling 
market "official" values may represent larger import than the reality, 
and in a rising market they may represent a maller volume. This 
difficulty suggests, that it is only by taking a long series of years that 
anything like a just comparison can be formed, a conclusion in which. 
\1r. Giffen will, no doubt, readily coincide. The foregoing subdivision 
5 is expressly directed to the consideration of one-sided Free-Traders. 
These, in their belief in an infallible theory, invariably overlook 
the intrinsic character of trading. Mr. Giffen forms a notable instance 
of this when he puts it forward as a consolatory fact, that the contraction 
of trade of late years has been mainly in values, not quantities. 

DIVISION 
III. 

Balance of 
Trade and 
Balance of 
Indebtedness. 
The generality 
of the Excess 
of Imports. 

Mr. Giffen refers to the problem of the "balance of trade" and the 
"balance of indebtedness" of a country. He admits that the r ecorded 
imports of the United Kingdom show gr eat excess of imports over 
the exports, but r gards as extravagant the notion that this excess 
i s paid for at all by the export of securities. On this head he 
says "I have never thought it worth while to discuss it." He 
urges that we cannot know exactly what this excess may be, because of 
possible errors of calculation, which errors Mr. Giffen instances as occur
ring so as to effect an increase of export and decrease of imports. [He 
does not instance, or hint at the possibility of, such errors operating in an 
opposite direction. En.] And he h er e first introduces the element of a ship 

* :f.!ondon, Eell and Sons, 
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owning country, like England, haying a large export of the produce of our 
capital and labour in an unrecorded form," which he styles an "invisible 
export:' 

Mr. Giffen gives a table (Appenoix ii.) showing how general is an excess 
of imports, and furnishing forty-five instances of an excess of imports, 
with forty-two instances of an excess! of exports. Mr.: Giffen, however, 
adds-" I say nothing at present of amounts in each case; it is possible 
that the United Kingdom is especially unfortunate on account 
of the magnitude of the case." The figures selected by Mr. Giffen 
are those of the latast year obtainable in each case, usually 1878or1879, and 
a summary of these eighty-s ven instances gives the following results :-

Imports. Exports. Excess of Imports. 
British Empire ..... . 570,988,000 466,280,000 104,708,000 
Other Countries ... 1,197,743,000 1,139,980,000 57,763,000 

1,768,731,000 1,606,260,000 162,471,000 
And analyzing the British Empire we find-

United Kingdom ... 109,779,000'" Excess of Imports 
Rest of Empire... ... 5,071,000 Ditto Exports 

Nett ...... 104,708,000 Excess of Imports 
The natural reason for the surplus of imports is the cost of conveyance, 

or chiefly freight. 
This excess ot £162,471,000 of whole world imports over exports is a.gain 

analysed as follows :-
Europe ... .... .... ... ... 254,000,000 Excess of Imports 
Rest of the Worlrl. 92,000,000 Ditto Exports 

Nett .... .. 162,000,000 Excess of Imports, of whole world. 
And of Europe it may be noted that a further analysis shows :-

United Kingdom and Malta ... 112,000,000 Excess of Imports 
Rest of Europe ....... .. ... .... ..... ... 142,000,000 Ditto. 

Excess 254,000,000 Excess of Imports in 
Europe. 

Hence the inference is drawn that "it is the old countries-the homes of 
c.apit.al- which have to receive interest, and the new countries, principally 
the United States, which have to pay it" ; and, in the case of the more 
notable instances of a large excess of Imports, the introduction of the fac
tor, that besides the element of the carrying trade, there is that of 
money lending to, or inve8tments in, for ign Stat s. 

Mr. Giffen concludes Division iii. by givinli\° a table (Appendix iii. ) 
showing the continual excess of Imports over Exports in this country 
since 1854. "Thus," he says, " we have always had an excess of Imports 
in this country, . . . the only novelty to be inquired into it> clearly the 
increase of the excess." 

From the only practical economical point of view, namely, the economy 
of the industi·ial wealth of a nation, the problem of balance of trade is 
essentially different from that of its "balance of indebtedness." To treat 
these as one, is to make as great a blunder as any opponent to the Fair
Trade controversy could possibly do. A country--especially an old country, 
with immen. e stores of wealth acquired in the past-may be paying its 
way for the time being, and no "balance of indebtedness" may exist; 
but still, as far as the industl"ial forces of the people are concerned, there 
may be a palpable adverse" balance of trade." The labom clas es may in 
fact be injured in an inverse proportion to the benefit accruing to the 
rich and wealthy. But even the benefit to these latter cannot but be 
comparatively transient, smce without the maintenance of the full 
labour resources of a nation, riches and wealth cannot long endure. 

* Needless to say that bad Mr. Giffen selected more recent years, he would have found the Excess 
of Imports of the Unitecl Kingdom much larger. But he has preferred to take an average, prior to 
the large increases of 1880 and 1881. 

He bas also included Bullion and Specie in very many cases, and not in others, so that bis data. 
Me of different characters. 
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The results 0£ the table of the excess of Imports over Exports in eighty 
seven countries are extremely interesting and valuable. By this table, 
Mr. Giffen has brought out in bold relief the fact that, while the total trade 
of the United Kingdom is not quite one fourth that of the whole world, her 
excess of imports, even in 1879, was two-thirds of that of the eighty 
seven States. Again he brings out for us the fact that w hil t the 
United Kingdom possesses less than one-third of the Foreign Trade of 
Europe, her excess of imports was, in 1879, Yery nearly one half. And we 
all know that if the :figures for 1880 and 1881 had been selected, tpey 
would have shown a condition considerably more adverse to England, as far 
as the question of " Balance of Trade" is concerned. 

The necessity for showing that this excess is not national loss, must 
therefore have weighed strongly with Mr. Giffen. Roughly speaking, he 
finds credit for the deficiency, in the profits of our ocean carrying trade 
and OUT investments ahroad. The full bearing of this argument appears 
in Division iv., and will be treated further on. The remark may, 
however, be here made, that Mr. Giffen strangely confuses cause and 
effect. He explains that the prosperity of our shipping, for example, 
involves (if not necessitates) imports corrc ponding to its profit -
whereas it is the increase on our import commerce that ha giYen 
so much shipping employment, and to which cause (inter alia of still more 
important character) is partly due the increase in our shipping of late 
years. 

The comment made by Mr. Giffen. above, on this table (Appendix 
iii.) giving the Import and Export :figures of the United Kingdom 
since 1854, is curious, inasmuch a it practically ignores our commercial 
existence prior to that date. It precludes from consideration the un
doubted fact that, in the early part of this century, our Exports were 
generally in excess of our Imports. On this head a remark made by 
Mir. Stephen Bourne in the discu sion (page 30) is worthy of note. If any 
laic in figures had made such a tatement, and the argument to be proved 
had been the reverse, Mr. Giffen would have severely dealt with the 
culprit. 

DIVISION 
IV. 

~ ubject con
tinued. How 
the Excess of 
J mpol'ts into 
f he United 
E ingdom is to 
be accounted 
for. 

Here l\fr. Giffen continues his enquiry as to how the excess of Tm· 
ports in the United Kingdom" is to be accounted for.'' His investi 
gation resolves itself into two chief branches: (1) How much is 
annually due to us as a carrying na.tinn? (2) What sum is annually 
due to us as interest on foreign investments? ~peaking broadly, his 
conter..tion is, that if these two items together make up the sum of 
excei;s of Imports, even approximately, there is no reason foi alai·~. 

Starting from the basis that the Imports ot the world are £162,000,000 
in excess of the exports of the world, Mr. Giffen deducts .£32,000,000 
from that amount as representing miscellaneous charrrns and commis
sions, calculated at a little le s than 2 per cent. on the aggregate trade 
of £1, 768,000,000. Thus he leaves a net sum of £130,000,000 as due 



DIVISION for freight alone. l)f this sum h ;<tssume& 55 per cent. to belong to 
IV. the United Kingrlom, founded. on the Parliament.try pa.per" Pro!p.·ess 

(continued). of Merchant Shippin'{,'' issued last ses,,ion. This e tirnate gives the 
proportions as follows : 

Per cent. Proportion. 
United .B...ingdom........ 55 £7li Millions 
Rest of the World . . . . . . 45 58~ do. 

The sum of £71,500,000 is, says ~r. Giffen, certainly enormous. 
But he contends, or rather he did so wh~n r eading the paper. that it 
"cannot be called extravagant," since it amounts only to a charge of 
J 5s per cent! In the course of tl>e discussion which ensued a fortnight 
after, it transpired, however, faq,t this 15s. should be 150s. [See dis
cussion p. 27 and remarks further on J 

From this sum of f'71,500,000, Mr. Giffen deducts a sixth for outlay 
by English ships in foreign ports. Thus he 1trrives at the net amount of 
£60,000,000 as the sum due to the United Kingd0m for freight. To 
this he contends should be added £16,000, 000 as our share of the an ount 
originally deducted for miscellaneous charges and commissions, making 
altogether £76,000,000 as our ~ ha.re of the £162,000,000 differenr,e 
between the Imports ann Exports of the whole world. 

Mr Giffen cites Mr. Bourne, the late Mr. Newmarch, Mr. McKay, 
and sundry shipowning firms, from whom he has received statements of 
the value and trading of their ship pin~ property, in confirmation of these 
general estimates. He puts, among other incidental proofs, the profits of 
ship-owning at 12! per cent .. and-strengthened in his opinions by 
the various points he brings forward - is firmly impressed " that 
probably a much larger sum" than £76,000,000 is due to us (p. 38). In 
short, if he deducts £80,000,000 in respect to carrying profits, calling 
them "invisible Exports," as a bala.uce against our present apparent 
exce s of Imports of "about £120,000,000," he regards himself as 
moderate. 

1n this manner he brings us to a "balance" of £40,000,000. This in 
its turn is, by his reR.soning, again balanced by from £40,000,000 to 
:£60,000,000 (at least) of interest due to 1ts annually on our foreign 
investments. 

Mr. Giffen's "problematical figures" may be left to take care of them
selves. Whether exaggerated or not, they do nothing to account for the 
vast increase of " Excess of Import " of late years, which he himself, 
in Division iii, has said, and aid correctly, "is the only novelty to be 
enquired into." A legitimate adverse balance is no doubt the natural 
con equence of freights and other small charges. But this shipowning 
"set-off" existed equally in 1871-2-3-4, when the adverse balance 
averaged £55,065,103, as in the four years 1877-8-9 and 1880, when it 
averaged +'.126,096,039 per annum. And of these two periods, the for
mer was notably one of prosperity, and the latter one of great depression. 
It is hard facts, such as these. which force upon Fair-Traders the 
conclusion, that we have reached a period in our national trading, when 
other factors of payment-than those of the ordinary operations of trade 
-have come into play. 

The debate that follows, so fully enters upon Mr. Giffen's shipping 
trade estimatei;i, that beyond commenting on the industrious ingenuity, 
with which he has parcelled out his figures, to prove even a great deal 
more than needed, and in point of fact to show that, reckoning " invisible 
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exports,'' we are sending away more earnings than we are receiving in ex
change, there is little to he said here. The question arises, indeed, 
whether in his zeal Mr. Giffen has not proved too much. l£ the speeches 
of two practical shipowners, Mr. David Maclver (a Fair-Trader) , and 
Mr. John Glover (a one-sided Free-Trader) are studied, it will be seen 
how completely they are in agreement, as to the general exaggeration 
of Mr. Giffen's figures. The same may be observed al o as to the 
criticisms of Captain Halford Thompson and Mr. Stephen Bourne. As 
stated however, in the foregoing preface, were Mr. Giffen' figures abbo
lutely accurate, they in no way affect the policy of Fair-Trade. Alarm may 
still be felt at the ever increasing excess of our imports over our trade exports, 
because the labour forces of the country are thereby threatened. The £act 
that in some shape or another, we are enabled, as yet, to bear the strain of 
this over expenditure, by no means justifies the contention that our national 
industries, are not being handicapped by unfair competition, both 
at home and abroad. 

A word may perhaps be written as to the " awful example" which 
Mr. Giffen has himself furnished of the danger of dealing with figures. 
Ordinarily it would be no great sin for either compiler, transcriber or 
printer, to write 15s instead of 150 . (see page 27 ). But the lesson 
taught by this blunder, proves how little Mr. Giffen, a a theorist, really 
understood the que tion on which he wrote ex cathedra. As the victim 
of a clerical error, it did not occur to his mind, whether 15s. per cent. or 
150s. per cent. , was the fairer e timate of the average sea carriage of the 
trade of the world. Not only did a whole fortnight elapse after the 
reading· of the paper, prior to the debate, without this error being dis
covered, but the republication in pamphlet form was actually made 
without the correction; and thi ·till circulates as the most eloquent proof 
in the world of the ease with which statistic may be made to pro\e any
thing-unless found out. 

DIVISION 
V. 

Subject con
t!nued. The 
Excess of Im
ports over Ex
ports in France 
and the United 
States. 

Mr. Giffen here especially, though briefly, i·efers to the inter
national trad ing of the United States and France. In 1he case of tho 
former country, he concludes there "is nothing , at least in the Import 
and Export fi gures. correcLed as they ought to be, to indicat e" a r e
duction in its indebtedness abroad; and in that of the latter country, 
he contends that it ..; :figures ofinternatiomd trading" teach nothing ns to 
comparative pro&perity or the reverse.'' H P concludes th is portion of his 
paper [treated in Divisions iii., iv., and v.J by the remark that "Im
port and Export :figures require delicate and careful handling for any 
such inquiry as the amount of indbbtedness between nations.': 

Mr. Giffen's conclusions with regard to the United States not having 
reduced its indebtedness abroad, may probably be left to the judgment 
of those who have some practical knowledge of the changes that have 
taken place of late years in the holdings of American Bond in Europe. 
On this head the information given by Mr. "vV. J. Harris ought 
sufficiently to enlighten him. [See discussion, page 14]. And 
with respect to the condition of France, whatever her Import 
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and Export figures may or may not teach, it would be difficult 
even for Mr. Giffen to convince the world, that in spite of the com
parative smallness of French shipping, prosperity has not been the portion 
of France of late years, notwithstanding destructive wars, the levy of ruinous 
indemnities, and internecine strife. There can be no controversy what
ever with Mr. Giffen that "Import and Export figures require delicate 
and careful handling for any such enquiry as the amount of indebtedness 
between nations.'' The real question at issue is, as has been said already, 
how far "balance of trade" and "balance of indebtedness" are con
vertible terms, or whether they are not rather distinct in effect, as they 
are in operation. To use the argwnentum ad absurd'l.lm,-let us suppose 
that the extraordinary wealth of our foreign investments, and strength 
of our carrying trade, enabled us to pay for the whole of our Imports, 
without recourse to Exports of industrial ~products at all, we should 
then have no "balance of indebtedness." But smely the "balance of 
trade" in·such case would be sadly adverse to the labour forces of the 
people! A theoretical economists, we might look on with equanimity, 
but the wage-earning power of the nation could not afford to regard the 
loss of its laboUT market so calmly. 

Indeed, when this is thoroughly examined in detail, it is a matter for 
earnest reflection whether there is not, almo t nece sarily,a relative decay 
of prosperity of the industrial and producing classes, as compared with the 
mere buying and selling and speculative classes ; as well as that of the 
owners of home property, as compared with the owners of foreign pro
perty, or of securities based thereon. In the consideration of these ele
ments, stati tics help us very little. An example may be taken in the 
case of a woollen factory, producing £150,000 of woollen good per 
annum, in which perhaps a capital of £100,000 is invested. Half of its 
production may find a market in England, and the other half be ex 
ported to the Continent, cau ing an export of £75,000. But cheaper 
labour, or other reasons, may cau e a transfer of this factory to France, 
when our imports would be swelled by £75,000, and £75,000 of our 
manufactured exports would cease, but there would be an additional re
export of some £40,000 of Australian wool. The shipping business on 
these tran actions would be slightly increa ed, as well as the profits on 
buying and selling, commissions, banking, &c., and the interest, deprecia
tion fund, and profit, equal to about £16,000, would have to be annually 
remitted to the owner, still residing at home, thus enabling England to 
import so much more of French goods, without corresponding export. 
But a great producing agency,and a population depending on it, would be 
thrown out, involving permanent injury to the wage-earning power of 
the country. Wages would cease directly to the extent of at least £30,000 to 
£40,000 a year, and national earnings to a very larg·e further amount. Yet 
all the effect of such a transfer upon our commercial statistics would be 
reckoned by the Board of Trade, as proofs of increasing prosperity ! 
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Import and 
Export Sta.tis
tics, and the 
Protectioniet 
Controversy. 

42 

Having (in his previous divisions) accounted for the disparity of 
the imports of the United Kingdom ovflr her exports, l\Ir. Giffen now 
enquires how far the statistics of these figures assist in the controversy 
between " Free-l'r11ders and Protectionists." 
[It may be noted that through-:mt this Division he does not mention 
"Fair-Trade'' or" Fair-Traders," but deals only with "Protectionists." 
ED J 

Mr. Giffen is struck by the fact, that no statistics are available to 
settle directly the cru:dinal question between Free-Trade and Protec
tion. ffecan quite understand a Free-Trader admitting a Protectionist 
system to be the best materially, and a Protectionist admitting the Free
Trade system to be the best materially. Nor is a compirison 
between two countries of different regimes p0ssible, unless practically 
alike in their • • economic and industrial circumstances,'' and the " same 
with a community at different periods c.f its own history." Mr. Giffen 
adds " external economic circumstaroces are besides incessantly chang
ing, 11nd may affect two communities, apparently of much the same 
character and position, quite differently." 

Again, import and export statistics are irrelevR.nt to the que tion of 
pro()'ress or retrngression, since a country may be very pro perous with
out foreign trade <it all, or with very little; or for special reasons, the 
foreign trade of a country that is least progres ing on the whole, may 
be making greater progress than the foreign trade of a more progress
ing State. 

Hut, though these statistics are not availabl e as direct proof, rightly 
handled, they may contribute materially to a solution. 

First, the fact that they are not available for direct procf, is 
"entirely on the Free-Trade side of the argument; for,headds, the onus 
probandi lies, not with the Free-TrnC.er, but with Protectionists 
When the latter show,for instance, that the United St<ttes is prosperous, 
this is not what they have to prove. They have to show that it is more 
prosperous tban it would have been under a Free-Trade regime. When 
they assert, that the foreign tra<le of Protectionist countries increases 
faster than that of Free-Trading countries, what they ha.ve really to prove 
is that it increa es fastn than it would have done under Free-Trade. 

As a deduction from these premises, Mr. Uiffeo thus concludes thfa 
Division:-

·•We may say that as the Protectionist relies so much on statistics, 
and has nothing e1se to 1·ely on-his argument is always an appeal 
from theory to facts--then there can be no argument for Protecticn. 
This appears, in fact, to be the logical portion of the controversy." 

On reading this concluding sentenc~, one is fr~·~s~stably inclined to the 
idea that Mr. Giffen has devoted all his great abilities to the task of de
preciating statistics, and the conc_lus~ons drawn from them, for the pur
pose of demolishing the Protect10mst, who, he says, always appeals 
from theory to facts. At all risks, there~ore, thes~ " facts': must be 
releaated to the limbo of doubt and uncertamty. This complamt of Mr. 
Giff~n's is, however, somewhat difficult to reconcile with another, made 
by an authority of equal wejght only last October. Speaking at Leeds, 
on "Land and Fair Trade," Mr. Gladstone said, "I observe that those 
who write upon these subjects on the wrong side [i.e., contrary to 
English Free-Trade J very generally avojd specific facts, and deal with 
generalities, and I think that is a proof of sound discret~on on their part.* 
Who then is the true prophet, Mr. Gladstone or Mr. Giffen? 

As Fair-Traders, we cannot assume the position to defend Protection 
from Mr. Giffen's assault. It is, however, a fitting subject for enquiry, 

'" Speech delivered by the Right Hon. W. E. Gladstone, 7th October, 1881. Published 
Edition, page 18. 

, 
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why the onus probandi of proof should always lie on the Protectionist. 
vVhen the latter desires to substitute Protection for an existing sy tern 
of Free-Trade, the burden of proof naturally lies on him. But when he 
points out the actual pro perity of the United State:. as a patent fact, it is 
not for him to show that under Free-Trade it would have been le s
in that case the onus probandi lies on the Free-Trader, whose duty, if 
he desires to disprove the argument, is to show that under Free-Trade, 
the United States would have been equally, if not more prosperous."'' 

But the more interesting portion of this Di vision i · the practical cohesion 
given by Mr. Giffen to some of the cardinal points of the Fair-Trade argu
ment. Fair-Trader contend, thatfor all practical business purposes, a fiscal 
policy cannot be carried out, if economics are to be regarded by politicians 
in the light of a fixed science. They urge that the conditions of different 
nations, and of different time or epochs, demand a varying treatment. 
So says ~fr. Giffen-" economic circumstances are constantly changing." 
Fair-Traders could not wish a higher testimony to the very basi on 
which they now call for a reconsideration of the fiscal policy of the 
nation; namely, that the" economic and industrial circumstances " of to
day are not the same as in a pa t period of our history. They freely admit 
that there may be, and indeed have been, times when a free import system 
can be, and has been, of advantage to the country-in days, for example, 
when we had the markets of the world at our command, with which to 
exchange the products of our labours for the products of the earth we 
required. Whil t Mr. Giffen has come forth to cur e, he has remained 
to ble s. 

DIVISION 
VII. 

Subject con
tinued. NP.ga
tiv .~ Uses of 
Import and 
Ex ,ort sta .is-

t\cs. 

In this Division l\fr. Giffen claims from stati tics generally, presump
tive conclusions in favour of Free-Traders. He contends that as 
the national prosperity of the United Kingdom is not really denied by 
"Protectionists," it iR sufficient to know that it has been consistent 
with Free-Trade 

But, narrowing the field to the consideration of Import and Export 
statistics, he refers to one or two fact , always guarding against th<i 
supposition,, that the progress of foreign t.rade is necessarily an index of 
the progress of general national prosperity. 

Conceding, however, that it may be an index, the first point considered 
is the progress made by shipping during the past forty years. The 
following table is given of entries and clearances: --

1840 
1850 
1860 
1870 
1880 

Tons. 
9,440,00() 

14,505,000 
24,689,000 
36,640,000 
58, 736,000 

Increase on previous 10 years. 

5,065,000 
10.184,000 
11,951,000 
22,096,000 

53 «1 per cent. 
70 ·2 
48·6 
6C ·4 

Making a total increase in the forty years of 49,296,000 tons, equal to 
525 per cent. 

Saying that he desires to be quite fair, '' even in dealing with Pro
tectionists,'' Mt·. Giffen admits tbat the increased use of steamers, has 
created a calling trade, with an increase of entries and clearances, 

* Writing. in a leading article, on" the present extraordinary prosperity of the United 
States," the Times of December 2nd, 1881, says, "Protection is in possession of the field, 
and the burden of proving that it should be abolished is thrown upon :B'ree-Traders." 



bIVISION without a corresponding increase of goods carried. He also aclmow-
VII. ledges , by inferenre, that cargoes are, of late, more bulky than hitherlo. 

(continued). All factors C'Jnsidered, however, he assumes the movements of shipping 
to be a good index of th e moYements of Imports and Exports. 

He supplies tables s~owing the increase of 1£xports of cotton yarns 
anri piece goods 1840 -1880, to be r espectively 84 per cent. and 468 per 
cent., inqnantities; of Exports of iron and steel to be 1,167 per cent. 
in quan tities; and of hardware and cutlery, 169 per cent in values; of 
Exi orts of machinery (in values) to have been 1,483 per cent., during 
the sflmfl periou; of the Ji,x:ports of coal (in quantities) 1,070 per cent. 
And the increase of tbe whole Exports of British and Irish produce, 
between 1840 and 1880, He established at 3315 per cent. 

Dealing with Imports in like fashion, though in bulk, and not in de
tail, and taking them from the year 1854, our first year of computed or 
declared values, Mr. Giffen records the increase -1855 to 1880--at J86 
per cent. He remarks that in "imports, at least, there can be no ques
tion,of its (the increase) having continued to the late~t date." 

"Thus, negatively, '' urges Mr. Giffen, "the statistics of foreign 
trnde are useful." Being" consistent,'' (co-existent? ED.) with Free
Trade, Protectionists are bidden to look elsewhere for an argument 
against "Free-Trade" policy. 

A comparative table given of the increases of shipping movements 
and Export values is interesting· -

1840- 50 
1850-60 
1860- 70 
1870--80 

Increase of 
Shipping Movements. 

53 ·4 per cent. 
70·2 
48·6 
60·4 

Increase of 
Export Values. 

40 per cent. 
90 
47 
II:! 

1840-80 525·0 • , 335 ·o ,, 
Mr. Giffl' n concludes,-" There has obvionsly been en enormous 

growth of our for..:ign trad e sinct- the Free-Trade period, continued to 
the most recent date. What the Protectionist has to prove i , that 
Prot ction would probably have done b tter or so well. 

Mr. Giffen rejerts the possibility of going thl'ough the Imports and 
Exports of foreign countries, looking at the difficu lty of analysing the 
data themselves. But. he instances the figures of t he United States and 
France. 

Taking the foreign trade of the United States for the same period, 
1840-1880, h e gives the following table, in value!', and in millions:-

Imports. Exp0rts. 
Amount . Increase. Amount. Increase. 

1840 £21 £26 
1850 36 15 72 p. c. 30 4 16 p. c. 
1860 72 36 1 0 80 50 165 " 
1870 92 20 28 90 10 12! " 
1880 152 60 65 170 80 89 " 
thus showing the increase in the Impo1·ts for the whole period 
'· at nearly 700 Ji•er cent .. and in the Exports between 500 and 600 per 
cent.'' Whilst, however, this is greater than that of the United King
dom, Mr. Giffen point. out that "mere proportion of incre ,,se is not the 
proper test;" the United States, though a mu<:h larger unit than the 
United Kingdom, having still a much smaller volumP. of Trarle." The 
numerical increases of the two countries, 1840-1880, are ·as follows:-

United ~tates . United Kingdom. 
Imports. Exports. Imports. Exports. 

£130,000,000 £144,000,000 £268,000,000 £171,000,000 
Since 1854 only. 
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VII. 

(continued). 

Turning to the French figures, Mr. Giffen gives a similar table, but 
from the year 1850, (in millions) :-

Imports. I Exports. 
Amount. Increase. Amount, Increase. 

lt\50 £45 £ 43 
1s60 106 61 135 p. c.

1 

91 48 iou p. c. 
1870 140 34 33 " 112 21 22 ,. 
1880 245 105 75 " 139 27 22 " 

Here, again, is a rate 0f progress equal to that of the United Kin::rdom, 
with the sitme feH.tures as in the case of the United 8tates; that whilst 
a larger unit, France's volume of foreign trade is smaller, notwithstand
ing the proportion of increase is maintained. The numerical increases 
of the two cciuntries, 1850 to 1880, are as follows:-

France. United Kingdom. 
Imports. Exports. Imports. Exports. 

£200,000,000 £96,000,000 £268,000,000 £151,000,000 
From 1854 only. 

Consequently, reckoning per head, "our Imports a.re still about four 
times per head those of the United States, twi.::e per head those of 
France, and our Exports about twice those of either country, not 
counting' invisible Exports.' " Bence, the onus of proof is laid on the 
Protectionist to show we should ~have done better under Protection 
than we have done. 

It will be noted that in this Division also, Mr. Giffen utterly excludes 
Fair-Traders from his criticism. It is, therefore, £or present purposes, 
only necessary to glance at some> of the arguments, as they bear on the 
anti-one-sided Free-Trade controversy. 

The whol are framed to show the superiority and progress of Eng
land, by reason of the increase of her foreio-n trading, without reference 
to the persistency with which Mr. Giffen laid down in Division VI., 
(page 49) that "the increase of £oreio·n trade•proves nothing by itself 
as regards the relative national prosperity 0£ different countries," and 
that (page 50) "what has to be proved is that the industry of the 
country as a whole has prospered, which is a very different thing.'' 
These are Mr. Giffen's own words; they go to the root of the question, 
and aptly express the Fair-Trade position. 

It seems, therefore, almost like beating the air, to have expended so 
much energy to prove what is, after all, by his own showing, nihil ad 
rem. 

The figures and tables are, however, highly interesting, and worth re
producing4 Whether they are simply the post hoc of the free import 
era, and are traceable to directly different causes ; or whether they are 
the legitimate consequences or the policy of that period, and have 
worked certain good without at the same time doing general harm, are 
questions, which each student must work out for himself. But they 
are certainly not settled, or even touched upon, by Mr. Giffen. 

The comparative tables of increases of trade in the United Kingdom, 
United States and France, arrest attention. They show that, during the 
Free-Trad~ era, the pro rata increases in France have been equal, and in the 
United States greater, than in the United Kingdom. But Mr. Giff en's argu
ment is that, since the United Kingdom still remains at the head 0£ 
Commerce, and ip. the aggregate ha done a much larger voliime of foreign 
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trade, we may therefore "i·est and be thankful." It is worth thought, 
however, whether Mr. Giffen's argument does not cut against himself. If 
figures of imports and exports avail anything, the real question to deter
mine progress properly, is to ascertain whether the United Kingdom 
was relatiYely as far in advance 0:£ the rest 0:£ the world's trade in 1880, 
as she was in 1840 or 1850. That she commenced that epoch on a 
larger trading· basis,:than that upon which the progress of the United States or 
France has been built,fornishes a very goodr ason why, cceteris paribus, she 
ought pro rata to have made a considerably larger progress. Mr. 
Giffen' tables prove that the contrary has taken place. They show how 
other countries are creeping upwards, and how the relative distances 
between their trade, and that of the United Kingdom, are diminishing. 
This is exactly the Fair-Traders' argument. 

When to this is added the contraction of our home trade, admitted to 
be going on by all business men, the reasons for the Fair-Trade move
ment are apparent. 

DIVISION 
VIII. 

::lubject con
tinued. 01her 
Usses of Im
port a.nd Ex
pJrt Sta.tistics . 

Here Mr. Giffen further deals with the question-how statistics may 
be used in controversy. The third way, showing that " Protection" 
does things obviously of an injurious tenC:ency, without counter-balanc
ing advantages, is illustratr.d by a few facts sought for in past history. 
Sir Henry Parnell's " Financial Reform," published in 1832, is cited as 
giving instances of the effect of high duties in checking consumption. The 
period of 1843-4. being two year~ after the introduction of the F'ree
'frade tariff of 1842, is nlso brought forward to prove that remission of 
t axation on raw materials produced a recuperatiYe revenue. The 
example of the United States is cited, (1) to show how its woollen 
manufacture was impaired by the protective tariff on wool, as indicated 
so long ago as 1866 ; and (2) to r epeat what Mr. Giffen calls " the well
known F.<tory of the decline of the American shipping trade, and the 
great increase of the foreign trade of the Unit d States itself. carried on 
in foreign hips." This latter, illustratedbytables, 1871-80, forms the 
piece de resistance uf this Division . .Allusion is also made tothehightariff 
in Germany, a given in the "wAll-known" paper recently presented to 
the English Parliamsnt by the Board of Trade, containing extracts 
from reports of the German Chambers of Commerce. 

A fourth way of demon trating tho "confusion of ideas " which are 
always to be found as the es ence of a Fair-Trade argument, is morE' 
directly addre sed to Fair-Traders. This "confusion of ideas'' arises, 
says Mr. Giffen, because they take figures, without collateral ails, 
and blindly rush at conclusions, with whichnothing else will agree Such 
collateral aids, as increase of population, and decrease in, or at least 
stationary, pauperi mare suggested Excess of Imports is dealt with 
as though the country were thereby running into debt, and vice versa. 
These "confused notions," he adds, are not to be found among leading 
business men in "thA city," or among men conversant with great 
business affair anyw::erA. A passing reference is made to Mr T. H. 
Farrer's "refutation of the idea, that our trade with the Colonies is 
especially heneficial. or tends to increase more than our trade with 
foreign count.riPs. Finally, Mr. Giffen sums up to the effect that, whilst 
a use can be made in discussion of Import and Export statistics, they are 
only- useful in provortion as we observe their pecessary limitatioµs, 
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There is nothing in the general argument of this Division, which Fair
Traders would not adopt as their own basis of reasoning-though arriving 
at different conclusions. They go thoroughly with Mr. Giffen in believing 
that high duties operate unfairly in the restriction of trade. The ad
vantage of remitting all taxation on raw material, needed for conversion 
into the manufactured article, is not only fully appreciated, but forms an 
absolute part of the Fair-Trade policy.>\~ The evils experienced for a 
time by the taxation of wool by America, and those now felt in certain 
circles in Germany by the taxation of manufacturing materials, are fully 
admitted. At the same time, this allusion c:annot be dismissed without 
the suggestion that it was, perhaps, at least, premature for the Board of 
Trade to rush into the arena with the result of Prince Bismark's fi cal 
policy, founded on the reports of only some of the German Chambers 
of Commerce; and for a period of only twelve months-a term utterly 
inadequate to realise the effects of any new national policy. 

But the decline of American shipping, as contrasted with the in
crease of British shipping, is the chief argument in this Division. As 
this, however, is exhaustively dealt with in the discussion (see pp. 20-21) 
nothing more need be said here, beyond repeating the equally "well
known story," that the decline of the one, and the advance of the others, 
are both attributable to one and the same cause-the alteration in the 
material of which ships are now constructed; i .e. by the substitution of iron 
for wood, and the advantageous position occupied by the United Kingdom 
over America, in her possession of cheaper labom and of iron at a short 
distance from the building yards. 

Tt is curious that, in the indication of the fourth way in which statistics 
may be u.;;eful, Mr. Giffen ascribes to Fair-Traders, exactly what Fair
Trad rs charge to their oppponent -" confusion of ideas " in inter
preting them. Whether this arises from "Fair-Traders" not 
being fortunate enough to make themselves understood, or from "Free
Traders" rejecting any other interpretation of Fair-Trade views than 
their own, needs no discussion here. But, as bearing on the ques
tio!!, it may be useful to quote a portion of Tract 20, published by the 
National Fair-Trade League. " Few of our opponents under 'tand the 
Fair-Trade policy and its ends, and those who do are sensible of their in
ability to impugn them when stated. They, therefore, waste their time 
in arguing in favour of Free-Trade or its benefits." Again, "The Fair
Trade policy is an effort-,even by temporary sacrifices, if need be-to 
secure and extend that free exchange which our opponents and ourselves 
alike value, and if we cannot secure such free exchange with the world, to 
make sure of it within the limits of our own Empire." Whatever 
faults or blunders individual Fair-Traders may have made in speaking or 
writing of figures of imports and exports, or on any branch of our national 
progress-and of what school can it. be said that none have erred ?-the 
very essence of the Fair-Trade movement is the complaint that Cobdenites, 
both as a body and as individuals, use statistics "without collateral aids.'' 
Mr. Giffen himself again furnishes a striking· instance, when h~ cites 

"See published Programme of Policy, Article 11, I 
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pauperism returns, in proof of the absence of decay in our home manu
factures, since there are no other statistics in the kingdom which re
quire more to be read by " collateral aids,'' and by such tests as alterations 
in poor-law relief, trades unionist and charitable organisations, expendi
ture or emigration. And, however, some on one side may form an 
exaggerated idea of a country necessarily running into debt, solely 
because she has a large excess of national imports, Mr. Giffen's confu8ion 
as to "Balance of Trade"· and '' .Balance of Indebtedness," is surely 
the more misleading ! 

DIVISION 
IX. 

Conclusion. 

Tn his litst pages Mr. Giffen urges the need for improvement in our 
system d education, in which there is hardly any visible place 
given to stati tics, and proposes the establishment of Chairs of 
Statistics, sic.e by side with Chairs of Political Ec.onomy,-so that, 
stn.fo tics shall have a recognised· place in our U11iversities. "'l'he study 
of statistics should undoubtedly form a necessary part of liberal edu
cation, especially of those who aspire to be politicians or public men." 

This recommendation has already been dealt with, both in the Preface 
(p. 9) and in the discussion (p. ~3). It is, therefore, needless to comment 
on it further, beyond the reiteration of the hope, that when such an event 
takes place, the advice of bu iness men, practically acquainted with 
trade, will be sought, and not that of theorists,-however intellectually 
conversant with the mere Figures of Trade. 

EDITOR. 
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R E S 0 L U T I 0 N S. 

1st.-" That, in the oplllion of this Meeting, Free Trade in British 
Markets can only exist, and the permanent interests of the consumer be 

thereby secured, when all producers, British and Foreign, are placed on 
terms of equal and unsubsidized competition." 

2nd.-" That, in the opinion of this 1\Ioeting, foreign protection in the 
form of Export Bounties denies to British producers free trade competition 

even on their own markets; injures the legitimate interests of British 
capital and labour, and restricts the developement of the natural sources of 
production.'' 

3rd.-" That as diplomatic negociations and treaty engagements have, for 
.eighteen years, failed in their object to restore free trade competition in 
British Markets by obtaining the abolition of Foreign Bounties on tho 
exportation of ugar, it is necessary, in tho opinion of this Meeting, that 
this end should now be attained by the immedin.te enactment by Parliament 

of su h a duty on Bounty-fed Sugar a shall, while ensuring the free 
admission of unsubsidized Sugar from all parts of tho world, counterrnil the 
Bounty, and make the policy of om· long- continued negociations efficacious." 

4th.-" That the Right Ron. the Lord Mayor be requested to sign a Copy 
of tho foreg·oing Re .. olutions, and forward the same to the First Lord of tho 
Treasury." 

6th.-" That the most cordial thanks of the Meeting be presented to the 
Right Hon. Sil· F. Wyatt Truscott, Lord l\Iayor, for his kindness in allowing 

the Meeting to be held in the l\£ansion House, and for his presiding over the 
same." 

- ---- - - --------· --~- ~ - - - -



THE FOREIGN EXPORT BOUNTY SYSTEM 
AND FREE TRADE IN SUGAR. 

Report of the proceedings of a public mooting of Producers, 

Merchants, Manufacturers, and Workmen, hold in the Mansion 
House, by tho kind permission, and under the presidency, of the 
Right Hon. the Lord :Mayor, Sir F. Wyatt Truscott, on Friday, 
May 28th, 1880, to protest against a system which destroys free 
competition in Briti h market , which has alrE>ady paraly eel an 
important British industry and injuriou ly affected the sugar-pro

ducing colonies of tho Empire, and which is equally capable of 
destroying any other British indu try while threatening the ecu-
1·ity of all : and to consider resolutions in favour of appealing to 
Parliament to secure free trade in sugar in Briti, h markets by 
adopting a practical remedy for the evil cnu ed by foreign export 
bountie, . 

The meeting had been convened by tho following circular:-
9, Billiter quarr>, London, E.C., 

11th 1\Iay, 1880. 

1:a.,-The Lord Mayor, the Right Hon. ir F. W yait Tru cott, having 
consented to preside at a public meeting in the Mansion House, on Friday, 
the 28th 1\lay, at th.reo o'clock, in support of a practical r emedy being pro
vided by Parliament for the evil caused by foreign export bounties on sugar, 
we beg mo t earnestly to invite your attendance on the occa ion. 

The meeting is intended to be a representative one of all British and 
foreign interest injuriously affected by the export bounty ystem, but it 
will not be confined to the special interests concerned. A protest against 
export bounties involves the assertion of a principle of vital importance to all 
engaged in our national productions, industry and commerce. 

The foreign export bounties on sugar haso been succes. ful in paralysing 
an important British industry, and in cau ing much lo s, injury and uffer
ing to the sugar-producing colonies of the Empire. They have enabled an 
artificial bounty-fed industry to dominate British markets, and have thus 
produced distrust, and prevented capital from finding its way to places were 
it is well known that sugar Ctl-n be most cheaply produced. Thi may encou-
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rage foreign countries to extend the attack to other industries ; and it is 
therefore, necessary that an emphatic protest should at once be made on 
behalf of the productions, manufactures, commerce and labour of Great 
Britain and her colonies, against acquiescence by our State in a system 
subversive of free trade, and equally capable of destroying any other British 
industry, while threatening the security of all . 

The evidence reported by the Select Committee of the House of Commons, 
which was appointed last year at the instance of Mr. Ritchie, M.P., to inves
tigate the subject, is now before the public, and shows clearly the nature 
and extent of the foreign export bounties on sugar, the injuries they inflict, 
the fruitless efforts which have been made to obtain their abolition, and the 
principle of the remedy now proposed. 

Export bounties constitute an attack by foreign Powers on British capital 
and labour, by which natural sources of production are injured and restricted, 
and British producers denied free competition even on their own markets. 

Acquiescence in this attack would be inconsistent with our commercial 
policy, which demands equal competition on British markets for all pro
ducers, British and foreign, by which alone the permanent interests of the 
consumer can be secured. 

A duty to intercept tho bounty would restore free competition, by remov
ing the bounty from tho market and securing it for the revenue, and would 
therefore be a tax on bounties, not on sugar. The operation of such a 
duty would leave the price of sugar exactly wha,t it would be wol'e thol'e no 
bounty and no duty ; and would, therefore, immediately attain the end which 
long continued negociations on the part of successive administrations have 
sought but failed to serur . Tho result, thor fore, would be the am , as 
r egards the consumer, whether the bounty wore countervailed by duty or 
abolished by treaty; but if counterrnilod, the bounty, instead of being lost, 
would be accepted for the revenue to the relief of taxation. 

Equal competition on British markets is, in other cases, secured for 
British producers by moans of countervailing duties, which are levied for 
that object and not for revenue purposes. 

The object in view is solely to obtain freedom of competition for all tho 
world on our national markets, and is, therefore, in no way concerned with 
the foreign protective tariffs which hinder or prohibit our exports to fo1·eign 

markets. Hence no question of reciproci~y or retaliation can possibly 
be involved. 

Liberal and Conservative governments have vied with each other in their 
efforts to obtain the abolition of these export bounties. Whether removed 

by foreign governments or excluded from our markets by our own Parlia
ment, the result to the con umer is identically the same. Eighteen years of 
negociations having failed to remove them, the time has now come to do so 
by other means ; and, while gratefully accepting as revenue any bount:,
foreign governments may give us, to withhold its operation from the home 
markets. A resolution will, therefore, be submitted to the meeting, 
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approving an appeal to Parliament for the only practical measure consistent 

with the principles of our commercial policy, viz. : a countervailing duty on 
bounty-fed sugar imported into tho United Kingdom. 

Your support and pre ence at tho meeting is most particularly requested, 
and we hope you will kindly favour us with a reply, at your earliest 
convenience. 

Kindly address-" THE CHAIRMAN OF THE JoINT COMMITTEE ON SuGAR 
BouNTIE , " 9, Billiter Square, London, E.C. 

We are, Sir, 
Yours faithfully, 

THO . D. HILL, Chairman of the West India Committee. 
N. LuBBOCK, Deputy Chairman do. 
G. H. CHAMBERS, Chairman of the London & St. Katharine Docks Company. 
DAVID PowELL, Jun., Chairman of the East and West India Dock Company. 

J. L. OHLSON, Secretary West India Committee. 
JAMES D NCA......-, Chairman of tho British Sugar Refiners' Committee. 
GEORGE MARTINEAU, Secretary do. do. 
H. E. C&u111-Ewrxa, Chairman of the West India Association of Glasgow. 

C. D. DONALD, Jun., Secretary do. do. 
ALBERT T. WRIGHT, Secretary vVest India Association of Liverpool. 
ALEx. ScoTT, JLm., Chairman of the cottish Sugar Refiners' Association. 
THos. NEILL, Secretary do. do. 
J. l\f. HEAP, Chairman of the Lancashire Sugar Refiners' Association. 
WM. MAcFrn, ecretary do. do. 
JoHN l\foNTEITH, on behalf of Cooper' Associations of the United Kingtl.om. 
SAMUEL PE'l'ER , } ecretaries of the '\Vorkmen's National Executive Com
Tuos, M. KELLY, mittee for the Abolition of the Foreign Sugar Bounties. 
C. H. QUINTON, Secretary of the City of London Society of Coppersmiths. 

Tho following -were among those present :-The Right Hon. 
Tho Lord Mayor in the chair; Mr. Alderman Fowler, M.P.; 
The Right Hon. J. G. Hubbard, M.P. ; Mr. Alderman Lawrence, 
M.P.; Sampson Lloyd, Es'l.; D. Mach-er, Esq., M.P.; Mitchell 
Henry, E q., M.P. ; Arthur Cohen, Esq., Q.C., M.P. ; General 
Sir Charles Trollope, K.C.B.; Edward Clarke, Esq., Q.C.; 
Thomas Daniel Hill, Esq., Chairman of the West India Com
mittee; N. Lubbock, Esq., Deputy-Chairman of the West India 
Committee; J. L. Ohlson, Esq., Secretary of the West India 
Committee; G. H. Chambers, Esq., Chairman of the London 
ancl St. Katherine's Dock Company; David Powell, Jun., Esq., 
Chairman of the East and West India Dock Company ; James 
Duncan, Esq., Chairman of the British Sugar Refiners' Committee; 
George Martineau, Esq., Secretary of the British Sugar Refiners' 
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Committee; Mes i·s. Thomas Daniel & Co.; The Colonial Company; 
Messrs. Thomson Hankey & Co.; Messr . A. M. Gillespie & Co.; 
Messrs. Cotesworth, Powell & Co.; Messrs. J. J. Ronaldson & Sons; 
:Messrs. A. W. Sho\e & Co.; Stewart Gardner, Esq.; William R. 
Sanclbach, E q. ; Sir T. Edwards Mos , Bart., Deputy-Chairman of 
the West India Association 0£ Lilerpool ; Messrs. Bosanquet, Cmtis 

& Co. ; Messrs. J. D. Ewing & Co. ; Wm. Hosack, Esq.; Captain 
Maycock; N. Forte, Esq.; H. B. Lane, E q.; William Walker, 
Esq., late Government Secretary of British Guiana; Messrs. Donald 
Currie & Co. ; Sir Gerald Coclrington ; Messrs. James Shears & 

Sons ; Charles Levy, Esq. ; :Messrs. Frec.lk. Huth & Co. ; Messrs. 
Kleinwort, Cohen & Co.; Messrs. John Henry Schroeder & Co.; 
Messrs. Te clorf & Co.; .A. P. Francke, Esq.; Richard Martin, Esq.; 
G. B. Powell, Esq.; Messrs. Blythe, Greene, Jourdain & Co.; 
}fossrs. Samuel Dobree & Sons; Messrs. Maclaine, \Vatson & Co. ; 
Messrs. Hawthorn, Watson & Co.; Messrs. Hawthorn, Shecldon & 

Co.; Messrs. Henckell du Buisson & Co.; :Mes rs. Du Boulay, 
Mackay & Co. ; G. R. Clarke, Esq.; :J.Icssn;. · R. & F. Neave; 
~fessrs. Joseph Marryat & Sons ; Messrs. H. Il. Muir & Co. ; Messrs. 

Simson Bros. ; Messrs. Scott, Simpson & Wallis ; Messrs. K mblc 
& Trower ; Messrs. Wilkinson & Gavill01·; Messrs. C. M. & C. 
Woodhouse; Messrs. "\Vm. Anderson & Co.; ~Iessr . S. Rucker & 

Co. ; ::i\Ies r . Rucker & Bencraft; :llessrs. J. & E. Williams; C. 
Czarnikow, E q.; Messrs. Budgett & Son; Me srs. W. H. Carey & 
'ons; :Messrs. Patry & Pasteur; Mc srs. Paino & Reid; Messrs. 
~facdonalcl, Hutcheson & Co. ; Messrs. Batten & Ginner; Alfred 
Ilarry, Esq.; Me srs. Claml Neilson & Sons; Mes rs. Goulding, 
Hus ey & Co.; hlessr .. ~Ioon, Bower & Co.; John Morgan, Esq.; 

Messrs. Livens & Bishop; M ssrs. Roll and Lucock; Messrs. 

Devitt & Hett; J. H. Goodhart, E q.; Messrs. Macgregor & Co. ; 
Messrs. Schmidt & Co.; Percy Jourdain, Esq.; Messrs. Conway, 
Phelps & Co.; 1Ic. rs. Han on, ~'on & Co.; Messrs. Han-ey Bros. 
& Tyler; Mes rs. G. Startin & Co.; Messrs. H. & M. Sewell; A. 
Lehmkuhl & Co.; Messrs. Henderson & Liddle; Messrs. Weatherly, 

Mead & Hus oy; M. H. Vos , Esq. ; Messrs. T. M. Fairclough & 

Sons; A. ·w. Gadesden, Esq.; Messrs. David :Martineau & Sons; 
Messrs. S. B. Hodge & Sons; John Schwartz, Esq. ; T. B. Dakin, 
Esq.; Messrs. Henry Tate & Sons; C. Wohlgemuth, Esq.; 
:Messrs. L. Cowan & Son ; T. Hick,, Esq.; Messrs. James 
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Cook & Co.; Messrs. Corrie & Co.; Messrs. Edmunds, Fur
ner & Co.; Messrs. E. D. & F. Man; Messrs. Cottam & Hill ; 
Messrs. C. & C. J. Coles; Messrs. Carey & Browne ; Messrs. Tolme, 
Runge & Co.; James Lowndes, Esq.; E. Kynaston, Esq.; 
J . W . Macfie, Esq.; Messrs. Jno. Mc.Connell & Co.; A. C. 
Mc.Calman, Esq.; Messrs. C. Tennant, Sons & Co.; Joseph Bravo, 
Esq.; Messrs. Alexander TurnbulJ. & Co. ; :Messrs. Sendall & 
Wade; A. J. Pitman, Esq., of Demerara; J. Haynes, Esq.; J. Q. 

Henriques, Esq.; Jas. Clark, Esq., Secretary of the Colonial 
Bank; W. P . B. Shepheard, Esq . ; Forster Alleyne, Esq.; 
Colonel Alleyne; H. W. Challis, Esq. ; T. C. Garth, Esq.; 
F. Maitland, Esq.; Mr. Samuel Peters and Mr. Thomas 
M. Kelly, Secretaries of the Workmen's National Executive 
Committee for the Abolition of Foreign Sugar Bounties ; 
Mr. H. Phipps, Delegate from the workmen employed in St. 
Katherine's Docks; Mr. Barratt, Delegate from the workmen 
employed in the London Docks; Mr. L. Gillman, Secretary of the 
Hand-in-Hanel Society of Coopers; Mr. G. Jones, Philanthropic 
Society of Coopers; Mr. J. Silversic.le, London Docks; Mr. W. 
Jack, Delegate from the workmen employed in the East and West 
India Docks. 

The following were among the letters recei vod prior to the 
meeting:-

The Duke of Manchester, after expressing regret at being unable 
to attend the meeting, "A. incere and honest free-trader ought, i£ 
ho cannot get tho bounties withheld, to countervail them by 
import duties, o as to secure free competition." 

The Earl of Harewood-" I shall be glad to support any action 
that may be taken by the meeting with a view to obtaining the 
abolition of these bounties." 

Dr. Cameron, M.P.-" Receive the assurance of my sympathy 
with the object of your meeting, and hearty concurrence in all the 
resolutions that are to be laid before it." 

Mr. Whitley, M.P.-"I am well aware of the importance of the 
subject to which you call my attention, and am prepared to support 
Mr. Ritchie in his endeavour to get the committee re-appointed in 
reference to the foreign export bounties on sugar." 

Mr. Duncan McLaren, M.P., Mr. P . Stewart Macliver, ll.P., 
'l'he Mayor of Bristol, and other gentlemen wrote, expressing their 
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regret at being unable to attend. Mr. Ritchie, 1\LP., and other 
members 0£ Parliament were prevented from attending in con
sequence 0£ being members of tho Select Committee. 

TrrE LoRD lliYoR, who on i'ising was received with loud and 
continued cheering, said: Gentlemen. having been rnquested some 
£ew days ago by a large and influential deputation to allow a 
public meeting to take place in. the Mansion House, on a subject 
which was alleged to be of great national importance, and a 
national evil in connexion with tho sugar bounties, I had great 
pleasure in allowing the use of this Hall, in order that oyerything 
may be said on both sides for the general information of the 
public. (cheers.) 

Mr. G. H. CJIA.MBERS, Chairman of the London and St. Kather
ine's Docks Company, who was warmly received, moved the first 
resolution, which was in the following terms:-" That, in the 
opinion of this meeting, free-trade in 13riti h market can only 
exist, and the permanent interests of the consumer be thereby 
secured, when all producers, British and foreign, are placed on 
terms of equal and unsubsiilized competition." Ho said: The cause 
of justice has been frequently ad·rncated within these walls, but 
on no occasion, I venture to think, has a stronger case for justice 
ever been brought forward than the one which we are here, my 
Lord Mayor, to-day to aclvocate. (Cheers.) We do not come to 
ask either favour or protection. What we ask for, and what we 
have a right to obtain, is that which is supposed to be dear to 
every Englishman,-! mean that we should have fair play. (Hear.) 
I was very much surpri od a few days ago by reading in the Times 
newspaper words to the effect that information was -very much 
needed on tho subject of foreign sugar bounties. ·well then, con
sidering that we have had a Committee of the House of Commons 
sitting upon the question, and the proceedings of this Committee 
reported in the daily press, I thought very naturally that the 
information which the Ti'rnes appears to be ignorant of was in the 
hands of the general public. (Hear, and laughter.) However, to 
make sure, I will now endeavour to put the circumstances of the 
case before you in the broadest manner possible, whilst at the same 
time I will not go into matters of detail, but simply confine myself 
to stating the case as plainly as I can, in order that all may under
stand it. (Hear.) We all know that the best source from which 
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sugar can be obtained is the sugar-cane. It is true, no doubt, that 
there are, to a certain extent, some useful substitutes for 
that valuable commodity, but nevertheless the sugar-cane is the 
natural source to which we should all look from whence to 
derive our supply 0£ sugar, and our colonies have supplied us with 
the finest and best quality. We know, also, that in those colonies • 
-especially in the West Indies-the planters have had to over
come many difficulties. There was, for instance, the emancipation 
0£ the negro slaves in the islands under British rule. That was 
one difficulty they had to contend with. Another exists at the 

present day, and that is, they have to contend with slave-grown 
sugar in other parts 0£ the West. Notwithstanding all that, as I 
have said before, our own colonies can supply us with the best 
possible product, and in abundant quantities. (Hear.) Such a 
state of things is owing to the land possessing great natural advan
tages, and to the skill and energy 0£ the people. These advantages 
would, however, seem to avail but little under the present unfair 
manner in which we are allowed to be treated by producers of 
sugar on the continent. (Hear. ) Let us just look at the loaf sugar 
refiners. We know that they possess every advantage that skilled 
labour can give them, together with a magnificent supply 0£ the 
raw material, but still the colonists and the British loaf sugar 
refiners are deprived 0£ what should be the results of those natural 
and other advantages, and find themselves undersold in their own 
markets. Such being the ca e, we naturally look around to see 
what has brought it all about. And what then do we find? We 
find that their markets are taken from them in consequence of 
supplies coming forward under heavy subsidies given by bounties, 
under the name o£_drawbacks. (H ear.) There can be no worse 
form of protection than the allowance 0£ a bounty. It goes beyond 
any special duty, and moreov-er it is indefinite ; and being so, we 
do not know to what extent we have to contend against it. (Cheers.) 
We know mo t clearly that the effect of subsidised importations is 
only advantageous, if advantageous at all, to the consumer, just so 
long as there is a surplus in existence ; but the moment the surplus 
is taken away, and the consumer has to rely for a supply of his 
sugar, or whatever it may be, on subsidised importations, then the 
evil is seen directly. The price 0£ the article rises materially; and 
thus it is that it is infinitely more advant"'geous to the consumer 
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to have all the sources of supply open than to have a subsidised 
industry resultm°g in a monopoly. (Hear.) I am old enough to 
remember the earlier discussions which took place in this country 
upon the question of free trade, and I can say from my own know

ledge, judging from what I then heard and now know, that if 
Richard Cobden were still alive we should have him ranged on our 
side-( cheers )-because th~ principle I have heard him uphold is 
that where you could naturally produce in the best and cheapest 
manner, there you should be allowed to produce, without being in 
any way trammelled by fiscal arrangements. (Hear.) That was 
the true principle of free trade laid down by the late Mr. Cobden. 
That same principle of free trade was adopted by Sir Robert Peel, 
and when another principle of free trade was being promulgated, 
namely, to buy in the cheape t and sell in the dearest market, and 
he was taunted in the Hou e of Commons for not following that 
principle in all cases, he justly retorted that, treating free trade on 
that ground, it was sometimes necessary to make exceptions. Mr. 
J olm Stuart Mill said, if you do not make exception sometimes, 
you may be buying stolen goods. (Hear, and laughter.) When 
we say it is right to countervail this bounty, by any means, to 
prevent its damaging operation on our markets, I am sure that we 
are going on the true principles of free trade. (Hear, hear.) We 

know that successive Governments, both Liberal and Conservative, 
have been endea-.;-ouring to do away with the present pernicious 
system, and with good reason too, because it does not involve a 
question merely affecting colonists or refiners. The production of 
sugar is a great labour question, and affects the interests of many 
trades. There i not only the wellbeing of the sugar operatives 

pure and simple, connected with the production of sugar, dependent 
upon a proper settlement of the question at issue, but there are 
also the interests of the coopers, coppersmiths, engineers, chemists, 
ship-owners, carriers, and other bodies of men, also to be taken into 
consideration. All these interests being involved, I say therefore 
it is impossible to injure the sugar trade of England and her colo

nies without at the same time causing great and general distress 
amongst the masses of the people. (Cheers.) Such has been the 
result alrnady owing to foreign bounties, and if something be not 
speedily done to counteract their deleterious influence, the mischief · 

will be more widely spread and more keenly felt every day. I 
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hope most sincerely that the Government will now, without delay, 
t~ke this matter in hand, and apply a remedy that will be found 

to be efficacious, and not have it said of thorn that they allowed 
this country to be unjustly deprived of a valuable industry, the 

bread taken out of the mouths of the working classes, nor allow 
the continuance of a system, the result of which must be to render 
this country dependent on a giant monopoly for one of the neces

saries of life. (Loud cheers.) 
MR. JAMES DUNCAN (Chairman of the British Sugar Refiners' 

Committee), who was greeted with much applause, said : My 
Lord Mayor and Gentlemen, it is with feelings of the greatest 
pleasure I rise to second the resolution which has been so ably 
moved by the gentleman who has just addressed you. The 
question now before us is, I take it, one of paramount importance 
to all classes of the community. (Hear, hear.) While of great and 
undoubted importance to all of us, whether consumers, West 
Indian Planters, workmen or refiners-still I must be permitted to 
say that I think it is of even more importance to the consumers 
and refiners than to any of the other classes of the community to 
which I have referred. What we wish to see is a large supply of 
good sugar from all parts of the world coming on our markets. (Hear. 
hear). That, however, we shall never be permitted to witness so 

long as foreign bounties on exported sugar prevail. What we 
shall see, though, is a stoppage of all sugar supplies except from 
those European countries where bounties obtain. That 
certainly is not what is required. What we desire, in the interests 
of all, is that there shall be a plentious incoming of sugar from all 
parts of the world. (Hear.) All Mincing Lane men know very 

well that within a very few days since, the price of French 
refined sugar was 26s. 9d. per cwt., and at that very time the 
French refiners were actually paying 26s. 6d. per cwt. for raw 
sugar. It is scarcely necessary to tell any one that it is impossible 
for a refiner to sell in the legitimate way of trade refined sugar at 
the same price he pays for raw sugar if he wishes to obtain a profit. 
Of course the refiners abroad do sell, as we are made painfully 
aware, refined sugar at almost identically the same price at which 
they buy the raw, and even then realize a profit, but a profit, not 

because the cost of production is not increased, but by means of 
the bounty system. (Hear.) It is to get rid of such a system 
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that the agitation against foreign bounties has been prosecuted 
in this country. That agitation is based upon a sound principle; 
and in proof of that, I may say it has been the means of doing a 
large amount of good. By this agitation the bounty system has 

been kept in a great measure in check, and we are determined to 
continue in the course we ha\e hitherto pursued until such time as 
we see our demands in the interest of free trade acceded to. (Cheers.) 
The foreign bounty system not only does a great amount of injury 

to British trade, but also has the effect of stopping entirely what 
might be, but for it, a great British industry. I myself was deeply 
interested in the cultivation of sugar-beet in England, and I dis
covered that that description of beet can be quite as well cultivated 

in this country as in France, or, in fact, anywhere else; but it is 
quite impossible to carry on that industry against the foreigners, 

when they receive, as export bounty, as much as two pounds, three 
pounds, and sometimes four po1mds sterling per ton on their pro

duce. (Hear, hear.) This is also a question for the corn-growing 
interests of this country to take note of. It appears from all 
accounts-and I ha\e no just reason to dispute their accuracy
that, owing to the introduction of American corn, the cultivation 
of wheat, to any groat extent, in the British isles is doomed. Such 
being the case, our own farmers might with advantage turn their 
attention to the raising of beet; but this they cannot do at the 
present moment, as the bounty system would prevent their growing 
a profitable crop. (Hear.) It is not only the fai·mers of Great 
Britain who are thus injured, but it is also those in the sister 
kingdom. (Hear, hear.) In the East of Ireland there is land quite 
as well adapted for the growth of beet as any possessed by France. 

I will not weary the meeting by going into details upon this part 
of the question, as full particulars concerning it are to be found in 
a Blue Book published in 1852. The bounty system not only pre
vents the growing of sugar-beet in Britain, but it also has the 
effect of materially curtailing the propagation of the sugar cane in 
her colonies. Of my own knowledge, I know several colonies 

where magnificent canes can be grown, but the people of those 
colonies will not expend money -0n their cultivation so long as the 
foreign bounties are allowed to paralyze our home and colonial 
sugar industries. It is time, then, I think, that something was 
done to neutralize the ill effects of these bounties. (Hear.) We 
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have been now carrying on negotiations respecting these bounties 
for many years past with foreign Governments, but apparently 
without getting any further in the matter, and we are now looking 

to our Government at the present time in order to know what is to 

be done respecting these bounties. Whilst we are waiting, how

ever, it should be borne in mind that the difficulty is becoming 

greater and greater every clay. The country which gives the 

largest bounty-if the present system is allowed still to prevail 
unchecked-is the one which will win the race, and the country 

which continues to give the bigge t bounty must be the richest; 

therefore, under tho e circumstances, France will ultimately take 
the lead. I may here mention that France is in a very peculiar 

po ition. There has been a proposal to reduce the sugar duties by 

one-half, but if they are so reduced the bounty would be reduced 
in the same proportion-a result which would render the refiners 

unable to end their produce to England. Again, the fabricants 

propose that the duty should be levied on the juice, and that they 

should receive the bounty, and not the ugar refiners. So much 
for the condition of the French sugar trade. The sugar refiners of 
Great Britain are anxious to carry out tho principles of free trade. 
(Cheer .. ) \Ve do not want to see sugar taxed, we want it free. 

Both the Liberal and Conservatirn Governments of this country 

ha\e negotiated for the abolition of foreign sugar bountie for years, 
but all their negotiations have come to nothing. We are just as 
far forward in that direction now as we were ten years since. 
That being the ca e, the question naturally ari es, ''What course 

are we to adopt?" The plan we propose is, that a countervailing 

duty, to the amount of two shillings per cwt., should be placed on 

all bounty-fed sugars coming on British markets. (Cheers.) That 
would be a mere trifle ; it is le s than a farthing per pound. 

Small as it is, however, we believe that as it would show the ad
mission of the principle it would be quite ufficientfor our purpose, 

as it would have the effect of at once causing foreign Governments 

to alter their system and allow refining in bond, and charge the 

duty on sugar instead of on roots, or juice, or raw suga.r, as is done 

at present. In conclu ion, I must also bring before your notice 
that the refiners of this country do not merely tusk for a counter

vailing duty to be levied on refined sugar, they wish it also to be 

placed upon raw sugar-(hear),-and their desire, I think, is 
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reasonable, for it is only just that all sugarn receiving a bounty 
should be countervailed. (Loud cheers.) 

The LoRn MAYOR: In the absence of Dr. Cameron, M.P., I will 
now call upon Mr. Edward Clarke, Q.C., to support the resolution. 

Mr. EDWARD CLARKE, Q.C., who was received with loucJ. and 

prolonged applause, said: My Lord Mayor and gentlemen, I was 

particularly anxious to be here to-day and take part in this meet

ing, becau. e I may . tate that I am well sati fied that the cause, to 
support which the meeting ha been convened, is eminently just. 

For some reason or other, however, I am afraid the desire to levy 

a countervailing duty is not fa hionable. There are a good many 

of my friends with whom I hav-e discussed the question of the 

sugar bounties, and who are in favour of a countervailing duty 
being levied, yet who are afraid to come forward. because they 
imagine that in some way it violatoR the principle of free trade. 
(Hear, hear and laughter. ) I think it is a good thing that the 

first resolution should be an affirmation and not a denial of the true 

principles of .free trade. (Hear , hear.) I attended this meeting 

not only becau e I believe that the well-b ing of a groat national 
inclustry is at stake, but because the question involves a sound 
principle of commercial legi lation. The principle we have met 
here to uphold is the principle of equal trade. Without equality 

of competition there can be no true freedom, and because that 
principle is at the bottom of this agitation, it i of great importance. 
One has been told, when speaking about the decrease of a branch 
of the sugar industry of thi country, "Well, the mi chief is done, 
you cannot re. tore the trade which has di appeared, and therefore 
there is no use in taking any action in tho matter." This is not 

the place to go into details \\-rith respect to a statement of that kind, 

b.ut the answer to it is two-fold. In the first place, it is not 
correct to say that the trade has been de troyed in the sen e of 
being so irretrievably injured that it cannot be rev-i,Ted. (Hear. ) 

It has been checked, and refiner and producers have been eriously 

injured; but there i no rea on why, if the produce of cane sugar 

were not unduly handicapped by foreign bounties on the beetroot, 

there i no reason, I maintain, why the sugar industry should not 

flourish and revive, and be the means of employing large numbers 

of workmen and immense capital as in former years. (H ear, hear.) 

But ev-en if the objection were a true one, if it could be said with 
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accuracy that the effect of these bounties had been to entirely 
destroy the whole of a once :flourishing portion of English trade, 
and if that should be true, I hold that, as the adoption of a 

counter\ailing duty would be tho means of bringing back the 

prosperity to that particular branch of trade which it possessed in 

times gone by it would be the strongest reason possible for the 
Government to recognise the principle, so as to provide against the 

possibility of a recmrence of mischief which they had hitherto 
been unable to remove. (Cheers. ) If one industry is extinguished 
by means of foreign bounties, another industry may to-day or 
to-morrow follow suit in its turn and it is quite time, then, whilst 
recognising to its fulle t extent the principle of free trade, we 
should call on our Government to devise some means to relieve this 
particular trade of the mi chief which has been clone to it. 
(Cheers.) The grievance, my Lorcl Mayor and gentlemen, is an 
admitted one. It is not for a fanciful or a sentimental reason 

merely that succe ive Government , for the last 16 years, have 
employed your repres ntatives in foreign courts to make suggestions 
having for their object the stoppage of the bounty system. (Hear.) 
There i no commercial authority in this country of any standing 
that docs not state that bounties do exi t in France, Belgium, 
Holland, and Austria. It is not only admitted by the authorities 

in Franco, but the most circumstantial statements are made of the 
amount of the bounties. On this ubj ct I think the most trust
worthy statement was made by M. Pouyer-Qucrtier, a former 
Minister of Finance, who e timated the bounty paid by the French 
Government on the exportation of sugar at nearly one million 
sterling per annum. You will see, therefore, that the fact is an 
undoubted one. We know that it does exist, and the French 
authoritie are equally well aware of it. It is not alone the sugar 
trade in England that complain , but also the same industry in 
France. In the latter country, they complain because they are 

over-topped in the matter of boUllties by the Austrians, the effect 

of which they ay will be to drive them out of the markets. The 

matter of the foreign bounties is a question that cannot be allowed 
to stand still. (Hear.) Somehow or other, it must be dealt with, 
and that speedily; unless the Government is prepared to say, we 
are quite helpless in the matter, and cannot do anything to prevent 
foreign nations injuring our commerce or trade. (Loud cheers.) 
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The French producers are now seeing how they can best bring 
about an increase of bounty, because they say we are beaten by 
Austria in the way of bounties, and so we shall have to have an 
increase of our own. And the French will be beaten unless they 
adopt some such plan, and it is not very likely they will allow 

themselves to be worsted without making an effort. The result_. 
then, as I foresee, will be that when they have got an increased 
bounty, they will glut the markets with cheap sugar. What is 
one to do, then, under these circum tances ? Surely not to sit 

down with folded hands, to see a great indu try destroyed, capital 

deteriorate, labourers sent away to seek employment in a foreign 
land ? No ! a remedy must be sought for this evil, and it is full 
time it was sought and carried into effect. (Cheers.) The remedy 
is a simple one. We have it already in operation for the protection 
of certain industries, in the shape of certain surtaxes upon articles 
coming from abroad, and which are al o produced here. (Hear, 
hear.) There is, for instance, a duty put upon spirits imported 
from abroad superior to the excise duty paid upon spirits manufac
tured in Great Britain. That was put on for the express purpose, 
not of excluding the foreign spirit, but protecting the English pro
ducers from being unfairly handicapped; and that which has been 
adopted with respect to on interest can be brought into play with 

regard to anoth r; moreo' r, it is the obvious and reasonable and 
just way of meeting the lifficulty under which we labour at 
present. (Cheers.) There is really no practical objection to the 
introduction of a countervailing duty, although, in the Committee 
over which Mr. Ritchie presided with the greatest ability, all sorts 
of suggestions were made as to the difficulties which would be 

experienced in endeavouring to impose surtaxes on the produce 
from different countries. Those difficulties, however, were soon 
disposed of by one of the most, if not the most experienced man of 
the present day, I mean :nrr. Lilley, the Surveyor-General of 
Customs. (Cheers.) That gentleman said most emphatically that 
there would be no difficulty in the way of levying the tax. There 

is nothing antagonistic to the principles of free trade in putting on 
a countervailing duty. What we want is that all the countries of 
the world shall have fair play and free scope for the industries of 
their people. (Cheers.) When bounties come on, it drives our people 

off their own markets, by a bribe given to the foreign producer, 
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or, in other words, by the Government paying part of the price of 
production; and the effect of thu.t is that it can come cheaper into 
English markets than on foreign markets, and be sold at a less 
price than sugar made at home in this country. That is forcing it 

below the natural market prices. (Rear, hear.) Now, what can 
be the result on the other side, supposing a countervailing duty is 
imposed, equal in amount to the bounty given by foreign Govern
ments upon exportecl sugar? Why, the bounty will be taken off; 
for I belie-rn that the mere threat of the tax will be probably 
sufficient to deter foreign Governments from endeavouring to ruin 

British trade by keeping on, under such circumstances, the bounty. 
If then the bounties were taken off, the soil and the people of this 
country would be left to make the best they could of their own 
natural capabilities. (R ar, hear.) On the other hand, e-rnn sup
posing the bounties were still continued-which is very unlikely
the people of England would then be on an equal and fair level 
with those of the nations abroad, whilst the Government would 
put into its pockets the whole amount of the sugar bounties. 
(Cheers.) It is not in the interest of a particular trade only that I 
was anxious to speak here to-day, but it was in.the interests of fair 
commercial dealings between nation and nation; and I commend 
most earnestly to the acceptance of this meeting the resolution 

which has been reacl. (Loud cheers.) 
Mr. ARTHUR CoREN, Q.C., 1\I.P., who, on rising to addrnss the 

meeting, was receiv d with cheering, said : My Lord Mayor and 
gentlemen, I wish in the first place to explain to this meet
ing the position I here occupy. About a week ago some of my 
constituents-I dare say you know I have the honour to be one of 

the representatives of the people of Southwark-wrote to me re
questing me to come to this meeting. I may say, in passing, 
that it was quite unnecessary to remind me of this gathering, 
as I had already assured a deputation composed of some of the 
leaders of the working-classes, who waited upon me during 
my election, relatively to the question now be~ore us,-the 
deputation wished to know, 1ery naturally, what were my views 
upon the bounty question,-tbat I took a lively interest in the 
subject. (Cheers.) Therefore, even had I not been reminded of 
this meeting, I should not have forgotten it, and should have felt 
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bound in honour to be here. The result is as you see, I have kept 
my promise and here I am. (Cheers and laught r.) I am here to 
express briefly my own views upon this question, and in doing so, 
it may, perhaps, not be out of place to inform this meeting of the 

position I took up in answer to some questions which were put to 
me during my candidature, by the deputation already alluded to. 
I observed on that occasion that as the question had not yet 
received full discussion in the House of Commons I thought it was 
not the duty of any member of Parliament, or candidate seeking 
the suffrages of any constituency, to pledge himself to any 
particular measure with reference to the sugar bounties. But 
I added, at the same time, that I would freely state my 
views with regard to the question about which they had 
waited upon me. I said that I thought, so far as I could form 
any correct judgment on the case, that their views respecting 
it were right, and that those of their opponents were wrong. 
(Hear, hear.) Having said so much, you will perhaps allow me to 
state the main grounds on which my opinion was formed. (Hear.) 
Many persons now .speak in favour of free tmde, and are more or 
less conversant with its principles; and I am delighted to find that 
my political opponents have at last become fully aware of the truth 
of the principles of free trade. (Hear, hear.) But I must be per
mitted to adcl that I think there are many more people who speak 
in favour of free trade than there are who understand its true 
principles; and that those who are opposed to any action being 
taken in order to remedy what has proved to be, a grave, serious, 
and extensive injury to a whole trade, misapprehend the 
fundamental principle of free trade. (Loud cheers.) That is a 
statement I am prepared to prove. (Hear.) My proposition is, 
that those who think that Her Majesty's Government ought to take 
no action in the matter now immediately before us, because any 
such action would be inconsistent with the principles of free trade, 
gravely mistake those principles. (Hear.) I think this capable of 
proof. The great principle of free trade is this : that the products 
of every country should be allowed to be forwarded and exchanged, 
and bought and sold, without any artificial or State regulations. 
(Cheers.) It is said of protection-and I think, truly said-that 
it has one characteristic and essential vice, namely, that it favours 
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a particular class to the disadvantage and injury of the consumer. 
Now, some of our friends feel this difficulty with regard to the 
foreign sugar-bounty question. They say that after all the con
sumer gets his sugar cheaper by the means of these foreign bounties 
than he otherwi e would. Here is my an wer to that. Why, I 
would ask,-if it were true that these bounties are a benefit to the 
whole country,-how come it, I say, that every Government, 
whether Liberal, Radical, or Conservative, that we have bad 
for many years past, declare "the present system is extremely 
bad, and we will do our best to alter it, only we don't know 
how? " (Loud cheers and laughter.) No Liberal or Radical 
Government would venture to say, "we will favour a particular 
class or trade, although the general community will be injured by 
our so doing." You have, then, thi fact, that Liberals, Radicals 
and Tories deplore the existence of these subsidies granted by 
foreign States, because they do an injuq to the whole British com
munity, and yet do nothing to remove the evil, although the bounties 
might be rendered innocuous without, in my opinion, in the slightest 
degree interfering with the principle of free trade. (Cheers.) Un
doubtedly it doe conduce to the advantage of the whole community 
that the products of various countries should be allowed to exchange 
at what Adam Smith calls the natmal price. But it is not to the 

benefit of the .whole community that the consumer hould get an 
article at a lower co t than its natural market price. It is for the 
benefit of all that every artificial interference, whether for the 
purpose of raising or lowering the price of a commodity, should be 
removed. (Hear, hear.) But it is not true that any political 

economist-that is to say any political economist who understands 
his science-would uphold the doctrine, that it is advantageous to 
the whole community for the consumer to be allowed to purchase a 
product at a lower rate than its natural price. (A Voice: "What 
is the natural price ? ") I am glad this question has been asked, and 
in answer to it, I think I cannot do better than give the definition 
which is due to the great founder of modern political economy-Adam 

Smith. (Hear. hear.) He, in effect, holds the natural price to be that 
price at which every article would sell if home and foreign trade were 
not trammelled with artificial fetters. Or, in other words, the 
price at which they would sell if there were free and unrestricted 
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competition. The fundamental principle of free trade asserts that 

the wealth of countries will be best furthered by allowing the pro
ducts of different countries to be sold at their natural price, but it 
is not in the least inconsistent with that pr.inci plo to hold, that the 
community is not on the whole and in the long rnn benefited, by 
tho consumer being able to purchase an article of consumption at a 
iower price than its natural market price. Now this ie the case 
with sugar, in consequence of-the bounties given by France and 
other Governments to those who export the article, and therefore 
it seems to me that those who acknowledge the principle of free 
trade as a fundamental and well-establi hed principle may, never
theless, consistently support the present cause. (Cheers.) My 
learned friend, Mr. Ed ward Clarke, has however said, "now is the 
time for the Government to interfere." But I think that inas
much as the late Tory administration was in power for a period 
of six years, during which time a great portion of the sugar trade 
in this country has been nearly, if not entirely destroyed, the only 
excuse to be pleaded for the inactivity of Lord Beaconsfield and 
his colleagues is that they thought it unwise to take any steps 
for the purpose of mitigating the great and growing evil, until 
tho Committee had reported upon the question. Docs it not then 
follow, in all fairness, that tho pre ent administration cannot 
be expected to take any stops nntil the Committee. has been re
appointed and made its report? I cannot, therefore, admit 
either the fairness or the accuracy of tho statement that the 
present is the right moment for tho Government to do that imme
diately which the preceding administration thought proper and 
wise, during the period of six years, to abstain from doing. (H ear, 
and cries of "Oh.") I have already hewn how it appears to me 
that the justice of your cause can be supported by strong argument. 
(A voice: "Truth requires no argument.") With that observa
tion I do not agree . If all men were infinitely mse, truth would 
require no argument ; but in the pre ·ent state of the world, fools 
would have an enormou aclrnntago -over men who are wise and 
who are dilig nt in the acqui ition of knowledge, if truth did not 
require any argument. (Cheers.) In tho long nm and in the encl, 
no doubt, truth will pro-mil, but it rarely gain. the victory without 

a struggle, in which the best, the wisest, and mqst earnest men are 
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bound to take a part. (Renewed cheers.) Now let me revert 
to the immediate question at issue. It is said by some that as the 
countervailing duty is proposed to be equal to the amount given in 
the shape of bounties by the various foreign governments, there 

will be great trouble in ascertaining the proper duty to be levied, 
owing to the difficulty involved in :finding out the country from 
which the sugar ha come. Some persons go even so far as to say 
that it would be impo. ible to find out its origin. This objection 
was, however, removed by the m·veyor-General of Cu toms, who 
said that no great difficulty had been experienced-before protection 

was clone away with-in procuring certificates of origin Again, 
there has been raised a cry about the difficulties to be overcome 
with respect to the "favoured nation" clauses. On this point how
ever, I venture to say that no lawyer of much eminence will be 
found to declare that" favoured nation" clauses pr0clude our right 

to levy countervailing duties. Such objection a these are generally 
raised by the timid, but even supposing there were difficulties in 
the path which lea.is to right and justice, those difficulties should 
only mean thing to be O\ercome. (Cheers.) From what I have 
heard, I have every rea on to bcli \e that the re-appointment of the 
Committee asked for by that zealous, and earnest man, l\fr. Ritchie, 
will b granted. (Cheers.) And now, my Lord l\fayor and gentle

men, allow me to congratulate you, and all who ar her , that as 
the arguments which we have heard to-clay ha-ve been forcible and. 
convincing, there is gooU. reason to believe, and strong ground for 
hoping, that something may be done to relieve the evils w bich have 
weighed down, and to avert the di tress and calamity which threaten 
the very exi tcnco of an important trarle, and consequently tho in
terests and the prosperity of the vast body of men connected, 
directly or indirectly, with that important industry. (Loud cheers.) 

The resolution wa put to the meeting and unanimously adopted. 
CoLONEL Cow.rn (of Messr . Cowan & Sons, Sugar Refiners,)

My Lord Mayor and Gontl men, after li tcning to the theory and 

the right application of free trade, so ably explained by previous 
speaker , it would be waste of time on my part if I were to offer any 
remarks with reference to the scientific application of the principles 

· of free trade, as bearing on the question we have to answer. (Hear.) 

Before I proceed with the few remarks I ha'"e to offer, I wish in 
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the most emphatic manner to disclaim any sentiments of protection 
or reciprocity. (Cheers.) Our desire is to be merely given fair 
play. We do not in the least desire retaliation or protection. 
(Cheers.) You, gentlemen, have just affirmed in a most unmistak
able manner your adherence to the principle of free trade. I hope 
that whilst you support those principles you will also express your 
abhorence of a system of foreign protection which is being 

pursued to the detriment of this country. (Hear.) You will no 
doubt also clearly indicate, and that without hesitation, what in 
your opinion is the proper means for bringing about the abolition 
of this protectionist scheme to which I have alluded. (Cheers.) 
With your permission, my Lord Mayor and gentlemen, I will now 
read the resolution which has been entrusted to me to move. It is 
" That, in the opinion of this meeting, foreign protection in the 
form of export bounties denies to British producers free trade 
competition even on their own markets; injures the legitimate 
interests of British capital and labour, and restricts the development 
of the natural sources of production." It is difficult in the words 
of a resolution to convey all the evil wrought by a departure from 
the system which we are anxious this day to restore. (Hear.) 
During the past eighteen years I ha1e had great experience of the 
pernicious way in which the e foreign bounties have operated. 

Notwithstanding that, however, we did not come here to ask for 
help until we had exhausted all other means of endeavouring to 
cope with the evils complained of. (Hear, hear.) For the whole 
of the time I have stated the various members of my trade have 
been constantly complaining of the deleterous way in which 
foreign bounties have acted upon British trade. I am bound in 
fairnes , however, to state that the various Governments which 
have been in power during those years, whether liberal or 
conservative, have clone their best from time to time to redre s the 
grievances complained of, because they were fully aware of the 
great injury inflicted on tho country at large by their continuance. 
Our several Governments have remonstrated with the authorities 

of those countries who grant thes~ bounties, and they have also 
entered into diplomatic negotiations for the purpose of getting 
them reduced or taken off entirely. They have, as we know to 
our cost, not succeeded ; for the foreign bounties are to-day as 
rampant as ever. I think then · the time has arrived for us to 
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indicate in no uncertain manner to those now in power in this 
country, what is the desire of the people of England in the matter 
My own opinion and that of my colleagues is that the only means 
by which we can obtain redress for this great evil, from which our 
trade has been suffering " nigh unto death," is by the placing of 
a countervailing duty upon all sugar coming from abroad and 
the manufacture of which has been partially paid for in the shape 
of bounty. (Cheers.) A countervailing duty of 2s. per cwt., I 
have no hesitation in saying, would redress the wrong. When I 
appeal to this mixed meeting, consisting of legislators who have 
testified their interest in this matter, of merchants of the city of 
London, and a meeting largely composed of the working men of 
this country, (loud cheers,) and when I hear them encourage me 
by their affirmation of the principle advocated, I feel certain that 
our deliberations have been actuated by a wise policy and in a 
spirit of justice. (Renewed cheers.) There is one point I should 
like to mention, if I am not trespassing too much upon the time of 
the meeting. We have said that the natural sources of production 
have been diverted. You have heard what ha been said about 
our colonies, and on that point I have nothing to add to what has 
already been stated by Mr. Chambers. I have something, however, 
to offer to your consideration re pecting an industry which might 
now have been flourishing in a neighbouring country and in 
England, were it not that it was stifled in its birth by foreign 
protection. I mean the cultivation of beet root. We have now 
become accustomed to the use of beetroot sugar, and as it is a 
natural article and the nation is able to produce it, the nation 
should not by these foreign bounties be stifled and checked in its 
aspirations to produce this commodity. (Hear, hear.) In this 
period of agricultural distress this que tion is of the greatest 
importance, and now I should like ju t to say a worcl or two with 
reference to the special bearing of this question as regards Ireland. 
I think we can ask for Ireland what is fair for England, and that 
is justice (Cheers); and I know that I speak the sentiments of every 
right minded man when I say that in every measure of legislation 
affecting Ireland, side by side with full justice there should be an 
ample spirit of generosity. Now I ask you whether the existence 
of these bounties is consistent with tha~ sentiment which is so 
honourable to our nation. (Cries of no, and loud cheers.) We 
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have not alone been told by scientific men that sugar-beet can be 
most profitably cultivated in Ireland, but it has been demonstrated 
by actual experiment. Yet Ireland, distressed and full of woe, 
with this gift of nature, this inherent quality of riches, is 

condemned to poverty by the action of foreign protectionists. Does 
not such a state of things as that demand justice? (Cheers.) I 

believe soon there will be a better state of things, and I am 
encourgecl in that belief by the knowledge that those who have 
sought for justice have never sought for it here in vain. (Hear, 
hear.) I believe that in this Mansion House,-this dwelling-place 

of honour, this temple of fair play-there will, this day, be born 
that which will correct those evils which we are here to denounce 
with no unmistakable voice. (Cheers.) We ask you, my Lord 
Mayor, to use your great influence to help us in our appeal for 
justice. Gentlemen of the House of Commons, you have shown 
your interest in this matter, and I, on behalf of suffering industries, 
ask you to do your best to help us in the legislature. And last, 
but by no means least, you working men of England, who have been 
our follow-labourers in the great cause of reform, and fellow-suf
ferers by this terrible foreign curse, we appeal to you to use your 
best efforts, your great intelligence, and the utmost vigour of your 
manhood to obtain justice. (Loud cheers.) 

Mr. SAMUEL PETER·, (General Secretary of the Workmen's 
National Executive Committee for the Abolition of the Foreign 
Sugar Bounties,) who wa received with loud cheers, said : 
My Lord Mayor, gentlemen, and fellow-workmen, I have 
been deputed to explain to this important meeting the views 
of the workmen dependent for their livelihood upon the home 
and colonial sugar industries, upon the question which has 
brought us together this day. My Lord Mayor and gentle

men, what the workmen want is that the foreign bounties 
should be abolished, antl I think I am not far wrong when I say 
that they are determined that they shall be. (Cheers.) It is now 
eighteen years since negociations of various kinds have been going 
on between the representatives of this country and those abroad 
for the abolition of the foreign bounty system. They have come 
to nothing however. We have been put off by specious promises 
from time to time. We say then, that if these countries, after 
eighteen years of negociations, still refuse to take off their unfair 



,., 
:: 
', 

25 

and obnoxious bounties it is high time that we took them off for 
them, by the simple plan of putting on a countervailing duty. 
(Cheers.) (A voice : And raise the price of sugar to 6d. a lb.) No, 
it would not. It would not be the means of enhancing the price 

of sugar one farthing a lb. ; and, if it did rai!3e the price of sugar 
one-fourth of a penny per lb. it would at the same time be a whole 
penny cheaper to the consumers, on account of the bette1· 
sweetening properties of British sugar manufactured from cane. 
(Hear, hear.) Mr. Cobden, when speaking at Manchester on one 
occasion when free trade was being first agitated, said he did not 

care what the price of corn was so long as it was obtained at its 
natural price. The same argument holds good with respect to 

sugar, and no man with common sense or patriotic feeling would 
wi h to get the proceed of a manufactme in which his fellow
countrymen were competing with foreigners at a price lower than 
the natural one. (Hear.) If this country and her colonies had 

been given fair play, ugar would have been cheaper to-day than it 
is even with the aid of bountie gi.ven by foreign European States. 
(A voice: "Oh!") Pcrhap the gentleman who keeps interrupting 
is an agent for "Say's loaves "-(cheers and laughter,)-or is sent 
over here by the Austrian land owners. (Renew cl cheers and 
laughter.) Another thing I can tell that individual who said that 

i£ there was a count r ailin; clut ugar ' ould be 6cl. a lb., i that 
i£ we thought that wonld be the case we should not be anxious for 
such a duty being levied, becau e the consumption of sugar would 
then be comparatively small, ·and, as a natural consequence, there 
would not be so much work required for its production as there is 
at the present moment. (Hear, hear.) What is good for the 

foreigner is equally good for us, and the great opponents to the 
agitation, which has for its object the countervailing of foreign 
bounty-feel ugars, ar men who have never given any time to 
consider the question in its various phases. Moreover, half of the 
so called public men, when they ha~e given an opinion upon a 
question involving a principle of which they are ignorant, do not, 
even when they get wiser or are proved to be in enor, like to 

admit that they were wrong. So much the worse for them, and 
unfo1-tunately their obstinacy in refusing to be set right causes 

them still to continue our opponents. (Hear, hear.) I will just 

reatl a few lines from the Oxford Cobden Prize Essay of last year, 
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on the depression of trade. It says : " The trades of sugar growing 

"and sugar refining are being ruined in England, not only by 
"foreign duties but also by foreign bounties, which enable our 
" rivals to sell their sugar in England below the cost of production, 

"indemnifyinO' themselves at the expense of their own tax-payers. 
'· there is no doubt that in so doing they are making a present to 
''the English consumer; but it is a present of no great value to 
"him "-(hear, hear)-" whilst it is fatal to a thoroughly legiti
" mate British industry, and it is given at the expense of the 
"foreign tax-payers, as well as at the cost of much absolute waste. 

" With such a present we can afford to dispense ; "-(hear, hear)
"at any rate a succession of governments have shown this to be 
'' their opinion, by the frequent remonstrances they have addressed 
"to foreign governments on the subject. If we could impose on 
"foreign sugar a duty, exactly equivalent to the bounty it has 
''received abroad, we should simply annihilate the effects of the 

" bounty and restore a sort of virtual free trade." (Cheers.) "The 
''foreign governments would be making a present to the English 
"Government instead of to the English consumer. But, no doubt, 
"they would oon cease to confer a bounty which would do no 
"good· to any of their own subjects." (Loud cheers.) Even 
supposing that the consumer does benefit by the cheapness, 
artificially obtained by means of foreign bounties, I maintain that 
it is the bounden duty of the English nation not to benefit by it, 
for by so doing they are ruining thousands of their countrymen, 
and those who are helplessly dependent upon them. (Hear, hear.) 
Lord Derby said, not very long ago, that there could be no doubt 
but that if the foreigners once got the markets into their own 
hands the price of sugar would inevitably rise. And in that state
ment his lordship was perfectly correct. If these bounties still 
continue they will soon be masters of the situation; and, when 
they are, they will make the people of this country pay not only 
the cost of their bounties, but also a much larger price for their 
sugar than ever they did before. (Hear, hear.) The French, and 

the Belgians, and the Hollanders, are now struck by the Austrians, 
who have given a larger amount of bounty than either of the other 
three Governments. Such being the case, the struggle is now between 
a clique of Austrian landowners and the British workmen; and the 
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British workmen, because they have rig~t and justice on their side, 
will eventually win the day. (Loud cheers.) 

Mr. MITCHELL HENRY, M.P., in supporting the resolution, said: 
I felt myself called upon to attend this meeting to-day, and that 
for one particular reason-that rea on being that I represent a part 
of the United Kingdom with which your lordship and the generous 
citizens of London are painfully acquainted. I could not give 
utterance to the few sentences which I trust you will permit me 
to say on tho bounty question ithout fir t of all, and that from 
the bottom of a very full heart, tendering to your lordship and the 

citizens of this great city, the heartfelt thanks of the distressed 
people of Ireland, for the kindness, benevolence, ~nd generosity 
which you have shown them. (Cheers.) I myself am engaged 
both in mercantile and agricultural pursuitc;. I wish more espe
cially, though, to address myself to the agricultural part of this 
question, and in doing so I wish to take tho broadest possible view. 
It has been demon tratcd to us that if agriculture is to exist-I 
will not even say flouri h-in thi country, or in Irelan<l, or in 
Scotland, it must be only under perfectly free and unfetter d con
ditions. (Hear, hear.) The discoYcry, or rather the use, of exten
sive portion of territory, both in Canada and America, for the 
production of wheat ha rendered, in the future, the cultivation 

of the sum de cription of c r 1al in the o our o n i _lancl , a much 

less profitable agricultural undertaking than it ha hitherto been. 
Every one now ays that a n w source of agriculture must be dis
covered. Well, if that be true of England it is ten times more 
true with respect to that unfortunate country which I am here to 
represent. (Hoar, hear.) The Iri h people depend almost entirely 
upon the products of the soil for their very existence, for the 
number of manufactmes in Ireland arc infinitesimally small, and if 

I except the linen industry of the North I may say there are none 
extant. Roots of all kind can be grown in Ireland more profitably 
than in any part of the country. In the east, and especially in 
the neighbourhood of Kilkenny, the sugar beet can be raised in 
groat quantities, and of a quality containing a larger amount of 
saccharine matter than any produced on the continent. (Hear, 
hear.) That statement may be taken as absolutely correct, for 
what I have stated with regard to the sugar beet grown in Ireland 
ha been proved by analy is made by eminent agricultural chemi ts. 
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(Hear, hear.) It will ne--rnr do, however, for agriculturists or 
manufacturers to attempt to grow, or when grown to manufacture 
sugar beet into sugar so long as they are liable to be unfairly 
handicapped by bounties given by foreign countries. (A voice: 
Certainly not.) Under these present circumstances it is impossible 
that any rational man can enter into this industry as a matter of 

profit. (Hear.) With respect to free trade, I wish to say I am old 
enough to remember the commencement of the agitation for its 
adoption. I also have a knowledge of Lhe negociations relative to 
the French treaty. After that treaty was negociated, free- traders 
complained that Mr. Cobden had by it violated the principles of 
free trade. I think, however, that as people have become older 
they have become wiser in such matters. (Hear.) We all know 
that for the last five or six years there has been a great commercial 
depression,-from what precise cause I will not take it upon 
myself to say,-but I am one of those who think that although 
virtue may be its own reward, still those who practice it require 
bread and butter to eat. (Cheers and laughter.) It may be all 
very well to declare that the principles which we profess shall 
make their own way, but the proper way to cause our principles 
to make their own way is to have these principles based on justice 
and right. (Cheers.) We maintain expensive diplomatic systems, 
but they have been unable to accomplish anything worth having. 
Diplomacy involves us in a great deal of expense. The most 
successful diplomatist was a merchant who knew what he wanted 
and was willing to accept that which he could get. He was a 
man who acted upon the principle of common sense-a sense by 
the way which is the most uncommon of all. (Hear, hear, and 
laughter.) I believe now that if the question of the sugar bounties 
was taken up by the Government in a wise and determined spirit, 
that the French Government would yield. If a solution be found 
for this great question-and that it must be found is certain,
neither you, my Lord Mayor, nor the people of the United King

dom, nor of Ireland itself, will permit the state of famine and 
degradation in which the people of Ireland now are, to continue 
because the freedom of the cultivation of the soil in that country 
is not left unfettered. (Cheers.) 

The resolution was then unanimously adopted. 
Mr. N. Lmrnoox said: I presume, my Lord Mayor and gentle-
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men, that it is owing to the £act 0£ the position I hold, namely, that 
0£ the Deputy Chairman 0£ the West India Committee, and con
sequently identified with the West Indian colonies, that I have 

been asked to move the third resolution, which runs in the follow
ing terms :-" That as diplomatic negotiations and treaty engage
ments have, for eighteen years, failed in their object to restore free 
trade competition in British markets by obtaining the abolition 0£ 
foreign bounties on the exportation 0£ sugar, it is necessary, in the 
opinion 0£ this meeting, that this end should now be attained by 
the immediate enactment by Parliament 0£ such a duty on bounty
fed sugar as shall, while insuring the free admission of unsubsidized 
sugar from all parts of the world, countervail the bounty, and 
make the policy 0£ our long-continued negotiations efficacious." 
rrhe negotiations alluded to in the resolution commenced as long 
ago as 1862. In July of that year the Belgian Government called 
the attention of Her Majesty's Government to the system 0£ 
bounties on the exportation of sugar, and in December 0£ the same 
year, the French Government made a formal proposal to Her 
Maje ty's Government that a Conference should be held with the 
view to an international agreement on the sugar question. The 
proposal was accepted. Conferences took place in Paris and 
London in 1863 and 1864, and finally, on 8th November, 1864, a 
Convention betw en France, B "lgiuni, Holland, and England wa 
signed, its object being to regulate the amount of drawback given, 
so that it should represent the amount of duty ·paid on the raw 
material only, without giving any benefit to the manufacturer by 
way of bolmty. It is important to point out that this Convention 
distinctly recognised the principle of countervailing duties. 
Article XIX. of the Convention, which wa drawn up in French, 
says, " Dans le cas ou des primes seraient accordes dans les dits 
pays a l'exportation des sucres raffines, les Hautes Parties Con
tractantcs pourront s'entendre sur les surtaxes a etablir a l'importa
tion des sucres raffines des <lites provenances ; " and as this 
Convention was approved by the British Parliament 0£ that day, 
Parliament as well as the British Government must be taken as 
having, in the case of sugar, admitted the principle of countervail
ing duties in cases where bounties on exportation are granted. By 
a declaration made on 20th November, 1866, it was agreed that 
the Convention should come into operation on the 1st May, 1867, 
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and., as regards England, was carried into effect by an Act of 
Parliament passed on 6th April of that year, and in Belgium and 

Holland by laws enacted about the same time. Unfortunately, the 
example of these countries was not followed by France, who, under 

one pretext or another, continually evaded her obligations; and, in 
fact, during the whole of the ten years for which the Convention 
was in force, this evasion by France was continued, notwithstand
ing the most vigorous remonstrances and representations on the 
part of Her Majesty's Government. Not only, howe-rnr, were the 
export bounties granted on refined sugars by France not removed 

under a Convention propo ed by her elf especially with that object, 
but they were positively largely increased, when, in 1871 and 
1872, the sugar duties in that country were doubled. In view of 
the approaching termination of this Convention, a Conference was 
held at Paris in 1873, which, however, ended in no agreement being 
come to. Another Conference wa proposed to be held at Brussels 

in February, 1874; but this Conference Her Mujesty's Govern
ment declined to attend. At that time a mixed Commission, 
appointed under the commercial treaty between England and 
France, was sitting in London, and a deputation from the British 
sugar refiners fully set forth before it tho points bearing on the 
non-fulfilment by France of the stipulations of the Convention of 
1864, and M. Ozenne, tho French Commissioner, engag·ed to give 
them hi attention on his return to France. Tho question was 
again taken up at the meetings of the mixed Commission held at 
Paris in April and July, 1874. Again a Conference was held at 
Brussels in May, 1875, and the re ult was another Com·ontion 
between the four Powers-England, France, Holland, and Belgium. 
Before the expiry of the time granted for the ratification of this 
Convention, however, Holland raised objections, an.cl proposed a 
new Conference. This was agreed to and a fresh Conference was 
held at Pari. in July and August, 1876. But at this time a new 
phase of the question had appeared, viz., that Austria was now 
granting large bounties. The delegates, therefore, suspended their 
sittings to suggest the participation of other Powers, particularly 
Austria, Germany, and Italy. Those three Powers, however, 
declined to join in the negotiations. The Conference again met in 
February and March, 1877, and agreed again upon a Convention; 
and in this Convention also, it is important to notice, occurred the 
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following stipulation : that " if one of the contracting Powers was 
compromised by bounties, direct or indirect, granted by other 
countries on raw or refined sugar, a new understanding might be 
promoted, in order to consider, in concert, as to the measures of 

defence which might be taken." Pending the ratification of this 
Convention, a change of mini try took place in Holland, and 
resulted in Holland refusing to ratify the Convention. This was in 
July, 1878. I have so far drawn attention especially to the Con
ventions and Conferences which were from time to time being held; 
but an active correspondence between Her Majesty's Government 
and one or other of the European Powers had boon going on almost 

incessantly during the past eighteen years; the object of which 
has been solely to secure the removal of export bounties. Con
ventions, Conferences, and correspondence have, however, all 
proved fruitless, and have demonstrated the irnpolicy of expecting 
other Governments to do for u that which we all along have had it 
in our power to do for ourselves, viz., to keep export bounties off 
British markets. A few words now on tho subject of these 
bounties: it was recently asserted in one of tho newspapers, that 
the amount of these bounties had never been ascertained; this is 
not the case; the Committee of the House of Commons which sat 
last year, and which was so ably presided over by Mr. Ritchie, took 

com.pl te evidence on this point, and the amount of the different 
bounties, as testified to before that Committee, has in no way been 
impugned. The effect of the bounties may be briefly described. 
They have naturally stimulated enormously the production of 
sugar in those countries where they are granted, since they have 
enabled producers who receive them to make large fortunes, whilst 
selling their produce below the cost of production. Producers of 
cane sugars, however, who have received no such artificial aid, have 
been forced to sell their sugar in competition with this State-aided 
product. In these circumstances, it is not surprising to find that 
whilst the beet crop, which has been so heavily subsidized, has 
increased during the last ten years by 100 per cent., the unsubsidized 

cane sugar production of the world, taken as a whole, has rnmained 
stationary during the same period. The magnitude of the interests 
involved will hardly perhaps be appreciated by those not conversant 
with the subject. There are some theorists who say, "Well, if 
sugar manufacture does not pay, employ your capital in something 
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else;" unfortunately that cannot be done; vacuum pans will not 
spin cotton, and the capital invested in the sugar industry, if that 
industry ceases to be profitable, is practically lost, and I need 
hardly say that the capital invested in the British sugar industry 

is very large ; probably in the We t Indies, Natal, and Mauritius, 
it does not amount to less than £20,000,000. But the loss of this 
capital is not by any means all that is involved in the destruction 
of the British sugar industry. A.t present, Mauritius, Natal, and 
the West Indies produce about 350,000 tons of sugar, which 
involves an expenditure in British labour of not less than 

£7,000,000 sterling annually. (Cheers.) A.gain, we are now 

importing from Europe 300,000 tons of sugar annually, which, but 
for bounties, would probably in great part be produced in British 
colonies, and which represents a further sum of £6,000,000 spent 
annually in foreign labour, a large proportion of which would be 
expended in British labour, if free trade in sugar were restored on 
British markets. Moreover, ii this were done, it seems more than 
probable that sugar could be profitably grown in England, but 
whilst so serious an element of insecurity exists, he would be rash 
indeed who would embark capital for such a purpose. I think I 
may say that the evidence taken by the Committee of the House of 
Commons last year has conclusively proved the existence and the 
amount of the bounties. There ha so far been no difference of 
opinion expressed as to the desirability of their removal. Liberal 
and Conservative Governments have vied with each other in their 
efforts to procure their removal, and the only question now which 
apparently exists is, as to the manner in which this shall be 
brought about. A. loud cry ha been raised as to the interests of 
the consumer, but ii the removal of these bounties is an injury to 
the consumer, which I deny, then the object of eighteen years of 
negotiations, Conferences, and Conventions, has been the injury of 
the consumer, for it is self-evident that whether these bounties are 
removed by negotiation or by countervailing duties, the result to 
the consumer is identically the same. This is indeed so undeniable 
that it is surprising that it appears to have entirely escaped the 
obserrntion of those who oppose counterrniling du tie ; indeed, it is 
not too much to say that countervailing duties are a preferable 
means of obtaining the end desired, since if any sugar could come 
with a bounty, under a system of free trade, the bounty would be 
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secured to the revenue. Now I aw it argued in an influ~ntial 

paper, not long ago, that if we put on duties, foreign Governments 

might increase their bounties, :md so on ad infinitum. Well, in the 

first place, though foreign Governments are liberal in the way of 

bounties, there is a limit even to their liberality; but if it became 

a question of competition as to who should get soonest tired, we of 
receiving revenue from foreign Governments, or foreign Govern
ments of paying it to us, I should myself feel no doubt of the 

issue. But it is eTident that, once the raison d'etre of these 
bounties was removed, the bounties them elves would disappear. I 

said just now that the remornl of these bounties whether by 
countervailing duty or by negotiation (for the effect would be the 
same) would be no injury to the consumer, and I say so for this 

reason. The result of these bounties is to make us dependent for 
our sugar supply upon an artificially created source. Hitherto we 

only rely for about one-third of our consumption upon this source, 
and yet a diminution in the yield of the beet crop of 1876-77 sent 
prices of sugar up l d. per lb. It is evident that the more largely 
we are dependent upon this one source, the more liable we arc to 
famine prices whenever the crop is deficient, particularly as the 

beet crop is all grown in a limited area, as compared with cane 
sugar, which is grown all over tho tropical 'rorld. Then again, 

we haven? security whatever that the c b untie ~ ill Le continued, 
and I cannot too strongly impress upon you the fact, that if 
bounties are ever acquiesced in by this country, no free coi:ipeti
tion is likely again to be renewed. No man will knowingly play 
against loaded dice; and the knowledge that bounties can be 
effectually used against him would be sufficient to prevent any 

sane man from embarking in what would result in inevitable loss. 

(Hear, hear.) .But the evil does not stop there. The consumer will 

have no security that once the bounties have achieved their object of 
stifling competition, foreign Governments may not strike out a new 
line, and put export duties instead of bounties on their sugar. 

Timeo Danaos et dona ferentes may well be said of these foreign 

Governments. There is only one other argument I wish to refer 

to, an<l that is-this : it has been said, if Parliament l'Ccognise the 

rights of British subjects to free trade on British markets, they 
will be equally bound to recognise the rights of British subjects to 

free trade in foreign markets. This is indeed a strange theory; 
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that, _because we cannot obtain justice abroad, we must put up 
with injustice at home. So far as I am aware, there is no case 
analogous to that of sugar. (Hear, hear.) Should any such case 
arise, the same arguments as are applicable to sugar would of 

course equally apply, and it ought to be always borne in mind that 
export bounties may be giren on other articles besides sugar, and 
that if the principle of allowing them to influence British markets 
be admitted, an element of insecurity is introduced of which it is 
impossible to sec the end. There are some who do not shrink from 
saying that we are asking for protection. What protection can 
there be when the whole world is placed on an equal footing? If 
we were asking for some special privilege for the West Indies, 
such a charge might possibly fairly be made; but what we ask for 
the West Indies, we ask equally for the whole worlcl-for Cuba, 
Peru, Guadaloupe, Manilla, Java, and British India. What we 
ask, we ask in the interest of free trade. We ask that the compe
tition of the whole world shall not be stifled by the European 
bounties-that English markets shall be freely open to the whole 
world, and not be monopoli <!d by produce the outcome of a system 
at once unjust and injurious to all concerned. I will not believe 
that for the sake of temporarily obtaining one ?omrnodity below its 
cost price this country will tolerate or acquiesce in the infraction 
of principles upon which depend tho security and vitality of our 
industries and the permanent interests of consumer:;. (Loud cheers.) 

Mr. THOMAS M. KELLY (Assistant Secretary of the Workmen's 
National Executive Committee for the Abolition of the Foreign 
Sugar Bounties) said : ~y Lord Mayor, gentlemen, and fellow
workmen, the people of this country who have been appealed to 
at public meetings over and over again have either actively sup
ported the movement for the abolition of foreign sugar bounties or 
tacitly acquiesced in our propo itions. The public say, "We 
shall not be in any way injured by the putting on of a counter
-vailing duty, whilst at the same time the industry which provides 
employment for thousands of men and their families will be pre

served." That, after all, is the common-sense and patriotic ~iew 
of the question. (Hear, hear.) The gentlemen who oppose us in 
our movement to obtain justice and fair play do not carry on their 
opposition honestly or fairly. It is not only individuals whom I 
have to complain of in that respect, but a great leader, or rather 
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misleader, of public opm1on. I mean the Tt'mes newspaper. 
(Hear, hear.) That journal has endeavoured to crush the came 
we know is right and haYe at heart. It says that our object is not 
merely to put on a duty for revenue purposes. Well, if the organ 
which seems only able to grind out one tune upon only one side of 
the question, and that not in tune with truth, means that. the 
duty being placed on would have the effect of rendering nugatory 

the evil of the foreign sugar bounties, then it is right-we do not 
care about the duty merely being put on for the purpose of enrich
ing the Government. But, on the other hand, we most emphatically 

tlisclaim any desire to participate in tho profits of that tariff beyond 
that which we would obtain by their reviving what Mr. Gladstone 
has justly called a legitimate British industry. (Cheers). We do 
not in any way want protection or reciprocity. Our desire is 
simply that we should be allowed to compete on an equality with 
foreign countries on British markets. (Hear, hear.) It has been 

said by some that if we have a countervailing duty it will be the 
means of raising the price of sugar. If that is the case, all I can 
say is that Lord Boaconsficld's and Mr. Gla<lstone's Govemments 

ha>e been endearnuring to do so, because they have expressed 
their desire to get i~id of foreign bounties, and the only way in 
which their wish can be fulfilled is by countervailing all bounty
fod foreign sugar·. (Cheer . ) The fact i there are a great 
number of per ons who talk about free trade, but who do not know 
the A, B, C, of tho principles involved in it. They seem to have 
got off a lot of stereotyped phra es, with tho real meaning of 
which they are entirely unacquainted, but which, with that 
con:ficlcnco to which ignorance leads, they fire off on every possible 
occas10n. (Hear, hear ) Whether foreign bounties were got rid 
of by negotiations, which I may remark is not very likely, or by 
a l:Ountervailing duty, which is yery much more .likely, the public 
would be just in the same condition. It would not make the 
slightest difference to therri. Richard Cobden deplored the amount 
of economic ignorance which prevailed in his clay. He would, 
I imagine, not be inclined to alter his opinion with respect to the 

enlightenment of our own time i£ he were in the flesh and could 
but see some of the comments in the city article of the 1'imes on 
the sugar bounty question. (Hear, hear.) The Ti'mes and some 

other paper pretend to defend the intereEts of the wo1·king claases; 
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in reality, however, they injure them, for in nine cases out of ten 
they do not understand the trade questions which are at issue. 
It is well, however, for the working classes 0£ this empire that they have 
sufficient political sagacity and power to de£encl their own interests. 

This is not merely a Whitechapel question, as tho paper emanating 
from Printing House Square sneeringly remarks; it does not 
alone affect one trade or one locality, but the whole nation. The 
great trade councils and associations of this country, we ought to 
remember, have memorialized the Government to put on a counter
vailing duty. Auel it is only reasonable to suppose that the 
secretaries and other officers of those associations understand the 
wishes of their constituents and have the interests of the people 
they represent at heart. (Cheers.) The working classes of this 
country are now all free traders, but they do not understand the 
beautiful principles 0£ free trade being observed by one country 
and not by another. (Hoar, hear.) If foreign bounties are 
permitted to ruin the sugar trade 0£ this country and her colonies, 
what guarantee have we that the Governments abroad will not 
immediately bring tho same tactics to bear, which have proved 
so successful for the destruction 0£ one British industry, upon 
another of our manufactures. Whilst they are in vogue, there is 
no security for the cotton trade of Manchester or the woollen 

manufacture of York hire. Some persons imagine that it is fine 
fun getting articles below their natural cost 0£ production. If 
they only live long enough, and the foreign sugar bounties are 
not abolished, they will sec that it is not such a good joke for the 
consumer a£ter all, unlo s they can discern any amusement in 
paying monopolist prices. (Cheer .) That will not be all; for 

men willing and anxious to work will be walking about unable to 
gain employment, or will become chargeable upon the rates. The 
principle of free trade bas been attacked by foreign nations, and it 
is high time that our own Government did something to defeat this 
insidious foreign aggression. We invite competition-we are not 
afraid of it-from all parts of the world, knowing that our skill 
and industry, if only permitted fair play, will prove more than a 
match for any competition which we are likely to experience. 
(Loud cheers.) 

The resolution was adopted nem. con. 

Mr. ALFRED HENRIQUES, in moving the fourth resolution, said: 
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It is not my intention to go into thiR political discussion at any 
length, but I should like to bring before your notice some ques
tions which I consider are of interest. (Hear.) It is a remark fre
quently made that political economy is less understood on the 

co:atinent than in this country, and I think perhaps, that is so. 
We, I think, in England, understand more of the principles of 
political economy than the people of any other nation. We have 
attempted for the last eighteen years, by negotiation, and by 

almost every other means, to obtain a repeal of these bounties, but 
all our efforts in that direction have failed. To carry out our ob

ject it now only remains for us to devise some plan by which we can 
counteract the pernicious influence of the foreign sugar bounties. 
Such a plan I think can be found by adopting a countervailing 
duty. (Hear, hear.) The adoption of such a duty would in no way 
be contrary to the doctrines of free trade, but we will not let our 
love of free trade interfere with our interests. (Hear.) We must 
educate the continental nations up to our level, in this question of 
political economy. There is another point to which I should like 
to refer before I sit down. I would yiolcl to no one in my desire 
to relieve the condition of our fellow-subject in the sister isle, but 
when we con ider that tho interests of the West Indies are at 
stake through tho operation of the sugar bounties, it would not be 
right to divert the object of this meeting from considering the 
sugar question to taking into consideration the condition of Ire-
1and. To keep the sugar trade in our colonies I have always been 
led to believe is one of the great glories of this country. (Hear, 
hear.) We can obtain from our colonies in the We t Indies better 
sugar than from any other part of the world. The principle of 

adopting beet root sugar for the whole globe, instead of cane sugar, 
would be something like working up old goods in the form of 
shoddy for clothes, instead of using the best wool. (Hear.) I have 
now simply to move the fourth resolution, which is to give effect 
to the discussion which has taken place hero to-day. It runs as 
follows:-" That the Right Hon. the Lord Mayor, be requested to 
sign a copy of the foregoing resolutions, and forward the same to 
the First Lord of the Treasury." 

Mr. GEORGE M..i.RTINEA.U (Secretary of the British Sugar Refiners' 
.Association), who, upon rising to second the resolution, was re
ceived with considerable cheering, said: I cannot help thinking 
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that the question which has brought us here to day has been 
thoroughly exhausted. (Hear.) I shall not trouble you, upon this 
occasion, therefore, with any lengthened remarks of my own. Little 
more could be said on the occasion than has been urged by pre
vious speakers, especially by the hon member for Southwark and 
the gentleman who immediately preceded him. (Hear, hear.) I 
will only add one fact. The honourable member for Southwark 
has said that both the Liberal and Con!".errntive Government of 
this country have tried to get rid of these bounties. To that I 
wish to make au addition. When Mr. Gladstone introduced to the 
House of Commons the Convention of 1864, he said that that Con
vention was entered into with the view of establishing " perfect 
freedom of trade," and he added that Her Majesty's Government 
regard0d the arrangement as beneficial alike to the producer and 
the consumer. Those were Mr. Gladstone's words, and they en
tirely get rid of the difficulty wit1. regard to the consumer. I beg 
to second the adoption of this resolution. (Cheers.) 

Mr. D. MAcl VER, M.P. : I think that · the fir t difficulty that 
you have to get over i to obtain the serious attention of the House 
of Uommons to this matter. Ruch a magnificent meeting as this 
has most certainly, I make bold to say, a sured you the reappoint
ment of the Committee which Mr. Ritchie will a k for on Tuesday 
next, to continue inquirie into the operation of the bounty . ys
tem. If it were not for such a meeting as I now see before me, 
your case would have stood but a poor chance of having any atten
tion paid to it this session. (Oh ! ) You have still a great work 
before you. You must write to members in the House and get 
them to make such eloquent speeches in favour of your agitation as 
we bave heard here to-day. I do not think this question ought to 
be treated as a question between Liberals and Conservatives. (A. 
voice: "It is not.") Diffi rent people have different ideas as to 
what free trade mean ·. On this question we can all be agreed. 
(Hear.) ·we must keep before the House the fact that this great 
industry, which ought to give a large amount of employment in 
our midst, is seriously crippled, in so far as the loaf-sugar portion 
of the industry is concerned, owing to the operation of foreign 
bounties. I want you to point out to your friends that, whilst the 
benefits arising to the consumer on account of this artificial 
cheapness are small, the injury inflicted on the producer is im-

.,, 
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mense. The consumer does not feel the small advantage in price 
gained by foreign bounties not being countervailed, but the pro
ducer is ruined by it. (Cheers.) 

Mr. LIGGINS, who described himself as a WeE.t India planter, 
said: I want to state. a phase of this question which has not been 
touched upon by any previous speaker. I am not going to say 
anything about protection or free trade. If we receive sugar from 
our magnificent colonies in the W e t Indies, we must remember 
that it is brought to this country in English ship , manned by 
English sailors,-men who will stand by us in our hour of need, 

and be ready and willing- to defend the honour and interests of this 
our country. Navigating vessels from tho West Indies is a fine 
training for sailors, bnt woe to the day when England has to 
depend on men whose only training has been coming across the 
channel from Boulogne in a steamer. ( Hear, and laughter. ) That 
is a question for us all to answer. The "\Yest India sugar trade is 

doing all it can to develop~ itself, but it is impos ible for it to 
compete in English murkcts with foreign bounty-fed beetroot 
sugar. I as a West Indian, and ruined as I am by the c bounties, 
tell you that the sugar trade in the West Indies will clc-rnlope, but 
it will do so by going to that great Republic on the oth r side of 
the Atlantic. Tho. c are the points which I wi hed to lay before 

you, and which have not been touched upon by any pre•ious 
speaker. 

The resolution was then put to the meeting and adopted. 
Mr. DAVID PowELL, Junr. , (Chairman of the Eat and West 

India Dock Company,) moved a re olution thanking the Lord 
Mayor for his greut kindness in granting the use of the Egyptian 

Hall to hold the meeting in, and also for tho interest he manifested 
in the proceedings by taking the chair. The speaker, who was 
cortlially received, said : Thi meeting ha been a great and 

wonderful success. It is a purely representative meeting, as all 
classes and different industries arc represented, and, so far as r am 
able to judge from the various sounds which came from the 

different part of the Hall, I shonl<l. say that all political parties 
have had their intcre ts repre entecl here to-day. (Hear, hear.) I 
think it should go forth that it i ' the general feeling of the whole 
of the city of London that a countervailing dllty should be put on, 
and that the Government Rhouirl lo e no time in doing so. (Loud 
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cheers.) If this meeting had been held in a corner, or thinly 
attended, I do not think we should ha-ve effected much. As it is, 
however, I am of opinion that we have done a great deal towards 
removing the evils we all complain of. (Cheers.) The Lord 
Mayor, with his proverbial kindness, has given you the use of this 
Hall. (Cheers.) .A. Hall in which many of the most important 
questions have been ventilated ;-(Hear, hear. )-and he has also 
done us · the honour of pre iding over our deliberations. I, 
therefore, beg to tender him. on behalf of this meeting our best 
thanks. (Loud and prolonged cheers.) 

Sir T. EDWARDs-Moss, Bart., Deputy-Chairman of the West 
India Association of Liverpool, seconded the resolution. He said : 
Seldom have I seen such interests at stake, or a more magnificent 
meeting to uphold them. (Hear, hear.) We have heard with deep 
sympathy of the distress which is now prevailing amongst those 
operatives who have hitherto devoted themselves to the refining of 
sugar. We must not, however, look upon a speedy settlement of 
the question in despair, for I have seen as great difficulties over
come by united action as we have now to contend against. (Hear.) 
I can assme you that the inhabitants of these glorious colonies, 
which were once the pride of England, are in a very sad condition, 
owing to their trade being taken from them by unfair competition. 

What they want and what we want is merely £air play-not pro
tection. (Hear, bear.) If they do not obtain that, they may 
emigrate to other parts of the world, and it will be a nice thing 
for any Government to have it said of them that they allowed the 
people of England to starve or emigrate when they could have 
easily prevented it. 

Tho motion was then adopted amidst loud applause, which was 
repeated on the Lord Mayor rising to acknowledge the compliment. 

Hrs LORDSHIP said: I am much obliged for the kind manner in 
which you have received the resolution just submitt'3d to you. I 
am at all times willing to assist my fellow citizens and the public 
at large in any question generally interesting, by granting them 
the means of discussion. (Loud cheers.) 
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 

THE steadfast and reiterated refusal of the House of 
Commons to permit an elected Member to go through 
the form of an oath, the sacred obligation of which he has 
openly and boastingly denied, renders it probable that 
another attempt will be made to enact that a common 
affirmation or simple promise, declaratory of allegiance 
to the Soverejgn, be held equivalent to an oath for the 
purpose of admission to the Legislature. The following 
observations, protesting against such alteration of the 
law, wilJ, it is hoped, be found seasonable, and not without 
weight, at the present important crisis of our Constitu
tion. 
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A LETTER 

TO THE PEOPLE OF THE UNITED KINGDOM 

ON THE PROPOSED .ALTERATION OF THE 

P .ARLI.AMENT.ARY O.ATH. 

"High stands his city, who interweaves the laws of his native land with 
the oath that binrls the gods to justice."-SOPHOCLES' .Antigone, 
v. 369-370. 

My FELLOW COUNTRYMEN, 

You are doubtless aware that a proposal is about 
to be made in Parliament with the sole and distinct object 
of admitting an avowed Atheist, one who acknowledges no 
i·esponsibility to a Supreme Being, to a eat in the Legis
lature of our country; not, perhaps, by the direct and 
declaratory abolition of the Parliamentary oath, but by a 
measure which will do away with the necessity and 
obligation of taking it, and render a simple affirmation, 
not ba ed on the religious conscience of an individual, 
but resting only on what he may call his sense of moral 
right and wrong, equivalent to an appeal to God, either 
expressed or in silence, as a test of truth. 

I venture to submit to you the following observations, 
in order to show that the whole groundwork of our social 
and legal system will be undermined if such a proposal 
is carried into effect; and that, at all events before so 
great an innovation is made in the Constitutional fabric, 
you, the people of the United Kingdom, ought to be con
sulted, and your approval of it signified by your votes, 
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given at an election of your representatives in the House 
of Commons. 

From the first day when Britain became a nation, you 
have willed that this Realm and its form of government, 
subject as that government may have been since to internal 
modifications, should have Religion as a material part and 
essence of its State Polity and as its very foundation. 
Religious observances have, by your universal consent and 
agreement, Leen made inherent and coherent with the 
political structure, while by that union it has been very 
greatly consolidated and strengthened. 

Accordingly, of the laws under which you have agreed 
and bound yourselves by a social compact to live, almost 
every one contains a recognition of the Supreme Being, to 
whom you acknowledge yourselves responsible. You have 
established a National Church, and elevated its ministers 
to places of the highest i·ank and dignity. You have 
endowed their offices in a manner worthy of a rich and 
powerful kingdom. You have made your Sovereign 
Supreme Head of the Church, and next to her have given 
precedence to one of the .Archbishops. He it is who 
officiates at the royal coronation in that most ancient 
and venerable pile, coeval with the :first ceremony of 
enthronement of our monarchs. He it is who administers 
the sacred and solemn oath, sworn upon the Holy Scrip
tures, to each one of them at the inauguration and com
mencement of his reign, that he will study to preserve the 
people committed to his charge in wealth, peace, and 
godliness. 

If we pass from the regal to the judicial office, we find 
that the recognition of the Deity as our rule of action, sets 
in motion, animates, and hallows the whole of our juris
prudence. Our judges are sworn to execute justice im
partially between man and man; the jury to well and 
truly try the prisoners whom they have in charge; and 
the witnesses to speak the truth in the delivery of their 
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testimony. Even the prisoner arraigned on any offence 
says he will be tried by God and his country. The oath 
taken in some of these cases may have been exchanged for 
an affirmation, from a scrupulous desire to meet the objec
tions of those who are unwilling, on religious grounds, 
expressly to utter the name of the Deity, but their 
affirmations are not less made under a sense of the 
Divine Presence. Every statute which becomes law by 
the joint assent of the three estates of the realm, acknow~ 
ledges itself in its preamble .to be made by the advice and 
authority of the Lords Spiritual as well as Temporal, and 
the former in its language take precedence of the latter. 
The proceedings of your Parliament commence each day, 
in either House of Legislature, with a set form of solemn 
prayer, in which the Supreme Ruler of the Universe, the 
King of Kings and Lord of Lords, is prayed to bless the 
councils of the nation, and give a wise and understanding 
heart to its counsellors. That beautiful Common Prayer, 
which is heard every Sunday in our churches, invokes also 
the Divine blessing upon the Sovereign, her Parliament, 
and her people. Even the current coin of the realm, which 
passes daily from hand to hand, certifies to us and reminds 
us, by its image and superscription, that our Queen reigns 
over us by the grace of God, and is the defender of our 
faith. The royal motto, too, is notable in its significance, 
"Dieu et mon droit" (God and my right). 

Our military and naval, no less than our civil establish
ment", have religious rites and ceremonies inseparable 
from them. Chaplains are specially appointed by the 
State for the solemnisation of public worship, as well as 
for attendance upon the sick and wounded, in both 
branches of the service. The presentation to our regi
ments of their colours, so many of them destined after
wards to be inscribed with the records of heroic deeds 
and of victories won by their defenders, is invariably 
accompanied by a religious ceremony, performed often in 
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the presence of the Sovereign, by the dignitaries of her 
Church. The bareheaded seaman too on the deck of 
his ship, amidst the raging of the storm, joins in public 
prayer to that Supreme Being to whom he looks for safety 
from danger, and whose wonders he sees everywhere 
around him in the deep. 

But, independently of your own act in having interwoven 
religion with every department of the State, and made 
it a vital element of your laws, the recognition of the 
power and providence of the Deity underlies your whole 
social and everyday life. For, although the weakness of 
man's nature renders him often forgetful of the Divine 
authority, yet a sense of superintending, protecting, and 
controlling influence from above clings fast to our hearts 
and will not be let go. It is the balm of our sickness and 
suffering, the support of our adversity, and the solace of 
our old age and death. 

But if any man deliberately places himself outside the 
pale of a system so organised, and rejects its leading and 
self-appointed obligations, he has no claim to a participa
tion in its rights and privileges, and is, in the language of 
Edmund Burke, an outcast from the society with which 
he lives at open variance. 

Returning, however, to the share which you have given 
to religion in your State policy, let me draw your atten
tion for a few moments to a noble epoch in the annals of 
your country. 

When t.he barons of England obtained from their king 
the great charter of their liberties, your ancestors, highly 
valuing as they did their freedom and in the full pride of 
their achievement, acknowledged with humility that it 
was to God they dedicated their rights, and to God's laws 
they affirmed their full obedience. Magna Charta was 
granted by King John, but the first embodiment of it in 
writing that we have dates from the ninth year of the 
reign of Henry III. (A..D. 1224) :-
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"Henry by the Grace of God, King of England, Lord of 
Ireland, &c., To all Archbishops, Bishops, Abbots, Priors, 
Earls, Barons, and to all his faithful subjects, Know ye that 
we unto the Honour of Almighty God, and for the Salvation 
of our Soul, to the advancement of Holy Church, and 
amendment of our Realm, have given and granted to the 
Archbishops, Bishops, and to all of our Realm, these 
Liberties underwritten, to be kept in our Realm of 
England for evermore." rrhen follows the written declara
tion, glorious and ever memorable, of your rights and 
privileges. 

A confirmation of this statute was decreed in the 14th 
and 15th (A.D.1340-1341), and again in the 37th and 38th 
(A.D. 1364-1365) years of Edward III. and more fully again 
in the first year of Richard II. (A.D. 1377), when the· 
language of the statute is as follows :-

"Know ye, that to the Honour of God, and reverence 
of Holy Church, Holy Church shall have and enjoy all 
her rights, liberties, and franchises, wholly and without 
blemish, and that the Great Charter and Charter of the 
Forest shall be observed and firmly kept at all points." 

In all subsequent reigns we find the recognition of the 
power and providence of God as the head and front of the 
statutes, until in the first year of William and Mary, A.D. 
1689, in the Declaration of Right drawn up by LOl'd 
Somers, and enacted by Parliament, " Their Majesties were 
pleased, with concurrence of the Lords Spiritual and 
Temporal and Commons, to make effectual provision for 
the Religion, Laws and Liberties of this Kingdom, so 
that the same for the future might not be in danger of 
being subverted." 

I have, perhaps, at too great length drawn your atten
tion to this religious element, giving breath and life and 
health to our Constitution, as some would have you believe 
that to exclude a professed and avowed Atheist from the 
House of Commons, is subversive of your rights and 

B 3 
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liberties. I hope presently to show to you, that any 
person openly denying the authority of the Holy Scrip
tures, and teaching men so, brings himself within the pale 
of the law, and ought, so far from being permitted to 
legislate for his fellow-citizens, to have his own personal 
liberty curtailed, and thus to be prevented from disseminat
ing the pernicious poi on of his evil doctrines. Before, 
however, doing so, I will briefiy advert to those Acts of 
Parliament, under which any member, before he is able 
to sit in debate or vote, is called upon to take the oath 
or make the affirmation of allegiance to his Sovereign. 

Both have been very much altered and abridged since 
the passing of the Roman Catholic Relief Bill and the 
admission of Jews to Parliament; and at last in 1866 by 
the 29 Viet. c. 19, the form of the oath to be taken by 
members of both Houses of Parliament on taking their 
seats was enacted as follows :-

,.I (A.B.) do swear that I will be faithful and bear 
true allegiance to Her Majesty Queen Victoria, and I do 
faithfully promise to maintain und support the succession 
to the Crown, as the same stands limited by virtue of the 
Act passed in the reign of William III., entitled ' An Act 
for the further limitation of the Crown, and better securing 
the rights and liberties of the subject, and of the subse
quent Acts of Union with Scotland and Ireland.' So help 
me God." 

By the 4th section of the same Act, " Every person of the 
persuasion of the people called Quakers, and every other 
person being by law permitted to make a solemn affirma
tion or declaration, instead of taking a.n oath, may, instead 
of taking and subscribing the oath hereby appointed, make 
and subscribe a solemn affirmation in the form of the 
oath hereby appointed, substituting the words 'solemnly, 
sincerely, and truly declare and affirm,' for the word 
'swear,' and omitting the words' So help me God;' and 
the making and subscribing such affirmation with such 



11 

substitution as aforesaid by a person hereby authorised to 
make and subscribe the same, shall have the same effect 
as the making and subscribing by other persons of the 
oath hereby appointed." 

By the 5th section of the same Act, " The penalty for 
voting or sitting, without having made the oath hereby 
appointed, during· any debate in the House after the 
Speaker has been chosen, is 500l. for every such offence; 
and, in addition to this money penalty, the seat of the 
member so doing is vacated, in the same manner as if he 
were dead." It is remarkable that this section makes 
only mention of the oath, and not of the affirmation. 

An Act passed two years subsequently, entitled "The 
Promissory Oaths Act," 31 & 32 Viet. c. 72, A.D. 1868, 
contained forms of administering official and judicial oaths, 
and made a slight alteration in the form of the Parlia
mentary oath, as directed by the preceding Act. By 
the 2nd section of the Promissory Oaths Act, the Parlia
mentary oath was made to run thus : "I do swear that I 
will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty 
Queen Victoria, her heirs and successors, according to law. 
So help me God."* The 3rd section contains the form of 
the official oath: "I do swear that I will well and truly 
serve Her Majesty Queen Victoria in the office of ( ). 
So help me God;'' and also that of the judicial oath: 
"I do swear that I will well and truly serve our Sovereign 
Lady Queen Victoria in the office of ( ), and I will 
do right to all manner of people after the laws and usages 

* The Athenians, with whom the science of legislation was carried to 
the greatest perfection, were, of all the Greek States, the most punctilious 
in regard to the oath. The youth entering upon his twentieth year was 
not permitted to assume the privileges of a citizen without taking a solemn 
oath in the Temple of Aglauros to obey the laws and defend his country. 
A like oath was taken by the Senate of Five Hundred. After the estab
lishment of the Roman Republic, the consuls, and subsequently all the 
other magistrates, were obliged, within five days after their appointment, 
to promise on oath that they would protect and observe the laws of the 
Republic."-SMITH, a, .. and Rom. Ant., p. 648. 
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of this Realm, without fear or favour, affection or ill will.,_ 
So help me God." 

By the 5th section, the penalty for not taking the oath 
is the vacating of the office. While by the 8th section, 
the form of the Oath of Allegiance provided by this Act 
shall be deemed to be substituted, in the case of the 
Parliamentary Oaths Act, for the form of the oath thereby 
prescribed to be taken and subscribed by members of 
Parliament on taking their seats. " And all the pro
visions of the said Act (1866) shall apply to the oath 
substituted by this section, in the same manner as if that 
form of oath were actually inserted in each of the said 
Acts (1860, 1866) in the place of the oath for which it is 
substituted." 

By the 11th section of the Promissory Oaths Act, where 
an oath is required to be taken under this Act, " Every 
person for the time being by law permitted to make a 
solemn affirmation or declaration instead of taking an 
oath, may, instead of taking such oath, make a solemn 
affirmation, in the form of the oath hereby appointed, sub
stituting the words 'solemnly, sincerely, and truly declare 
and affirm,' for the word 'swear,' and omitting the words 
' So help me God.'" The affirmation made at the table of 
the House of Commons, therefore, now runs thus: "I do 
solemnly, sincerely, and truly declare and affirm, that I 
will be faithful and bear true allegiance to Her Majesty 
Queen Victoria, her heirs and successors, according to law.'' 

In the following year (1869) the Evidence Amendment 
Act was passed (32 & 33 Viet. c. 68), by which affirma
tions were allowed instead of oaths to persons giving 
evidence in courts of justice :-"Whereas the discovery of 
truth in courts of justice has been signally promoted by 
the removal of restrictions to the admissibility of witnesses. 
If any person (4th section) called to give evidence in any 
court of justice, whether in a civil or criminal proceeding, 
shall object to take an oath, or be objected to as incom-
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petent to take an oath, such person shall, if the presiding 
judge is satisfied that the taking of an oath would have 
no binding effect on his conscience, make the following 
promise and declaration: 'I solemnly promise and declare 
that the evidence given by me to this Court shall be the 
truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth.' And 
any person who, having made such promise and declara
tion, shall give wilfully and corruptly false evidence shall 
be liable for perjury as if he had taken the oath.'' 

The words " in any court of justice " and "presiding 
judge," not being in their scope and meaning sufficiently 
explicit, in 1870 (9th Aug.) the Evidence Further Amend
ment Act was passed (32 & 33 Viet. c. 49), whereby it 
was enacted, "That whereas doubts have arisen as to the 
extent and meaning of the words 'courts of justice' and 
'presiding judge' under Section 4 of' The Evidence Amend
ment Act 1869.' The words 'courttS of justice' and 'pre
si<ling judge' in Section 4 of the Evidence Amendment 
Act, shall be deemed to include any person or persons 
having by law authority to administer an oath for the 
taking of evidence." This Act of 1870 was followed by 
another passed in 1871 (34 & 35 Viet. c. 83) of similar 
character, but applicable only to witnesses when about to 
be examined in legal proceedings. 

There had been, however, several previous Acts authoris
ing affirmations. As far back as the reign of William III. 
the affirmation of Quakers had been permitted. The 
:first section of the Act 7 & 8 William III. c. 34, requfred 
them to make t.he following solemn affirmation instead of 
an oath: "I (A.B.) do declare in the presence of Almighty 
God, The Witness of the truth of what I say." This .A.ct 
was at first limited to seven years, but was afterwards 
made perpetual. The religious sect, however, whom the 
Act intended to fayour, was aggrieved by the form of 
declaration in this statute, and another form was sub
stituted for it by the Statute 8 George IV. c. 6, as follows: 
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"I (A.B.) do solemnly, sincerely, and truly declare and 
affirm." The penalties of perjury by this A.ct attached to 
any person convicted of having wilfully and falsely made 
such declaration or affirmation. 

By the 3 & 4 William IV. c. 49 (1833) this privilege 
was given to Moravians as well as Quakers, and the 
1 & 2 Viet. c. 79 (1838) extended it to those who had 
been Quakers or Moravians, but had ceased to be so. 

The Statute 3 & 4 William IV. c. 82, allowed 
Separatists to affirm by the following form of words : '' I 
(A .B.), of the persuasion called Separatists, do, in the 
presence of Almighty God, solemnly, sincerely, and truly 
affirm and declare that the taking of an oath is contrary 
to my religious belief as well as essentially opposed to 
the tenets of that sect, and I do also jn the same solemn 
manner affirm and declare," &c. 

By the Common Law Procedure Act (17 & 18 Viet. 
c. 125), Section 20 provides for the affirmation of witnesses 
in civil causes only, and also in the case of affidavits, where 
the judge is satisfied of the sincerity of the objection to 
the oath, that the taking of an oath is, accorrling to the 
religious belief of the p rson making the oath, unlawful. 
The 24 & 25 Viet. c. 66, gave to courts of criminal 
jurisdiction a like power of receiving the affirmations of 
witnesses. The 30 & 31 Viet. c. 5, s. 8, enables persons to 
affirm who object, from religious scruples, to take an oath. 

As regards the Parliamentary oath required respectively 
by the 29 Viet. c. 19 and the 31 & 32 Viet. c. 72, it may 
be remarked that the editor of Blackstone's 'Commen
taries,' has the following historical observations:·-* 

"For 600 years the oath of allegiance contained a 
promise to be true and faithful to the king and his heirs, 
and truth and faith to bear of life and limb, and terrene 
honour, and not to know of any ill or damage intended 
him without defending him therefrom. Sir Matthew Hale 

* Public Rights, bk. 4, ch. 2. 
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(1 Pleas of the Crown, 63) says of this oath, that it was short 
and plain, and not entangled with long and intricate clauses 
or declarations, and yet was comprehensive of the whole 
duty of a subject to his sovereign. At the Revolution 
(1 William & Mary, Sess. 1, c. 8) the oath was altered, and 
the subject swore that he would be faithful and bear true 
allegiance to his sovereign, without naming his heirs. 
With this oath the oaths of supremacy and abjuration 
were joined, as prescribed by 13 William III. c. 6. The 
Parliamentary oath continued in that form tifi 23rd July, 
1858, when the single oath of allegiance was substituted 
for the three by 21 & 22 V ict. c. 48 ; and again by 
30 & 31 Viet. c. 75, when it was reframed to meet the 
scruples of Roman Catholics and Jews, and re-enacted in 
its present form." 

I have found it necessary to make this long mention of 
the several statutes on the subject of oaths and affirma
tions, Parliamentary and otherwise, that I may be better 
able to place before you the proposal about to be made 
virtually to cancel the ~arliameutary oath by rendering 
equivalent to it the simple affirmation of any man who 
may have openly proclaimed his disbelief in a upreme 
Being, and is entirely without religion as a guide and 
guarantee of his life and actions, but who will, nevertheless, 
thereby gain admission to the Legislature, where many of 
the debates and votes must necessarily relate to religious 
matters of national interest, and of vital importance. 

You will remark that the several statutes which I have 
enumerated permitting affirmation have, as a material 
ingredient in them, an acknowledgment, either expressed 
or implied, of the Deity, as the supreme upholder of truth 
and the avenger of falsehood, and recognise no other 
responsibility. Without such responsibility there can be 
no consciousness of right and wrong, no inward dread of 
evil-doing. 

''It may be well," says Dr. Adam Clarke (in his 'Com-
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mentary,' on that passage in the first chapter of the Second 
Epistle to the Corinthians, "I call God for a record upon 
my soul "), ''to examine the solemn affirmation made 
by the people of the religious sect called Quakers, and 
see whethe1· it does not contain the essential principles 
of an oath, and whether it should not be reputed by 
all people as being equal to any oath taken in the 
common form, and sufficiently binding on every con
science that entertains the belief of a God and the 
doctrine of a future state. The word ' solemnly ' refers to 
the presence and omniscience of God, before whom the 
affirmation is made ; and the word 'sincerely ' to the con
sciousness that t.he person has of the uprightness of his 
own soul, and the total absence of guile and deceit ; and 
the word ' truly ' refers to the state of his understanding 
as to bis knowledge of the fact in question. The word 
'declare' refers to the authority requiring and the persons 
before whom this declaration is made; and the term 
'affirm ' refers back to the words 'solemnly, sincerely, 
and truly,' on which the declaration and affirmation are 
founded. This also contains all that is vital to the spirit 
and essence of an oath, and the honest man who takes or 
makes it feels that there is no form among men by which 
his conscience can be more solemnly bound." 

Dr. Clarke proceeds to argue that the penalty of perjury 
attached to a false affirmation shows that the law considers 
it an oath; and of the same opinion is Mr. Pitt Taylor, in 
his valuable book on' Evidence' (p. 1201) :-

"Under the Evidence Amendment Act 1869, in order to 
warrant affirmation, two points must occur, (1) the person 
called (i. e. in a court of justice) must object to take an 
oath, and (2) the judge is required to satisfy himself that 
the taking of an oath by such person woulrl have no bind
ing effect on his conscience. An inquiry must therefore 
be made into the religious opinions and moral sentiments 
of the witness, and it is as necessary now as it was before 
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the Act was passed, to gauge his faith in a Deity, who is 
alike the rewarder of truth and the avenger of falsehood. 
Now the degree of religious faith which is presumed 
capable of binding the conscience of a witness to speak the 
truth, and which will render him consequently competent 
to take an oath, seems, as at present understood, to be a 
belief in tbe existence of God, and in the fact that Divine 
punishment will be the consequence of perjury. It 
matters not whether the witne s believes that the punish
ment will be inflicted in this world or in the next. It is 
enough if he has the religious sense of accountability to 
the Omniscient Being who is invoked by his oath.'' 

It was upon this Evidence Amendment Act, as well as 
upon the Parliamentary Oaths Act (29 Viet. c. 19) and the 
Promissory Oaths Act (31 & 32 Viet. c. 72), that the late 
discussion in Parliament took place, occupying much time 
and causing great heat in debate, and it is consequent 
upon the decisions then come to, that you are now called 
upon to consider this most grave and important question. 

In May 1880, Mr. Bradlaugh, chosen as their re
presentative in Parliament by the electors of North
ampton, claimed to be allowed to affirm, in virtue of the 
two Parliamentary Oaths Acts, and of the Evidence 
Amendment Act, which last enables persons to affirm 
upon whose conscience an oath has no binding effect 
when giving their testimony in courts of justice. Mr. 
Bradlaugh had previously, in a letter published in the 
Times, openly avowed his reason for not taking the oath 
as prescribed by the statutes at the table of the House, viz. 
that in his opinion an oath was an empty form of words, 
without sense or meaning. The Committee of the House of 
Commons to whom this claim was referred, negatived his 
claim; doubtless by a small majority, but it must be 
recollected, that the composition of the Committee, formed 
in a great degree of members of the legal profession, 
gave to it decidedly a party character. Thereupon Mr .. 
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Bradlaugh again came to the table of the House, and 
asked to be allowed to take the oath. 

This insult, not only to the House, but also to the Royal 
Personage to whom he now proposed to swear allegiance, 
although a short time previously he had openly declared 
the oath, which was to be expressive of that allegiance, an 
empty form, was at once resented through the statesman
like and bold interference of Sir Drummond Wolff, and 
ultimate] y the claim to take the oath was referred to a 
second Committee, which decided that "the compliance by 
Mr. Bradlaugh with the form used when an oath is taken 
would not be a taking of an oath within the meaning of 
the statutes, and that the House could and ought to 
prevent his going through the form," but the Com
mittee concluded with a recommendation, mainly on the 
suggestion of Mr. Serjeant Simon, one of the Committee, 
"that he be permitted to affirm, in order that his right to 
do so may be determined by the law courts." 

On a review of the proceedings of the Committee and 
of the evidence taken by it, the conclusion arrived at 
appears to be most just and right. First of all, on the 
Parliamentary Oaths Act, the words " and every other 
person " added to the preceding words " every p erson of 
the persuasion of the people called Quakers," would appear 
to limit the privilege to other persons e}usdem generis, i.e. 
of religious character and persuasion, though differing in 
their form of worship, and not to extend it to all pei·sons 
whatsoever. That this construction is the correct one 
appears from the following words in the 4th section of the 
statute: "Being by law permitted to make a solemn affirma
tion or declaration," and it is quite clear, that up to the 
present time, the law has never allowed any one to affirm 
who has openly and unequivocally expressed his disbelief 
in a Supreme Being. Nor is the decision of the Committee 
upon "The Evidence Amendment Act 1869 " less correct, 
for the words of the Act (4th section) expre,sly limit the 
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privilege of the affirmation to courts of justice, and then 
only when the presiding judge shall be satisfied that an 
oath would have no binding effect on the conscience of 
the person claiming to affirm; and although the House 
of Commons has been held to be a Court of Record,* 
it has seldom exercised its power of examining witnesses, 
except in Committee; nor can the office of the Speaker be 
held to be in any way analogous to that of a presiding 
judge. So strictly were the words "courts of fustice" 
in the Act interpreted, that it was necessary to pass the 
statute 33 & 34 Viet. c. 49, extending the words "courts 
of fustice" and "presiding fudge " to any person or persons 
having by law authority to administer an oath (for what?) 
"for the taking of evidence." 

Upon the discussion of the second Report of the Com
mittee, Mr. Laboucbere moved that Mr. Bradlaugh be 
allowed to affirm, but his motion was defeated upon an 
amendment proposed by Sir H. Giffard, by a majority 
of 45 (27 5 against 230), the terms of the amendment 
being: "That, having regard to the anterior proceedings, 
Mr. Bradlaugh be permitted neither to take the oath nor 
affirm." There the matter ought to have rested, but the 
Prime Minister (l\Ir. Glad tone) interfered, and carried 
(2nd July, 1880), by a majority of 54, a resolution "That 
EVERY PERSON claiming " (mark the scope and latitude of 
the words) "to be a person entitled to affirm, shall be per
mitted to affirm without question, but subject to any 
liability by statute." This victory of the Prime Minister 
enabled Mr. Bradlaugh to make the affirmation, and to sit 
and vote in the House, but legal proceedings were imme
diately taken against him upon the penalty section of the 
Parliamentary Oaths Act. The result was, as you well know, 
that Mr. Justice Mathew, in a very able and exhaustive 
judgment, held that the chosen member for Northampton 

* Commons Journals, A.D. 1621, 19 James I. 
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was not a person by law permitted to affirm, and that his 
having given evidence in courts of justice had no relevancy 
to his claim to make the affirmation prescribed as a quali
fication for a member of Parliament, and "that he had 
incurred the penalty attached to the omission of the oath, 
being neither a Quaker nor other person by law permitted 
to affirm." This judgment was confirmed unanimously 
on appeal by the Lords Justices of Appeal, Bramwell, 
Baggallay, Lush, Brett, and Cotton. 

In the meantime, a new writ having been issued for 
Northampton, Mr. Bradlaugh again offered himself to 
the electors early in April 1881, and was re-elected. On 
the 26th April he once more presented himself at the table 
of the House, proposing to take the Parliamentary oath, 
but was prevented by a resolution of Sir Stafford Northcote, 
"That he be not permitted to go through the form of re
peating the words of the oath," and this resolution was 
carried by 208 against 175. Mr. Bradlaugh's subsequent 
proceedings and violent attempt to force his way into the 
House are well known, and need not here be described. 
Suffice it to say, he was removed in the custody of the 
Serjeant-at-Arms, and forbidden admission to the Hou e. 

On the 2nd May an abortive attempt was made by the 
Attorney-General to obtain leave to bring in a Bill to 
Amend the Laws relating to Parliamentary Oaths, l;mt 
owing to the great opposition made and threatened against 
its introduction, and the great demand made upon Parlia
ment by the Irish Land Bill and other matters, the 
debate which had commenced on the question was not 
resumed, and all legislation on the matter was postponed 
till the following Session. 

It is evident, from the above short statement of the 
occurrences of 1880 and 1881, that if any alteration or 
so-called amendment of the Parliamentary Oaths Act is to 
be made, it is mainly, if not entirely, with the object of 
enabling an individual to take his seat in Parliament, who 
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bas not only defied the authority of the House of Com
mons and openly set himself in opposition to its decision, 
but bas otherwise placed himself within the pale of the 
law by his conduct outside Parliament, in endeavouring to 
bring the national religion into contempt, and by his 
open denial of the sacred character of the Scriptures, 
which are the groundwork and basis of the national faith. 
That any one having acted in such a manner should be 
selected as meriting special legislation in his favour, is a 
disgrace to the Government which, from party motives, 
shuts its eyes to the injury it is thereby inflicting upon 
the Constitution, which it is bound to uphold and maintain. 
Far otherwise did our ancestors deal with cases such as 
this. J ndges like Hale, Lord Kenyon, Lord Ellen borough, 
Lord Tenterden, Mr. Justice Ashurst, and Lord Denman, 
declared, in no hesitating or compromising language, their 
condemnation of those who disseminated tbe pernicious 
poison of their dangerous and destructive doctrines. 

In Taylor's case, indicted and convicted of a blasphemous 
libel on our Bl es ed Redeemer,* Lord Chief Justice Hale, 
the presiding judge, said, " Such kind of wicked blasphe
mous words are not only an offence to God and religion, 
but a crime against the laws, State, and Government, and 
therefore punishable in the Court of King's Bench. To 
say religion is a cheat is to dissolve all those obligations 
whereby civil society is preserved; Christianity is part of 
the laws of England, and therefore to reproach the 
Christian religion is to speak in subversion of the law." t 
And in the case of Williams, who was prosecuted and 
punished for a misdemeanour in publishing Paine's 'Age 
of Reason,' being an attack on the Holy 8criptures and 
the Gospels of our Saviour, Lord Kenyon said, "It could 
not be doubted that offences of this kind were cognizable 
in civil courts of justice" (as opposed to ecclesiastical), 

* 1 Ventris, 293 (27 & 28 Charles II.) 
t Russell, On Crimes, p. 333, 
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"it being of primary importance to the peace and welfare 
of the country that when men were bold enough to 
disseminate principles dangerous to the welfare of the 
State, they should be answerable to the outraged laws of 
their country ; " and, in the same case, Mr.Justice Ashurst, 
one of the judges present, used these remarkable words. 
He said that, "Although the Almighty did not require 
the aid of human tribunals to vindicate his precepts, it 
was, nevertheless, fit to show our abhorrence of such 
wicked doctrines, as were not only an offence a.gainst God, 
but against all law and government, from their direct 
tendency to dissolve all the bonds and obligations of civil 
society, and that it was upon this ground that the 
Christian religion constituted part of the law of the land; 
that if the name of our Redeemer were suffered to be 
traduced and His holy religion treated with contempt, 
the solemnity of an oath, on which the due administration 
of justice depended, would be destroyed, and the law 
stripped of one of its principal sanctions, the dread of 
future punishment." * Many similar cases might be cited 
from our Law Books.t 

I ask you, is any man, however great his capacity, 
however extensive his knowledge of natural science and 
philosophy, whose conduct has been such as to merit the 
words of condemnation pronounced by the eminent judges 
I have mentioned, one whom you will admit within the 
precincts of your Houses of Parliament, in whose behalf 
you would desire the statutes of England to be changed, and 
to whom you would entrust any share in making the laws 
which regulate the conduct of your families and your-

* 3 Rm1sell, On Crimes, p. 196. 
t R. v. Woolston, State Trials, vol. 17, 158, FitzGibbon, 66; R. v. Carlisle, 

3 Barn. and Ald., 161; R. v. Waddington, I Barnwell and Cresswell, 26; 
R. v. Hetherington, Townsend's State Trials, vol. 2. See also Cowen v. 
Milbourne, Law Reports, vol. 2, p. 230; Roscoe, On Evidence (Powell's 
edition), and the judgment of Lord Chief Ba.ron Kelly thereon, supported 
by the judgments of Barons Bramwell and Martin. 



23 

selves, and under whose consideration must, from time 
to time, necessarily come, and not unfrequently, many 
religious questions relative to the education and marriage 
of your children and the interment of your dead ? Parlia
ment has not always been indifferent to the acts of 
those whom it has admitted within its walls. We find 
in the ' Commons Journals ' that in the sixth year of the 
reign of Queen Anne (A.D. 1707), Mr. Asgill, a member of 
the House of Commons, was proved by a Committee of 
the House to have been the author of a book which it 
reported to be contrary to and reflecting on the Christian 
religion, and Mr. Asgill having acknowledged himself, in 
bis place in the House, to have been its author, and having 
been heard in his own defence, after debate and division, 
was expelled the House, and his book was (on December 18, 
1707), ordered to be burnt by the common hangman 
in New Palace Yard ; the Sheriffs of London and 
Middlesex being directed to assist the Serjeant-at-Arms 
in seeing the order of the House carried out.* Shall 
we be less scrupulous in watching over the sanctity 
of the established religion of our country than our fore
fathers were, or shall the House of Commons of the 
present day be less sensitive and careful of the honour of 
its members than it was 170 years ago? Was the 
Parliament of that time less jealous than now of the 
personal liberty of those either without or within its 
walls? Were they not the descendants of those who had 
not long before sealed with their own blood the testament 
of their freedom and their rights ? And if for a moment 
they had considered that liberty assailed by their con
demnation of Mr. Asgill, do you think they would have 
resorted to an act apparently so arbitrary and vindictive ? 
Would they have inflicted a punishment so degrading as 
his expulsion from their House and from all fellow hip with 
them? It is left for the enlightened and liberal nineteenth 

* Commons Journals, vol. 15, p. 474. 
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century to propose a statute by which conduct such as that 
of Mr. Asgill may be not only legalised, but encouraged 
and rewarded, and to extend to Englishmen, Irishmen, 
and Scotchmen, the permission given already by Statute 
6 & 7 Viet. c. 22, "to uncivilized races, as being desti
tute of the knowledge of God and of any religious belief," 
or by the Indian code, which, from the necessity of the 
case, admits the testimony of the ignorant and idol
worshipping Hindoo on a simple affirmation," where the 
court in which his evidence is required is of opinion that, 
from want of religious belief, be ought not to be allowed 
to swear or make solemn affirmation." Yet even the 
Hindoo, benighted as be is, has some indistinct knowledge 
of a future state, and a dim and imperfect hope of reward 
and dread of punishment hereafter. 

This cannot be said of the avowed and professed 
Atheist. He is not afraid to proclaim himself like the 
beasts that perish. "He that denies a God," saith Lord 
Bacon, '' destroys man's nobility, for certainly man is akin 
to the beasts by his body, and if he be not of kin to God 
by his spirit, he is a base and ignoble creature."* 

Dim indeed mu t be that intellectual vision by which 
the invisible things of the Power and Godhead of the Deity 
are not clearly seen, being understood by the things which 
are made. Can a man possessing ordinary understanding 
be insensible to the marvellous acts of the Almighty and 
Allwise Architect and Creator, which meet him at every 
step and confront him at every hour and minute of his 
life? to the heavens which declare the Glory of God, and 

* Essay on Atheism. 
"I would say to these men (the atheists), you shall not degrade us into 

brutes, these men, who would take away whatever ennobles the rank, or 
consoles the misfortunes of human nature, by breaking off that connection 
of observances, of affections, of hopes and fears, which bind us to the 
Divinity, and constitute the glorious and distingui shing prerogative of 
humanity, that of being a religious creature."-Bitrke's Speech on the Relief 
of Protestant Dicsenters. 
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to the firmament which showeth His handiwork? to the un
changing course of the seasons, which, following each other 
in regular succession, without either speech or language, 
join in hymning praise to Him who hath ordered their 
appointed times, and regulated the magnificent harmony 
of the universe in which we live? Does no divinity stir 
within that man when he beholds the infinite variety of 
products, so good for food, so beautiful and variegated 
in colour, so graceful and symmetrical in form, so rich 
and diversified in fragrance? and can he be in his right 
mind to ascribe these to chance or spontaneous origin ? 

Well might Aristotle, a heathen philosopher, who sat 
in the darkness of paganism, and upon whom the blessed 
light of heavenly truth, which has been vouchsafed to us, 
never dawned, on beholding the wonders of the natural 
world, exclaim, "The Deity is a living sentient Being, 
everlasting, of exceeding goodness." • A.nd well might 
Tully say, with equal perception of the Divine Nature, 
"There is no nation so savage, none so barbarous, as not 
to be imbued with belief in the Deity ; " t and how cogent 
and noble is the argument of the same philosopher, '' If 
a concourse of atoms could create the world, why could it 
not build a portico, a temple, or a city, which require far 
less labour in construction, and are far easier to be spon
taneously made;" t and again, the same author, " What 
can be so manifest, so palpable, when we raise our eyes 
to the heavens, and contemplate the celestial bodies, than 
that there must exist a Deity of supreme intelligence, by 
which these things are governed."§ 

We in the United Kingdom have, hitherto, with sub
missive awe, regarded this Almighty and Omniscient 

* Metaph. 12. 7. t Tusculan Questions. 
t On the Nature of the Deities, bk. 2, ch, 86. 
§ Ibid. ch. 53. Sir Isaac Newton had a globe in his study, on which 

the celestial bodies were exquisitely delineated. An infidel acquaintance, 
admiring the beauty of the work, asked him who made it. "Nobody," 
was the reply. The atheist understood the rebuke' and was silent. 
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Founder and Ruler of the Creation. We have, however 
imperfectly, honoured and reverenced His Name. In the 
hour of our national troubles we have knelt before Him, and 
prayed His succour and gracious deliverance. He hath 
favoured us remarkably as a nation. For eight hundred 
years, no hostile invader has trodden our shores or eaten 
the fruits of the labours of our husbandmen. "He hath 
made fast the bars of our gates and blessed our children 
within us. He hath given peace in our borders, and 
filled us with the finest of the wheat."* Shall England 
be no longer grateful for these innumerable benefits, and 
shall Englishmen fmget the name of Him who hath done 
so great things for them? I know and am persuaded 
otherwise of you, my fellow-countrymen. 

If it be said that we are committing an injustice to any 
constituency, in refusing bis seat to its chosen represen
tative, the answer is, "Your duty to your country, as 
required by the writ sent down to you by your Sovereign, 
is to select a fit and proper person from your county or 
borough to take part in the counsels of the Realm, and 
you are unfaithful to the trust reposed in you and 
insult your fellow-citizens if you defy public opinion by 
bestowing so distinguished an honour on one who openly 
boasts that the rules binding society together have no 
force or cogency as regards himself. "t 

Then, again, if the Parliamentary oath and solemn 
affirmation are to be altered, why not the coronation 
oath? why not the judicial? why not the official? why 
not those of witnesses and jurors? And yet we find that 

* Psalm 147 v. 13. 
t "Sans Dieu, point de Societe. Deny the existence of God, and nine 

thousand affirmations are no more than ninety or ninety thousand words, 
Without God, there is no lawgiver above the human will, and therefore no 
law; for no will by human authority can bind another." See the whole 
passage in the very able article in the 'Nineteenth Century' for August. 
1880, by Cardinal Manning. 
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in courts of justice, the judges, where witnesses and jurors 
avow themselves devoid of religious belief, reject them as 
unfit to be entrusted with the property or lives of their 
fellow-countrymen.* And it must also be remembered that, 
in the case of witnesses now admitted under statute to 
affirm, ample power and opportunity are in the hands of 
the presiding· judge to test, by question, the extent of 
their religious belief, and to reject their testimony where 
they avow themselves as without any knowledge or sense 
of a Supreme Being; whereas, if a Parliamentary affirma
tion were to be allowed, the Houses of Legislature would 
possess no such power, and it could only be accorded to 
them by special clause inserted in any Act allowing alte
ration in the mode of declaring allegiance to the Throne. 
Nor is there any probability that such a clause would ever 
find its way into the Act. 

Hence it is clear that, under colour of a simple affirma
tion, the most notorious unbeliever could make himself 
eligible to the highest offices in the State. 

I will ask yon, in conclusion, to bear in mind three 
important features of this momentous question. I once 
more urge upon you, appealing to you as of all creeds and 
denominations, but of one mind in your devout recognition 
and adoration of the Diety :-

1st. That there is now attached to the Parliamentary 
oath and the solemn affirmation allowed in certain cases 
of religious scruple to be substituted for it, a sacred 
character arising from the appeal thereby made, either 
openly or in silence, to the Supreme Being who is the 
Author of all Truth, and that this sacred character would 
be weakened, if not entirely destroyed, should an equiva
lent to them be set up in an affirmation unaccompanied by 

* The proper test of the competency of a witness to be sworn, was settled, 
upon great consideration, in the case of Omichund v. Barker (Willes, 538 ; 
545) to be the belief in a God, and that He will reward and punish us 
according to our deserts.-SMITH's Leading Cases, p. 381. 
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any sense of the existence and presence of the Deity, such 
affirmation being an empty form of words without binding 
validity or meaning. 

2nd. That an alteration of the present mode of declaring 
our allegiance would be ·a disrespect to the revered and 
beloved Sovereign set in authority over us, a Sovereign 
strictly constitutional in every act of her reign and life, and 
to whom each one of her subjects, on entering the councils 

. of the nation, has hitherto not hesitated to vow, by a 
sacred covenant most obligatory on his conscience, his 
loyalty, fidelity, and truth. 

Lastly, I will call upon you to reflect, that by such 
alteration of the present law as is proposed, you will be 
exhibiting to surrounding nations the unenviable spectacle 
of a people tearing off a strong ligament, and a seal of 
their Constitution, for the paltry purposes of party, and 
of throwing to the ground and trampling under foot one 
of the most ancient and venerable banners of their national 
faith, under the pretext of a freedom, perfect only with the 
service of God. 

I am, my fellow-countrymen, 

Your faithful servant, 

J. E. EARDLEY-WILMOT. 

MENTONE, December 31st, 1881. 

LoNDON: PRINTED BT WILLIAM CLOW.ES AND SONS, LIMIT.ED, STAMFORD STRJ:BT 
AND CHARING OROS&. 
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TO THE HONORABLE THE MEMBERS OF THE 

HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

MY LORDS AND GENTLEMEN, 

In a very few days the Bradlaugh question will again 
occupy the attention of the House of Commons, and, if I may 
judge from the speeches made in different parts of the country, 
many of the members intend, as far as they can, to support 
Mr. Bradlaugh. The reasons given by some are based upon a 
misunderstanding of the actual facts or of the true legal aspect 
of the case ; those given by others assume a state of things 
absolutely impossible; and in almost every instance there is an 
evidence of party feeling which prevents the matter from 
receiving impartial consideration. There is a growing tendency 
in England to put a premium on revolutionary action, and if a 

man w.ill but persevere and produce sufficient excitement in the 
country he soon attracts followers around him. The arguments 

which have been most frequently put forward in support of Mr. 
Bradlaugh I have endeavoured to answer in this letter, and I 
ventme to think that those who follow me in the consideration 
of this question will admit that I have done so fairly. For the 
facts related in this letter I have been satisfied with Mr. Brad
laugh's own version, or have obtained them from the reports 
of the House of Commons; for the law I have referred to the 
proper authorities, and I leave you to judge of the fairness of 
my deductions. 

Mr. Bradlaugh tells us he has never refused, but has always 
been ready, to take the oath of allegiance. I will not discuss 

the question as to how far his claim to make the affirmation 
was a refusal of the oath, but I will take a much bolder stand-

/ 

point, and assert that lie is not and never has been willing to 

take tlie oath; he has only been willing to go thro'ltgh the form. 
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He has never offered to comply with tho statute, and as long 
as he is an atheist he never can. The statute does not sa.y 
merely that he shall go through the form of taking the oath, but 

that he shall make and subscribe the oath thereby appointed~ 
which is as follows : "I swear that I will be faithful and bear 

true allegiance to Her Majesty Queen Victoria, her heirs and sue-/ j -

cessors, according to law." It is true he says " I will take tho 
oath," but at the same time he informs the House in effect,% 
tliat lie cannot do. mor~ than repeat the form of words. The , 
word "oath" in the Act must have a definite meaning, and 
the Act must be explained in the usual way. There is no 
special interpretation of the word iu the statute itself; we 
must therefore, adopting the recognised rnle of construction, 
ascertain its ordinary meaning. Pnffendorf defines it, and this 
definition is endorsed by the highest legaJ authorities [see The 
King v. White, 1 Lead. Crown Cases 430, and the Queen's 
Case, 2 Brod. and Bing., p. 284 ], "as a religious asseveration 
by which we renounce the mercy or imprecate the vengeance of 
Heaven if ·we speak not tho truth." "The scope and meaning 
of oaths," says Puffendorf, " is likewise suggested by the end 
for which they have been introduced, and that is, that persons 

might be the more firmly engaged to declare the truth or to 
perform their promises by the just awe and dread of the 
Divinity, infinite in knowledge and infinite in power, whose 
wrath they thus invite down upon their own heads if they 
knowingly deceive, whereas, perha.ps, there would not have been 
force and security enough in the fear of men whose strength 
they might fancy themselves able to baffie or deceive or whose 
discovery they might hope to escape." 

Aristotle defines an oath as "an undemonstrable.assertion-made 
with an appeal to the Divinity ;" or, in other words, as Puffen
dorf puts it, " an asseveration not demonstrated by arguments, 

but credited on account of the religion of the swearer." 

Every oath and affirmation involves an appeal to a Supreme 
Being, all the definitions having that one point in common ; 
·and, therefore, repeating the words of the Act and supplying 
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the definition of an Oath, instead of the word " Oath" itself, it 
follows that Mr. Bradlaugh must make au appeal to a Supreme 
Being before he is qualified to sit and vote in the House. 
Has he been willing, or can he appeal to a Supreme Being 4' • 

Clearly not. For him to say he is willing to make such au · 
appeal would be just as absurd as for a man to say " I will lift 
up my right arm," at the same admitting that he has 
no arm to lift. Iu his examination before the second Select 
Committee, and in his letter to the newspapers of the 
20th May, 1880, Mr. Bradlaugh at.tempts to show in 
what way the oath would be binding on his conscience j but he 
bas no right to take the oath or go through the form, except 
with the meaning attached to it by the Legislature, for, as 
Puffendorf says, "although the Invocation of the Divine name 

in oaths is to be adjusted according to the Persuasion (i.e. the 
Religion) of the person who swears, yet the whole proposition 
shall bear that sense which he who requires the oath protesteth 
to understand in it. For it is on his account chiefly that the 
oath is taken, and not on the swearer's j and therefore it belongs 
to him too to settle the form of words j and he ought to do this 
so clearly and plainly as both to signify how he under~tands 
them himself and to bring the swearer to acknowledge that he 
apprehends his meaning." The Legislature has for years ad
mitted the importance to be attached to an appeal to a Deity j 
it has admitted that such an appeal is of the greatest strength j 
it has always insisted upon such an appeal j it has hitherto 
accepted nothing less. 

Let us enquire how far Mr. Bradlaugh admits an oath to be 
binding upon him. In May, 1880, he appeared before Mr. 
Vaughan, a police magistr8te, and according to Mr. Bradlaugh's 
own account (National Reformer, May, 1880, p. 341) this is 
what took place. " Mr. Bradlaugh then stepped into tho I 
witness box to give evidence, and proceeded to make his affirma- ~ 
ti on. Mr. Vaughan-' stay ; you say, Mr. Bradlaugb, that an ~ 
oath is not binding on you in any sense~' 'Yes, that is what 
I say.'" Now, it will be observed that Mr. Bradlaugh is not ' 

. 
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here referring to the particular oath then in question, but to 
supply information necessary under the Act he informs the 

magistrate that an oath is not bindin,q on him in any sense. No 
doubt on this occasion he speaks the truth. But when before 
the second Select Committee he tell.;; another story. Question 
178 is as follows, put by Mr. Watkin Williams: "If you are 
permitted to take the oath, do you intend the Committee to 
understand and believe that it will be binding on your 
conscience as an oath~" Answer, "Yes." I fail to see how 
Mr. Bradlaugh can reconcile these two directly contradictory 
statements, and it is only fair to assume that he is pre
pared to say anything, or contradict any number of 
previous statements, provided it suits his purpose at the time. 
There can be no mistake about the truth of both these state
ments, as one appears in Mr. Bradlaugh's own paper, and the 
other in the Blue Book. In an earlier part of his examination 
(Q. 85) he says, "The essential part of an oath is in the fullest 
and most complete degree · binding upon my honor and con
science, and the repeating of words of asseveration does not in 
the slightest degree weaken the binding effect of the oath of 
allegiance upon me." He explains the "non-essentiR.l" part of 
the oath to mean the words "So help me God" (Q. 111 and 
112), and cites Lord Campbell in the case of the Lancaster and 
Carlisle Railway Company v. Heaton (4 Jurist N.S.) in support 
of this, but he forgets to give us Lord Campbell's explanation, 
viz. :-"That the words 'so help me God' are involved in the 
oath itself," and that therefore the mere omission of those -
words does not make the remainder of the oath less an appeal 
to God than it was before. Mr. Bradlaugh, in his anxiety to 

deceive the Co_mmittee, makes a distinction without a differ

ence. 
An argument has been often used, viz., that oaths are use

less to a good man inasmuch as his word is as good as his oath; 
but Mr. Bradlaugh does not seem to endorse this suggestion of 
his supporters, as is evidenced by his answer to Q. 105, where 

he says that a promise read out of a book or paper is more 
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binding upon him than a mere ordinary ·assertion. As may be 
seen from Lord Campbell's judgment before referred to, the 
words "I swear," &c., are, without the words "so help me 

God," in every sense of the word an appeal to a Deity ; bnt 
Mr. Bradlaugh attaches to them a totally different meaning. 
To explain this meaning, I prefer to give his answers tb Qs. 
107 to 110, without comment of any sort. 

Q. 107. Do you attach any express or particular meaning to 
the words" I swear" 7-The meaning that I attach to them is 
that they are a pledge upon my conscience to the trut'1 of the 
declaration. which I am making. 

Q. 108. But a pledge given, may I ask, to whuu1 -A pledge 
given to the properly constituted authorities, whomsoever 
they may be, who are entitled to receive it from me. 

Q. 109. Do you attribute any more meaning to those words 
than a pledge to human beings around you 7--I attach no more 
meaning to those words than I do to a pledge to human beings 
authorised by law· to take such a pledge from me under similar 
solemn circumstances. 

Q. 110. But the solemn circumstances, I suppose, are the 
mere mundane circumstances 7-The statutory circumstances. 
I meant "solemn" simply in the sense of being the statutory 
circumstances; I meant to distinguish between that and mere 
conversation. 

One of the most prominent arguments in favour of Mr. 
Bradlaugh's being allowed to affirm is the fact that he has been 

allowed to do M in Courts of Justice; but this argument is 
easily answered. There is not the slightest analogy between 
the oath which is administered in a Court of Justice and that 
taken by a member of the House of Commons. I will deal first 
with the Evidence Oath. It freqi:-ently happens that only one 
person is a witness of au occurence which it is necessary to 
prove for the furtherance of justice. Suppose that person has 
no belief in a future state-owns no responsibility beyond this 
world; unless there was something to compel him to 
speak the truth apart from the oath, which to him would 
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be meaningless, his evidence would be absolutely unreli

able; he might or might not speak the truth, just as his 
interest guided him ; but he must give evidence because 

he is the only witness, and therefore the legislature sup
plies as far as possible the defect by assigning punish

ment to him if he swears falsely. The same reasons, 
though different in degree, render it necessary to assign 
a punishment to the professing believer, because as God 

is alone able to search men's hearts, or, to put it in another 

way, as one man cannot pretend to read another man's thoughts, 
there must exist an incentive to tmth which is palpable to all 
of us apart from a belief in God, and the incentive in this case 
is the dread of a prison. It may be said, then, if the fear of a 
prison is the incentive, where is the necessity for the oath~ rro 
this I should answer that two incentfres to right are better than 
one, and advantage should be taken of both whenever they exist. 
It would be absurd to remove an incentive to right merely be
cause it was inoperative in certain cases. For the observance 
of the "Oath of Allegiance" there is no such incentive as a 
prison. The punishment for treason is dealt with separately, 
has no connectiion whatever with the oath, and is equally ap
plicable to every member of the State. There is but one in
centive to the observance of this oath, and that is the hope of 
future reward or the fear of future punishment. Then what 
incentive can there possibly exist in the case of Mr. Bradlaugh ~ 
Surely none, at least for keeping the oath; he has many in
centives for breaking it, as I shall show hereafter. Mr. Brad
laugh saw the force of this argument when he was before the 
second Committee, as the following extract from the before
mentioned Report will show:-" Then what greater weight do 
you attach to a promise mad.e under statutory obligation than 
to an ordinary promise 1-I would prefer not making any pro
mise that I did not intend to keep; but the law has attached 
a weight to statutory promises, and a penalty and a disgrace on 

the breaking of them." "That is a consequence resulting from 
human action ; you do not attribute any other weight to such 

( 
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a promise beyond what results from such penalties 1-I object 
to that question." He objects, and well he might; since, if he 
had said "Yes" he would admit a Divine influence, and if he 
said "No" he would have been reminded of the fact I have 
just set out-that there was no penalty, therefore he could 
attach no weight to it whatever. 

Bnt the argument most frequently made use of is that of the 
injustice to Northampton. Loud and frequent have been the 
cries as to the rights of the constituencies, and it seems to 
have been taken for granted that some terrible injustice has 
been done to the electors of Northampton; but we must not 
forget that Great Britain has a constitution, and whatever 
rights the electors of Northampton may have, they must either 
be synonymous with or subordinate to that constitution. Can 
it be denied that religion-and the Christian religion too
forms an important part of that constitution 1 Can it be 
denied that religion formed a portion of the constitution long 
before Northampton had any electoral rights at all? Not 
until Great Britain ceases to be a kingdom; not until the 
ruler of England ceases to be Defender of the Faith; not until 
the Church is entirely separated from the State ; and not until 
all religious observances in connection with the affairs of Go
vernment are entirely abolished, can it be contended for a 
moment that religion is not part and parcel of the constitution 
of England. Religion has grown with the constitution, so in
termingles with its every principle, and forms such an impor
tant element in all its formalities, that it is perfectly clear they 
must stand or fall together. But while they stand united there 
is a perfect answer to the cry of Northampton. They have 
returned a man as their representative who is not duly quali
fied, who is incapable of performing an act the performance of 
which is an essential part of such qualification. Whilst allow
ing "fair play for Northampton," let us have fair play for 

Great Britain. All the constituencies have a right to say that 
the representative of Northampton shall be bound by the same 
obligation by which their own representatives are bound; that 
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he shall conform to the same laws; that the law requires more 
than a mere repeli. tion of words-it requires a solemn oath. 
If the people of Northampton are not satisfied with the law as 
it stands, it is their duty to endeavour to alter, not to disobey 
it. Further, we must not forget that the electors of North
ampton who returned Mr. Bradlaugh are only an accidental 
majority even of Northampton; this majority may not now 
exist, and yet they assume to dictate to the whole realm. 

It is not the friends of their country or those who would main
tain the constitution who have raised the cry. Between the ~ 
hn.ters of the constitution and those who hate religion there·ismost ~ 
perfect unanimity. The voice of the rabble is not the voice of the 
English people. The action of the rabble can exert no influence 

until it is recognised in high quarters. As bas been well said, 
"France was in no danger from the mobs in the gardens of the 
Palais Royale, or from the orators mounted on butchers' blocks, 
until rank and education were prevailed upon to give consistency 
and direction to the efforts of vulgar vanity and brute force." 
England was in no danger from the advances of Atheism and 
Republicanism, or from the open blasphemy, indecency, and 

disloyalty of this favourite of Northampton, until the leaders 
of public opinion, until professors of religion, until those whose 
education should have taught them better, attempted to palliate 
this blasphemy, this indecency, and disloyalty, merely for party 
purposes, and to gain the triumph of an hour. 

The same sad scene which was witnessed in the House of 

Oommons last session seems about to be reproduced. Religious 
men-or professedly religious men-will sit in their places in 
the House of Commons, and they will see a man who, for more 
than thirty years, has been reviling the name of God, who has 
designated that God "an Almighty fiend '-who has declared 
God is "an inhuman monster," a "foul and bloody-minded 

creature," that Christ was a "coward craven," that Christianity 
is "an eating cancer," a "poisoner of life blood," and a , 
"blasphemy against humanity." They will see this man take 
in his hand a book which they believe to be the written word 
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of God, which they profess to regard as sacred; they will see 
him kiss that book with lips which have so often reviled and 

blasphemed its Author, and they will hear him take the name 
of God in vain. They will allow him to commit what they 
themselves consider to be a horrible sin ; they will allow him 
to immlt Almighty God, having all the time the power to pre
vent him. 

On the last oncasion there were ma.ny Liuerals who oprosed 

Mr. Bradlaugh, who were true to their religious professions; 
but strange coincidence that every member of the Government, 

every person who held office under Mr. Gladstone, should be 
of the same opinion upon such a question; strange coincidence 
that every member of the Government who voted at all should 
have followed Mr. Gladstone's example ; but it ceases to be 
strange, it ceases to be a coincidence, if we assume that they 
did not express their own opinions, that they did not vote in 
accordance with the dictates of their own consciences, but in 
accordance with the dictation of Mr. Gladstone. There were, 
I say, many Liberals there who stood firm, who had the courage 
to act for themselves; and I doubt not there will be many such 
Liberals who will be equally firm and equally courageous when 
that courage is again put to the test. Surely the Jew, whose 
reverence for Jehovah is as great as that of the Christian, who 
worships that Jehovah under the name of God; surely the 
Quaker, whose religion causes him to put a more literal con
struction upon the word of God than his fellow Christians, 
surely they must feel keenly the insult which Mr. Bradlaugh 
heaps upon them by prete~ding that his case is analogous to 
theirs. 

But let us assume that the House will refuse to allow the 
oath to be desecrated. What then i There are those who, 
like Lord Derby, see no necessity whatever for any oath, and 
would abolish it altogether. Lord Derby tells us he "utterly 
disbelieves in the value of political oaths." But why of political 
oaths more than any others i If Lord Derby has the slightest 
reverence for God he must know that an oath is of infinite value. 



12 

If he has no sL1ch reverence, one can quite understn.nd his 

inability to appreciate its influence whether political or not. 

Will he venture to say that he has no reverence for the 
Almighty i I think not. If avowed atheists are to be 

admitted to the House of Commons, most people will agree with 
any legislative enactment which would prevent a desecration 
of either oath or affirmation, inasmuch as the oath and 
affi.rmation required to be taken by members of parliament are 

equally appeals to a Supreme Being. It would probably be 
wise to admit an avowed atheist upon his simple declaration; 
but, as I have before said, the mere fact that an oath is value
less in reference to a particular class is no argument for 

abolishing it when it is of importance, and therefore any 
attempt to abolish either oath or affirmation ought to be 

strenuously resisted. For my own part I cannot see why 
avowed atheists should not by Act of Parliament be rendered 
ineligible to sit, since there would be no difficulty in arriving 
at a clear definition of the term, and such an enactment would 
merely be endorsing what has practically existed until 

quite recently. 
But it is suggested on the contrary that an Act should be 

passed at once to obviate the difficulty caused by Mr. Bradlaugh's 
persistent interruptions of the proceedings of the House. Surely 
this is putting a premium on lawlessness. It has been the 
most prominent feature in this man's life that he has defied the 
laws of his country, and instead of endeavouring to alter the law, 

and submitting until the alteration took place, he has always 
assumed a defiant attitude and endeavoured to overthrow 

authority by appealing to the mob. On the occasion of the 
prosecution of Dr. Simon Bernard Mr. Bradlaugh used every 
effort in his favour. This, perhaps, could hardly be objected 
to, but one of the jurymen, who was a friend, was, at Mr. Brad

laugh's instigation, "sent into the jury box with his pockets 
loaded with an extraordinary amount of sandwiches." "The 
party were determined that he should not yield for want of 
food;" and, further7 it is no secret that there was an organised 
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conspiracy, with M.r. Bradhrngh at its head, to prevent the 
English Government from giving up Dr. Bernard to the French 

authorities. Again, it is no secret that Mr. Brad.laugh not 
only sympathised with but took an active part in the Fenian 
rising, and according to the evidence of Massey and Corydon, 
Mr. Bradlaugh actually drew up the proclamation. An extract 
will be useful. "To-day," says this treasonable document, 

''having no honourable alternative left, we again appeal to 

force as our last resomce. We accept the conditions of appeal, 

manfully deeming it better to die in the struggle for freedom 
than to continue an existence of utter seifdom." In a 

leader written by Mr. Bradlaugh after the Clerkenwell ex
plosion, he attempts to palliate the murder of Sergeant 
Brett. "Hitherto," he ·says, "the Irish disaffected have 

refrained from, reckless life talcing;" but unfortunately for this 
assertion, the Irish disaffected had murdered Se1·gt. Brett, and 
this must be explained. He therefore continues, "the killing 
of Brett, however deplorable, was the result of the intention to 
rescue the illegally held prisoners at all costs, and was not, if 
1udged from the Fenian point of view, a wanton and useless 
sacrifice of human life-but for the Clerkenwell havoc I can 

find no shadow of palliation." Surely this can have only one 
meaning, namely, that for the murder of Brett he could. We 
next find him sympathi8ing with the Commune, and although 
he does not appear to have actively supported that body, his 

conduct caused many complaints, even from his Republican 
friends. His action in reference to the publication of blas
phemy is also worthy of notice. "According to the law (says 
he) every newspaper was required to give securities to the ex
tent of £800 against blasphemous or seditious libel. I had 
never offered to give these securities, as they would have pro
bably been liable to forfeiture about once a month. In March, 
1868, the Disraeli Government insisted on my compliance with 
the law. I refused. The Government then required me to 
stop my paper. I printed on the next issue-' Printed in de
fiance of Her Majesty's Government.'" 
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The foregoing ancl many other instances could be cited to show 
the lawless tendencies of this recipient of Radical sympathy, and 
we may fairly assume that he holds it as a principle that any 
means are justifiable to gain his ends, all the rest of the world to 

the contrary notwithstanding. His opinions are too well known 
to need any description from me, but what about his ambition i 
We know that he desires to prevent the Prince of Wales from 
succeeding to the Throne, his object, he tells us, is" to procure 
the repeal of the only title under which any member of the 
House of Brunswick could claim to succeed the present Sovereign 
on the Throne," but he desires something more than this. He 
would abolish Kings and Queens, and would establish a 
Republic in England. "I shall be quite content (be said in 

1873) if we have secured the Republic of England in twenty 
years." Time after time he bas been greeted in America and 
elsewhere as the future President of the British Republic, and 
when we remember that he has said that he has "a big 
ambition, bigger than the world dreams of," that "the member
ship of Northampton is but the first round of the ladder, to the 
top of which he meant to climb," that "he meant to win the 
foremost place in his country," what other conclusion can we 
come to than that he himself aims at the position of President 
of the British Republic i 

For this man we are asked to waste the time of the House, 
and specially to legislate in order that he may have better 
opportunities for tho exercise of his disloyalty, that be may, 
from a more exalted position, disseminate his blasphemous and 
filthy ideas. It cannot be disputed that any such legislation 
would be for this man alone, inasmuch as it has been clearly 
laid down that there is no power in the House to interrogate 
any member desirous to take the oath upon his religious belief, 
and, therefore, there is nothing at present to prevent an 
Atheist, who is not so confessedly, from taking his seat in 
Parliament. I think we may safely wait before granting any 
such privilege until someone appears more worthy of the 
consideration of decent and loyal men. 
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Let us remember the House has the power to refuse and has 
refused admission to this man, and the country endorses such 
refusal. Let us remember that he has no rigld to a.-ffir1n, that 

he cannot take the oath required by the statute, that it has been 
once decided by the House that he ought not to be allowed to 

go through the form of taking the oath (and I trust it will be 
so decided again), and all therefore that is left for him is the 
passing of a special ·Act of Parliament. Will auy man who has 

the slightest reverence for the Almighty assist him? Will any 
one who possesses any notion of common decency assist him i 
Surely not. A man who earns his livelihood and amasses 
wealth by blaspheming his Maker-by endeavouring to sow 
disloyalty among the people-by publishing blasphemous litera
ture-one who begs from the poor working man his hard earned 
pence to assist in gratifying his own selfish ambition, is hardly 
the man to legislate for this country. 

If men of position will refuse to recognise him he will sink 
back to the level from which he has just arisen; and if he then 
insists upon exhibiting that tendency to lawlessness which is 
his peculiar . characteristic, the authorities will know how to 
deal with him. 

In conclusion, let me appeal most earnestly to all who have 
the slightest influence in the country, whether they be Liberals 
or Conservatives, to use their utmost efforts to overthrow this 
man. The fire of sedition bas just been lighted, but the means 
are at hand to quench the fl.a.mes. Let the friends of the con
stitution hesitate no longer. Let them be up and doing. Let 
them not forget the answer given by Her Most Gracious fojesty 
to a foreign potentate many years ago, that the Bible is the 
secret of England's greatness. 

I am, 
My Lords, and Gentlemen, 

Yours respectfully, 

CHAS. H. M. WHAH.TON. 
Cross Street Chambers, 

Manchester, Feb. 2, 1882. 





A NARRATIVE OF THE CASE OF MR. 
BRAD LAUGH. 

In 1868 and twice in 1874, Mr. Bradlaugh was a candidate 
for Northampton, but failed to obtain anything like the united 
support of the Liberal Party. 

In March, 1880, he was again a candidate, receiving the 
countenance of Mr. Adam, then the official representative of 
the present Government, who sent a telegram in favour of bis 
and Mr. Labouchere's candidature, requesting the Liberals to 
split their vote . A telegram wa also received from Mr. S . 
.Morley, M.P., who has much influence with the Dis enters, 
urging united effort in all sections of the Liberal party, and 
the sinking of minor and per::;onal questions in order to 
prevent the return of a Con ·ervative. 

Favoured by such assistance, Mr. Bradlaugh was returned 
by a majority of over 700 votes. 

On Monday the 3rd of May, Mr. Bradlaugh came to the 
table of the House and claimed to be allowed to affirm, as a 
person for the time being by law permitted to make a 
solemn affirmation instead of taking an oath; and on being 
asked by the Clerk upon what grounds he claimed to make 
an affirmation, he said that he did so by virtue of the 
Evidence Amendment Acts, 1869 and 1870. The Speaker 
thereupon informed Mr. Bradlaugh, " that if he desired to 
address the House in explanation of his claim he might be 
permitted to do so." ln accordance with the Speaker's inti
mation Mr. Brad.laugh stated shortly that he relied on the 
Evidence Further Amendment Act, 1869, and the Evidence 
_\-meodment Act 1870, addin~, " T have repe3.tecUy for niue 
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years past, made an affirmation ]n the highest courts of 
jurisdiction in this realm; I am ready to make such a 
declaration or affirmation." The Speaker then acquainterl 
the House that Mr. Bradlaugh having made such claim, he 
did not consider himself justified in determining it, and 
having grave doubts on the construction of the Acts above 
stated, he desired to refer the matter to the judgment of the 
House. 

A Select Committee was therefore appointed, on the 
motion of Lord F. Cavendish (as the principal representative 
of the Government then present), to consider and report 
their opinion whether persons entitled, under the provisions 
of the Evidence Amendment Acts, 1869 and l 870, to make a 
solemn declaration instead of an oath in courts of justice, 
might be admitted to make an affirmation or declaration 
instead of an oath, in pursuance of the Acts 29 and 30 V ict., 
c. 19 ; and 31 and 32 Viet., c. 72. 

On the 20th of May the Committee reported that, in their 
opinion, persons so entitled could not be admitted to rn:ike 
such affirmation or declaration ]nstead of an oath in the 
House of Commons. 

This report was adopted by he Committee only by the 
casting vote of its Chairman (Mr. Walpole). The following 
amongst others voted in favour of the opinfon that Mr. 
Bradlaugh was entitled to affirm:-

Mr. Bright. 
Sir H. James, Q.C. 
Sir F. Herschell, Q.C. 
Mr. Watkin Williams, Q.C. 
Mr. Se1jeant Simon. 

On the same day (May 20) Mr. Bradlaugh addressed to the 
newspapers a letter, which contained the following passages: 

"The oath, although to me including words of idle and meaning
less character, was, and is, regarded by a large number of my fellow 
countrymen as an appeal to Deity to take cognizance of their swearing. 
It would have been an act of hypocrisy to voluntarily take this form 
if any other had been open to me, or to take it without protest, as 
though it meant in my mouth any such appeal. 

"My duty to my constituents is to fulfil the mandate they havt 
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given me, and if to do this I have to submit to a form less solemn 
to me than the affirmation I would have reverently made, so much 
the worse for those who force me to repeat words which I have scores 
of times declared are to me sounds conveying no clear and definite 
meaning. I am sorry for the earnest beliovers who see words sacred 
to them med as a meaningless addenda to a promise, but I cannot 
permit their less sincere co-religi mists to use an idle form in ordor 
to prevent me from doing my duty to those who have chosen me 
to speak for them in Parliament. I shall, taking the oath, regard 
myself as bound, not by the letter of its words, but by the spirit 
which the affirmation would have conveyed had I been permitted to 
use it." 

The proceedings of the next da.y (May 21st) are thu~ 
described in the Journals of the House of Commons:-

"Mr. Bradlaugh, returned as one of the members for the borough 
of Northampton, came to the table to take and subscribe the oath, 
mid the clerk was proceeding to administer the same to him, when Sir 
Henry Drummond Wolff, member for Portsmouth, rose to take objection 
thereto, and to submit a motion to the House." 

He moved-

"That, in the opinion of this House, Mr. Bradlaugh, memb6r for 
Northampton, ought not to be allowe<l to take the oath which he 
now requires to be administered to him, in consequence of his having 
previously claimed, at the table of the House, to make an affirma
tion or declaration instead of the oath prescribed by law, founding 
his claims upon the terms of the Act 29 and 30 Viet. c. 19, and the 
Evidence Amendment Acts of 1869 and 1870, and on the ground 
that under the provisions of those Acts the presiding Judge, at a 
trial, has been satisfied that the taking of an oath would have no 
binding effect on his conscience." 

To this an amendment was moved by appointing a fresh 
Committee to consider the right of the House to refuse to 
allow the oath to be administered. 

This Committee reported on the 16th of June, 1880, and 
amongst other things said:-

"As to the right and jurjsdiction of the House to refuse to allow 
the form of the oath prescribed to be taken by duly elected members 
to be taken by them, your Committee are of opinion that there is 
and must be an inherent power in the House to require that the 
law by which the proceedings of the House aud of its members, in 
reference to the ta.king of the Parliamentary oath is regulated, be 
duly observed. But this does not imply that there is any power 
in the House to interrogate any member desirous to take the Oath 
of Allegiance upon any subject in connection with his religious 
belief, or as to the extent the oath will bind his conscience; or 
tha.t there is any power in the House to hear any evidence in re· 
la.tion to such matters. 



" .And your Committee are of opinion that by and in making ·the 
claim to affirm, Mr. Bradlau15h voluntarily brought to the notice of 
the House that on several occasions he had been permitted in a court 
of justice to affirm, under the Evidence Amendment Acts, 1869 and 
1870, in order to enable him to do which a Judge of the Court must 
·h~ve- been satisfied that an oath was not bjnding upon Mr. Brad
la.ugh's conscience ; and, as he stated, he had acted upon such deci
sions by repeatedly making the affirmation in courts of justice; and, 
as abov~ stated, nothing has appeared before your Committee to cause 
tbem to think Mr. Bradlaugh dissented from the correctness of such 
"decisions, your Committee are of opinion that under the circumstance~, 
the compliance by Mr. Bradlaugh with the form used when an oath 
is taken would not be the taking of an oath within the true mean
ing of the Statutes 29 Viet. c. 19, and 31 & 32 Viet. c. 72; and 
therefore, that the House can, and in the opinion of your Committee 
ought, to prevent Mr. Bradlaugh going through this form." 

On the ·question whether the House ought in the exercise 
of its power to prevent him from taking the oath, eleven of the 
Committee voted in favour 0f, and ten against it. Amongst 
the latter were :-

Mr. Bright. 
"Nlr. Childers. 
Sir H. James. 
Sir F. Herschell. 

The report, however, contained al o an addendum, sug
gested by Mr. Serjeant Simon, to the effect that "as the state 
of the law upon the ubject cannot be regarded as satisfactorily 
determined," Mr. Bradlaugh should be allowed to affirm at 
his peril, and so have an opportunity of testing his legal 
right to do so in the High Court of Justice. 

The Committee accordingly recommended that should Mr. 
Bradlaugh again seek to make and subscribe the affirmation 
he be not prevented from so doing. 

This was carried by 12 votes to 9, Mr. Bright, Mr. Childers, 
Sir H. James, and Sir F. Herschell voting in the majority. 

Accordingly Mr. Labouchere moved, on June 21, 1880, 
that Mr. Bradlaugh should be allowed to affirm, to which Sir 
Hardinge Giffard moved, as an ameudment :-

"That having regard to the Reports and Proceerungs of two Select 
Committees appointed by this Hol;lse, Mr. Brad.laugh be not permitted 
to take the Oath or ml'.l.ke the Affirmation mentioned in the Statute 
29 Viet. e. 19, and 31 & 32 Viet. c. 72." 

,. 
} 
I 



After two nights' debate the amendment was carried by a 
majority of 27 5 to 230, the Government supporting Mr. 
Labouchere and voting in the minority. 

On· the ·23rd of June l\fr. Bradlaugh came again to the 
table and claimed to take the oath, when the Speaker com
municated to him the above resolution. Mr. Bradlaugh was 
4~ard in support of his claim, and Mr. Labouchere then 
moved to rescind the resolution, but withdrew his motion ai 
the suggestion of Mr. Gladstone, who said that it would 
inyolve "some loss of dignity.'' 

Mr. Bradlaugh was then ordered to withdraw, but having 
refused to do so, the following scene occurred : -

The SPEAKER.-'' I have now to appeal to the House to give authority 
to the Chair to compel the execution of its orders. (Cheers.) I 
have no authority without the order of the House to enforce, and I 
must therefore appeal to the House to give me instructions for that 
purpose."-(Times' Report.) 

Again there was a pau e, and again there were cries of 
"Gladstone," but the right hon. gentleman, who was reading 
a letter, made no sign, and Sir S. Northcote rose anrl moved that 
)fr. Bradlaugh should withdraw, and subsequently that he be 
taken into cu tody for disobeying the order of the Chair. Mr. 
Bradlaugh was accordingly taken into custody ; but on the 
following day Sir S. Northcote (the Government refusing to 
give any advice) moved for and obtained his discharge from 
custody. 

On the following Saturday the Cabinet considered the 
subject, and in consequence, on July 1st, 1881, Mr. Gladstone 
moved to postpone all orders of the day in order to bring 
on his resolution n'!scinding the previous vote of the House so 
far as related to affirmation, which was as follows:-

"That every person returned as a member of this House who may 
claim to be a person for the time being by law permitted to make a 
solemn affirmation or declaration instead of taking an oath shall 
henceforth (notwithstanding so much of the resolution adopted by this 
House on the 22nd day of June last as relates to affirmatiou) be per
mitted without question to make and subscribe a solemn affirmation 
in the form prescribed by 'the Parliamentary Oaths Act, 1866,' as 
altered by 'the Promissory Oaths Act, 1868,' subject to any liability 
by Statute." 
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In opposition to this Sir Stafford Northcote moved: 

"That this House cannot adopt a resolution which virtually rescind! 
the resolution passed by it on the 22nd day of June last." 

After two nights' debate Sir S. N orthcote's amendment was 
rejected by 303 votes to 219. 

Mr. A. M. Sullivan then moved that the new resolution 
should apply only to future members of the Hom~e, but WM 

defeated by 27 4 to 236, the Government all voting against 
him. 

Mr. Gladstone's resolution was then made a standing order 
of the House; and on July 2nd Mr. Bradlaugh, "claiming to 
be a person for the time being by law permitted to make a 
solemn affirmation or declaration instead of taking an oath," 
made an affirmation at the table. 

On the same day an action was commenced at the suit of 
.Mr. H. L. Clarke against Mr. Bradlaugh to recover penalties 
in consequence of his " having sat in the House of Commons 
during a debate after the Speaker had been chosen," with
out having made and sub.·cribed the oath required by law. 

On March 31, 1881, the judgment of the Comt of Appeal 
was delivered by Lord Justices Bramwell, Baggallay, and Lush, 
approving the judgment of Mr. Justice Mathew against Mr. 
Bradlaugh. In t.he course of his judgment Lord Justice 
Bramwell said :-

'' I think it is about as plain a case as eve!' came before a court 
of justice; I think it is a perfec:t!y plain case that the defendant was 
not entitled to affirm or to declarA by virtue of the Act for the 
further Amendment of the Law of Evidence combined with the Parlia
mentary Oaths Act." 

Accordingly, on April 1, 1881, a new writ was issued for the 
borough of Northampton, on the motion of Mr. Labouchere, 
and on April 9th Mr. Bradlaugh was returned by a majority 
of 132 over his opponent, Mr. Corbett, the number of votes 
recorded for him shewing a decrease of more than 500. 

On April 26, 1881, on Mr. Bradlaugh again presenting 
himself at the table and claiming to take the oath, Sir 
Stafford Northcote ro88 to object, and on cries of "Order" 
being raised, the Speaker ruled that the House ought to han 
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an "opportunity of expressing its judgment upo·J. the new 
conditions under which the oath is now proposed to be taken.' 

Sir S. Northcote then moved that Mr. Bradlaugh be not 
:allowed " to go through the form of taking the oath prescribed 
by the statute." 

This motion was opposed by the Government, Mr. Bright, 
Mr. Gladstone, and Sir H. James speaking against it, but was 
carried on a division by 208 to 175. Mr. Bradlaugh there
upon again advanced to the table, and refused to withdraw. 

"There were loud calls for Mr. Gladstone, who did not, 
however, respond to them."-(Times' Report.) 

Sir S. Northcote then said : -

"Sir, the Prime Minister having a.bdicated the proper functions of 
his position, and having called upon those who voted in the majority 
on a particular question to act in a matter in which, as I consider, 
the honour of the House is concerned, I will not refuse to accept 
that responsibility." He then moved that Mr. Bradlaugh should 
withdraw, which was carried. 

Mr Bradlaugh, being then removed by the Sergeant-at
Arms, immediately returned to the Bar, and the Speaker rose 
and said that he mu t only throw himself upon the House in 
the circumstances in which they were placed. (Loud cries of 
" Gladstone.") 

The Hou e shortly afterward adjourned. 
On the next day \April 27) Mr. Bradlaugh again pre ented 

himself, but the debate was adjourned on the understanding 
that the Government would bring in a Bill on the subject. 

On May 2, 1881, the orders of the day and the debate on 
the Irish Land Bill were adjourned, on the motion of Mr. 
Gladstone, in order to enable the Attorney-General (Sir H. 
James) to bring in his Bill. After Sir H. James's statement 
the House adjourned. 

On Friday, May 6, the Government proposed to fix a 
morning sitting on the following Tuesday to continue the 
debate. This was resisted by lVlr. Balfour, and the debate was 
adjourned until the 9th, on which day the Government 
renewed the proposal of the morning sitting, and defeated a 
motion for the adjournment by a majority of 20 only. After 
this they gave way. 
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On May 10th Mr. Bradlaugh again presented himself at 
tl1e table and refused to withdraw, upon which the Speaker 
again appealed for instructions. Mr. Gladstone showing no 
signs of rising, Sir S. Northcote rose and moved that the 
Sergeant-at-Arms should remove Mr. Bradlaugh from the 
House until he should give a.n undertaking not to disturb its 
proceedings. This was carried without a division, and Mr. 
Bradlaugh was and remains excluded from the House. 

June, 1881. 

APPENDIX. 

It may be useful to append here some particulars of the trial of 
Charles .Bradlaugh and Annie Besant, in June, 1877, for publishing 
the "Fruits of Philosophy," which are extracted from the full report 
published by the defendants themselves. 

The indictment against them alleged that they" did print, publjllh, 
sell, and utter a certain indecent, lewd, filthy, and obscene libel, to 
wit, a certain indecent, lewd, filthy, hawdy, and obscene book, called 
' Fruits of Philosophy,' thereby contaminating, vitiating, and corrupt· 
ing the morals as well of youth as of other liege subjects of the Queen, 
and bringing the said liege subjects to a state of wickedness, lewd
ness, debauchery, and imU"orality, &c.'' 

The trial took place before Lord Chief Justice Cockburn and a 
special jury, and resulted in a verdict of guilty against both defend
ants. The Lord Chief .Justice, in passing sentence, said: "We 
cannot help seeing, in what has been said and done pending this trjal, 
and since the verdict of the jury was pronounced, that the defendants, 
instead of submitting themselves to the law, have set it at defiance 
by continuing to circulate this book," and he sentenced them both 
to be imprisoned for 6 months, to pay a fine of £200, and to find recog
nisances for good behaviour for two years. On appeal the sentence 
was reversed by the Court of Appeal on "a purely technical 
question "-whether the indictment sufficiently set out the words 
relied upon as constitutjng the offence-Lord Justice Brett adding 
thali, nevertheless, " the verdict stands untouched," and it must follow 
that the reiteration of the offence, if it be proved to be an offence, 
must be met by a greater punishment than that which may have been 
passed already upon the defendants. . 

[67.] 



[HANDBILLS FOR ELECTORS.] 

MR. CHARLES BRADL~~UGH. 

Mr. Charles Bradlaugh was olected for Northampton at the 
General Election, April, 1880, having received dUl'ing his candida
ture the countenance and support of the Liberal 11 whip," the official 
representative of that party. On presenting himself in Parliament 
to take his seat, it was necessary that he should first take the Oath of 
Allegiance to the Queen. He, however, claimed to be allowed to 
make an affirmation instead of taking an oath, which, he had said, 
contained words lnamely, the invocation of the Deity) which were 
to him of "an idle and meaningless character." 

It was pointed out that he was not qun.li.fied to make an affirma
tion instead of taking an oath, as the statute which enables certain 
persons to make affirmation was passed to relieve those only who 
had conscientious religious objections to the oath, and that as Mr. 
Bradlaugh did not object on those grounds he could not be one of 
the persons intended by the statute. 

Mr. Gladstone and the bulk of his party strongly advocated 
Mr. Bradlaugh being allowed to affirm, but the House referred 
the question to a Committee, which decided that Mr. Bradlaugh 
was not entitled to do. so. A second Committee decided that 
he could not take the oath, but, reversing the decision of the 
former Committee, recommended that he should be allowed to 
affirm, subject to the decision of the Courts of Law. Mr. 
Gladstone afterwards supported a proposal that Mr. Bradlaugh 
should be allowed to affirm on these conditions, and was 
defeated by 45 votes in a House where he has an ostensible 
majority of over 150. Mr. Gladstone afterwards carried a resolution 
practically rescinding this ckcision, and Mr. Bradlaugh did affirm 
and took his seat. 
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An action was then brought m a Court of Law to recover tho 
statutory penalty of £500 for having voted without having taken 
the oath. This raised the whole question, and the Courts of Law 
unanimously decided that l\'Ir. Bradlaugh was not a person who is 
entitled to affirm.. 

In consequence of this decision, Mr. Bracllaugh's election was 
considered void, and a new election for Northampton wa held 
in April, 1881, when Mr. Bradlaugh was returned, but by a very 
much smaller majority-nearly 600 persons le s voting for him than 
on the former occasion. 

Upon Mr. Bradlaugh again presenting' him.self in the House of 
Commons to take his seat, he offered to take the oath. But it 
was objected that as he did not believe in the sanctity of an oath 
it would be a mockery and a profanation to allow him to 
take it. A division was taken, and Mr. Gladstone and the other 
friends of Mr. Bradlaugh, who saw no objection, were defeated by 
a majority of 30. 

Mr. Gladstone, having s~gnally failed on those two occa ·ion. 
to force Mr. Bradlaugh upon tho House, proposes to introduce 
a Bill into Parliament with the object of allowing anyone to 
affirm., whether he has any religious belief or not, and thu · 
to secure Mr. Bracllaugh's admission. Before imch a change is 
made in the law of the country it is desirable that public opinion 

fi
uld be expres ed both by meetings and petitions to Parliament. 
the people wish the law to be altered in order to enable Mr. 

arles Bradlaugh to take his seat in Pa.rliament? 

Many person are excluded by law from. Parliament, uch 
s peers, clergymen, women, minors, paupers, foreigners, 

lunatics, &c. ·why should not the law exclude Mr. Bradlaugh, 
who is an avowed atheist, who says of Christianity that it is 
" a cursed inhuman religion " and an " accursed creed ; " that it 
is " theoretically unjust " and " practically pernicious ; " "rotten, 
intolerant, and false ; " that it " has been a corroding, an eating 
cancer to em.poison the whole life blood of the world, the enemy 
of all progress; " who says of om Divine Lord that u His mis. ion 
was a sham," that He was " a coward craven," that His language 
on the cross was that of " an enthusiast who had deluded himself, 
or a knave who deluded others ; " who says of the Bible that " if 
you take the Bible as a guide immorality must necessarily result,'' 
and denounces it as an "immoral book ? " 



Are Englishmen prepared to give a voice in framing their In.w. 
to a man who approves of the atrocious sentiments that ''marriage 
is one· of the chief instruments in the degradation of women," and 
that " whether children are born in marriage or not is a matter of 
very 1ittle importance;" who says "lying is only a vice ~hen it \I' 
<loes harm, but it is a very great virtue when it does good ? " I\ 

These are some of the opinions of l\fr. Bradlaugh, as recently 
brought to public notice by l\Ir. Henry Varley.':' 

This is the man that Mr . Gladstone's Chancellor, Lord Selborne,t 
con iders ought not to be prohibited from publicly goingthrough the 
n.wful mockery of swearing before God, whose xi tence he r fuses 
to n.cknowleclgc, allegiance to the Queen, whose authority he con
temns. 

Let the voices of loyal and Goel-fearing Englishmen be heard on 
thi matter by public meetings and petitions ; let them declare that 
a man who outrages ail their religion feelings, who scoffs at the 
sanctity of family life, and who has been convictucl of tpublishing and 
eirculating obscene literature, i. not a fit and proper person to sit in 
Pi:irliament, and that the laws of our country ::;hall not be altered to 
a.<lmit him. 

June, 1881. 

*An Appeal to the Men of England, by Henry Varl&y publislied l.Jy Sl1aw and 
Co , 48, Patemoste1· Row. 

t Letter to Rev . F . H. Randolph.-Jfoming Post, l\fay 11th, 1881. 
t It will be remembered that the conviction was quashed on the technical 

ground that the book it::elf was not textually set out in the '·information " 



MR. BRADLAUGH & THE PARLIAMENTARY OATH, 

FORM OF PETITION. 

To the H onourable the Commons of Great Brita in and 

Ireland in Parliament assembled. 

THE Hu1vrnLE PETITION OF THE UNDERSIGNED l NHABITA T, 

OF 

SHEWETH, 

That your Petitioners have heard with regret that it is proposed 
hy her 1\fajesty's Government to pass through your Honourable 
Hou e a Bill which will lrnve the effect of nullifying the provi. ions 
of the Parliamentary Oaths Act, 1866. 

That in your Petitioners' opinion Her Majesty's Government have 
introduced thi. measure with the express view of facilitating the 
entrance to your Honourable House of a person who has publicly 
declared that he does not acknowledge the existence of a God, and 
has derided the most sacred doctrines of Christianity. 

ThRt your Petitioners regard the Bill introduced by her Maje ty', 
Government a.s one which is calculated to degrade the sanctity of 
the Parliamentn.ry Oath, and as contrary to th Constitution and 
Common Law of the country. 

Wherefore your Petitioners pray your Honourable House to refuse 
your assent to the proposed alteration of the Law. 

·And your Petitioners as in duty bound will e er Pray. 

(Here fallow Signatures.) 

N.B.-The above Form is suggested for those who may be pro
moting Petitions to the House of Commons on this subject. 

Tho Petitions themselves must be written by hand, not 
printed, n-ncl one or more signatmes should be written on the same 
sheet as that on which the Prayer appears. They shou!d be sent to 
l\Iembers of the Hou e of Commons for presentation before the Bill 
comes on for second reading. 

[53] 
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THE CHURCH 
IN /TB RELATION8 TO THE 8TATE. 

On Monday evening, April 24th, under the auspices of the 
Beaconsfield No. 1 We.rd Conservative Olub, Mr. Croston, 
of Upton Hall, delivered a lecture in the National School, 
Duke.street, on the above subject. There was a good at. 
tendance. The Vicar (Rev. E. 0. Turner) occupied the 
chair; in addition to the lecturer, the Vicar was supported 
by the Revs. J, Ellison, Vicar, and W. Seed, Curate of St. 
George's; W. Laycock, Vicar of Hurdsfield; R. Hurst, 
Ourate-in-cha.rge of Newtown; Mr. J, W. H. Thorp, 
president of the club; Mr. Touchstone, of the Northern 
Ohurch Defence Association; and. Councillors P. J, 
Eaton, and R. A. Thorp. 

The VIOAB, on rising to introduce Mr. Oroston, was 
cordially received. He said that when Mr. Thorp, the 
respected president of the Beaconsfield Olub, invited him 
tc. be present on that occasion, he accepted the invitation 
without a moment's hesitation, and with the very greatest 
pleasure, because he was al ways glad to make himself use· 
ful, and he was especially pleased if he could be of 
any use to the working men of Macclesfield and its 
neighbourhood. (Hear, hear.) Mr. Oro11ton, who was 
about to deliver a lecture on the very interesting subject 
of the Ohuroh in its relations to the State, we.a no 
str~nger to Macclesfield (applause), and he (the Vicar) 
had bee11 rather astonished to hear him, before the 
opening of the meeting, say that be bad not attended 
a. public meeting in Macclesfield for some years, They 
were all, he was sure, glad to welcome Mr. Croston 
among them on that occasion. The subject of Church and 
State was, as he had said, a most interesting and imper. 
tant one, and he ventured to think it was a subject which 
before long would occupy the serious attention of Parlia. 
ment, and would then, no aoubt, bring before the public 
a. considerable number of good, bad, and indifferent 
speeches. It was, therefore, very important that the 
public should be properly instructed on this important 
question. (Hear, hear.) It was the more necessary that 
this should be done because perhaps there was no subject 
on which tb&re was more lamentable i~norance displayeq' 
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nor no subject upon which there were more strenuously 
and earnestly false theories and false views promul
gated amongst the peopl@. (Applause.) It was 
desirable, therefore, on this account that meetings like 
that should be held and lectures delivered in our great 
centres of industry, with the object of informing the 
public mind, and it was much to be thankful for that 
we in Macclesfield had a gentleman residing in our midst 
who was sa well qualified to deal with the subject as Mr. 
Croston undoubtedly was, and who was at the same time 
willing to give his neighbours the benefH of bis research 
and information, (Applause.) He hoped that the effect 
of Mr. Croston's lecture would be to attach us all more 
firmly than ever to our beloved Church, and to convinc~ 
us that an Established Church was not only the greatest 
possible blessing to the State but alw to the people of 
England. (Applause,) 

Mr. CROSTON, who was greeted with enthusiastic 
applause, then delivered his lect1ue. Having thanked 
the meeting for the cordial reception given him, he said 
that when last be addressed a public meeting in Maccles. 
field it was under different circumstances to the 
present-it was either in defence of great 1md cherished 
principles, or for the purpose of correcting error, where he 
believed error required correction. He came before them 
on the present occasion under different circumstances; he 
did not come thereinanyspirit of controversy, inanyspirit 
of bitterness or contention wi.th those who might hold 
opinions at variance to his, but rather in a spirit of enquiry, 
to discuss a. question that could not fail to be of interest, 
and which he hoped wouldbemadeinstructive. Thehistory 
of a Christian Church, and especially when that Christian 
Church was the Church of England, could not fail to be of 
interest to every Englishman, no matter what his opiDions 
might be-(hear, hear)-whether he was a member of the 
Church; whether he belonged to the Nonconforming 
bodies, and bad withdrawn himself from her communion; 
or whether be belonged to the Roman Catholic Church 
and acknowledged allegiance to a foreign prelate. As 
the Vicar had said, these were times in which the 
people of the country should be informed on this 
question. We often heard the question asked, 
"Where was your Church btifore the passing of the Act of 
Uniformity?" as if, forsooth, the re-introdnction of the 
Liturgy was the creation of a new Church. " Where," 
asks the Roman Catholic, " was your Church before 
Henry VIII. ?" knowing that the claim thus set up of the 
antiquity of bis own Church, the assumed claim of the 
Pope's supremacy/and the universality of his authority 



over the Ohristian churches, was the strongest argu. 
ment he can use with unthinking proselytes to win them 
over to the Church of Rome. "Where was your Church 
before Luther?" and we answer that it was hidden away 
beneath the many folds of the parti.coloured garment which 
traditionandsuperstitionbad wovenandgatheredaroundit. 
Before be sat down he hoped to prove that the Church of 
England of the present da.y was a continuation of the 
Church of the earliest ages in this country-(applause)
that she h11d a history going back as far as that of the 
Church of Rome, if not even to an earlier date, and that 
she had maintained her position, asserted her inde· 
pendence, and retained her continuity through long ages. 
(Applause.) There were those who fondly believed, 
despite the facts which must be apparent to the careful 
student of history, that our Church was a new creation, 
and so recently as last Friday night Mr. Illingworth, one 
of the members for Bradford, spoke of the Church as a 
department of the State; placing her on the same level 
as the army or navy, or, as he said, any other depa1tment 
of the public service; and there were those who 
argued that the Church was State.ma.de, State-paid, and 
State.governed; that her clergy were supported from the 
national funds-that she was in fact a creature of the 
State. To hold this argument, it was necessary to sup. 
pose that at some period or another the State had selected, 
had called into existence, some particular Church-that 
the State had bestowed upon it certain privileges over 
all other religious bodies-maintained its clergy-and 
that the Church on herparthad enteredintoacompactthat 
herformularies, her litnrgy,andherprayers, should be under 
the direction of Parliament. Now he ventnred to affirm that 
any man who had given the slightest consideration to the 
question of the origin of the Chureh knew that such a 
position was altogether uLtenable. (Hear, hear.) The 
Church was never established by the State or by Parlia. 
ment; she established herself long ages before there was 
a State in the sense that we understand the word now
long ages before there was a Parliament, and before there 
was an English nation capable of any such a national act. 
(Applause.) But it might be asked, "How do you trace back 
the history of the Ohurch ?" We could not tell with abso
lute certainty when the light of Christian truth first flashed 
upon pagan darkness in Britain, but we do know from 
the earliest of our acclesiastical historians that the name 
of Christ was mentioned ia England before the time of 
the revolt ef the British forces under Boadicea, and this 
carried us to an event which took place in the year 61, so 
that we were satisfied that Christian truth had been 
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brought within the borders of our country during the life. 
time of men in whose memory the great tragedy enacted 
on Calvary was still fresh, We did not know with cer· 
tainty who was the first to bring the truth to us; various 
writers gave different authors, At that time England was 
a dependency of Rome. There was a trade carried on 
with Britain, and people came from every country and 
clime in the civilised world, attracted by the mineral 
wealth of the district, and therefore it was not unlikely 
there was a connection with Rome at the time St. Paul 
was a prisoner there, when the new doctrine was brought 
to us. We knew that the wife of AulusPlautius, the Roman 
pro-prretor, was an English w0man, and became a convert to 
Christianity. We also knew that Claudia, the wife of Pudens, 
mentioned by St. Paul, in his Second Epistle to Timothy, 
who was also a convert, was an English woman, the 
daughter of an Eoglish prince. What was therefore more 
natural, when they came back to their own country, than 
that they should have brought the glad tidings with them. 
Coming down to a later period, we know there was a. 
Christian Church established in this country, teach
ing the truths of the Gospel as we know them now; a. 
Church that was Episcopal in its character; it had its bishops 
because we frequently found them taking part in counoils 
concerning the affairs of the Church, The third 
century was an important period i11 the history of the 
Church; it was the time of the persecution of the 
Emperor Diocletian, and England suffered equally with 
other countries-it was because the truth was widespread 
at that time, because there were many churches in the 
country, many bishops and seminaries, that the wrath of 
Diocletian was raised, and England was subjected to per. 
secutions like other parts of the civilised world. The 
town of St. Albans, known at that period as the City of 
Verulum, commemorates the martyrdom of St. Alban, in 
303, in its abbey, recently raised to the position of the 
cathedral church of the diocese. In the same manner similar 
events were commemorated in the narr.e of Lichfield, the 
meaning of which was " the corpse.field ; "and the city 
arms represented a field withanumberofpersonsslain, who 
had died for the truth. In 314 there was a council held at 
Aries, a town in the south of France, and at that 
assembly there were three bishops of the British Church 
present-the Bishops of London, York, and Caerleon. 
upon-Usk. Again, in 347, at Sardica, and in 359, at 
Ariminnm, there were councils of the Church, 
at which British bisheps were present, all of which 
facts went to prove that at a very early date there 
was a Church established in the country, true in 
its teaching, independent in its action-not dependant 
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on the Church of Rome, or forming a branch of that 
Church, but a true branch of Christ's Church, and 
springing not from the Church of he We3t, but rather 
from the Church of the East-from the Church of Jerusalem, 
not from the Church in Rome. Applause.) That this 
was so was testified by the Roman Catholic historian, Dr. 
Lingard, who certainly was prejudiced in favour of bis own 
faith, but who makes the candid admission that in the third 
century, within200 years of the death of Christ, Christianity 
had spread through the length and breadth of the land, 
and Jerome says that the Church of England was then 
independent and sufficient for salvation. (Applause.) 
And Lingard further made the remark that those must be 
unacquainted with th.a position of the Church who sup· 
pose that there was any great difference between the 
teaching of the ancient British Church and the teaching 
of the Church of Rome at that time. True, because 
even in the Church of Rome the faith was compara. 
tively pnre in those days - the Invocation of Saints, 
the worship of images, transubstantiation, and 
purgatory were not then included in her articles of 
faith, she had not asserted universal sovereignty, 
and the Pope had not claimed to be the universal 
father-long after bat, Gregory the Great declared that 
whoever assumed that title was filled with the pride 
of Anti-Christ, and those distinguishin~ doctrnies 
now asserted as dogma by the Ch1uch of Rome were 
unknown, and the difference between the two Churches 
was not io doctrine but in discipline and in ritual. 
(Hear, heat. It was to that Ohuroh, and not to the 
men sent from .Rome, that we owe our Christianity at 
the present ime ; and even at th period of which he spoke 
the Church was in fact, though not in name, a protesting 
Church. 

In 596 a mission was sent by Pope Gregory from 
Rome, which landed on the shore1 of Kent; it came under 
the leadership of Augustine, the Roman monk, as it was 
said, to convert the English people to Christianity. There 
was no occasion for it; the object was not to convert the 
native Britons, but to convert their Saxon oppressors. He 
was not going to say one word in disparagement of 
that mission-far from it. It redounded to the credit of 
Gregory and Augustine that that mission took place 
showing as it did the anxious desire on the part of both t~ 
spread Christian truth in the< country, but it was because 
they did not know the exact circumstances of the case, 
Gregory had seen the white-haired children from York· 
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shire sold as slaves in the market.place at Rome, and 
believed therefore the country was in a state of paganism, 
and like a generous·hearted Christian.minded man he 
desired to convert the country, but it was the oppressors 
of the English people who were in a state of paganism, 
and not the native race. It was quite true that at 
that period the Church had been driven to a large extent 
towards the Welsh borders. The Roman empire had 
been broken up a century before, and the whole 
of Europe was seething like a great cauldron. The 
native Britons, unaccustomed to defend themselves, 
called in the aid of the Saxons, and it was characteristic 
of thti Saxon then, as it was of him at this day, that 
whenever he planted his foot in a. country which was 
fair and fertile he was a difficult subject t,o get rid of. 
(Applause.) When Augustine and his monks landed in 
the Isle of The.net, they made their way to Ethelbert, 
the king of Kent, for it must be remembered that in 
those days the country was not governed by a 
single king-it was divided into a number of petty 
states, each governed by its own sovereign. What did he 
find when be got there ?-a Christian temple and a 
Christian priest.. Though Ethelbert himself was a pagan, 
his wife, Queen Bertha, was a Christian; she had her own 
chaplain, and services were performed in her own 
church. He remembered a few years ago being in 
Canterbury, and attending a service in the cathedral; 
in the afternoon he worshipped in anotherJ church 
outside the walls of Canterbury ; a very differeBt 
structure, but to him infinitely more interesting 
than the great cathedral ; it was the little church 
of St. Martin, the church in which Augustine himself 
worshipped after landing upon our bhores. (Applause.) 
Looking at that building with something of the eye of 
an antiquary, he (Mr. Croston) saw, from the material 
of which it was made, that it had had a much 
earlier existence even than the time of Augustine, 
because the material was the old Roman brick, and 
it had therefore been originally built before the 
Romans t ook their departure from our shores. (Ap· 
plause.) If there was no Church in the country when 
Augustine landed, how was it that he sought a conference 
with the British bishops? They bad more conferences 
than one; they had disputations, and the British bishops 
refused to yield to Augustin9's authority. Their dif. 
ferenoes arose not so much in doctrine as upon the ques· 
tion of ritual, the mode of administering baptism, and 
the time for observing the festival of Easter, facts which 
pointed to the conclusion that our Christianity came from 
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the Church of Jerusalem, and not from the Church 
of Rome; so that we could pride ourselves that 
our Church bad an antiquity greater than that of the 
Church of Rome i tself. (Applause.) As he bad said, our 
Church was a protesting church even in those days-the 
native prelates refused to yield allegiance to the Pope of 
Rome~they asserted their independence, and their inde· 
pendence they maintained. (Hear, hear.) But he might 
be asked-how came the country to be converted to 
Christianity-how came these Saxon invaders to receive 
the truth? The country was divided into a number 
of small states, and as one petty sovereign or chief 
after another became converted to the truth he 
endeavoured to bring about the conversion of the 
people within bis territory. But, so far from 
the Church being established by the State-estab· 
lisbed at one particular time, as some people af. 
fected to believe, the spectacle was presented in th'3 
early history of the Church of one state acknowledging 
the Divine power, and, being converted to Christianity, 
while another state was still in a. condition of 
lleathenism. Yes, and the spectacle was also witnessed of 
states, after having been converted to Christianity, falling 
away again P.nd relapsing into their old state of idolatry. 
The mission of Augustine was not a success. It was 
true that in addition to the sees of Canterbury and 
London, he founded the see of Rochester, but the 
bishops he appointed were compelled to abandon 
their positio11s and leave the country, and the 
people within their dioceses relapsed again into 
idolatry. How then were the conversions brought about ? 
-not by those who received the teachings of Augustine 
and his monks, but by those of the old British Church, 
who had retired, some into Ireland and some into Scot· 
land; from Scotland, missionaries came south and spread 
the truth amongst the Saxons, who had taken possession 
of the soil; therefore, when we spoke of our Christianity, 
we looked not to Rome, but to Iona and to Lindisfarne. 
(Hear, hear.) Those missionaries spread over the whole 
of what was called the kingdom of Marcia, and we 
had evidences in many of the older parishes of 
their visits. Without going beyond the borders of the 
great patish in which we are located (Prestbury), we had 
had a singular illustration of this brought fo light within 
the past year. The idea prevailed in the minds of 
some that the old church of Prestbury had existed long 
antecedent to the arrival of the Normans. The old chapel 
in the churchyard bore indications of N ormP.n architecture; 
but the name of the place suggested the idea that there 
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was an ecclesiastical establishment anterior to that tin:.e; 
and, curiously enough, during the recent restoration 
some remains h:id been found that spoke in the clearest 
possible language of the existence of such an establish
ment in Anglo.Saxon times. (Applause.) Built up in 
the walls and hidden for centuries from view, 
we found portion of a cross, but it had now 
been t aken out and placed in the churchyard, and 
after long centuries it was there, a silent but eloquent 
witness of the truth having been taught in this district 
at a very early period. (Applause.) And now, after 
long ages, during which it had been hidden from view, it 
reflec.,s the same shadow, the same sun.light, and dis· 
plays the same rude carvings it did more than 1,000 years 
ago, Though to some it might seem ruJe and un. 
shapely, still, in the expressive symbolism in which it 
speaks, it teaches the principles of our Christianity, and 
we see inscribed upon its face that which tells of 
man's state of innocence, man's fall and punishment 
for disobedience, ancl he ventured to believe, if tbe 
other fragments of the cross could have been found, 
we should have the story of mae's redemption, From 
such evidences as this we got some insight iuto the 
history of our Church, and we were thus made aware of 
the fact that even in this district, loEg before the arrival of 
the Normans, the truth was taught in its pure simplicity. 

Up to that time Rome had made but little effort 
to assert her dominion over the Church in this country; 
when, however, the change in dynasty came about-when 
Harold was overthrown and William had succeeded to the 
throne, the imperious Hildebrand stepped in and wished 
to induce William the Norman to own allegiance to her, to 
submit to her rule, and pay homage to him as the Pope. 
What was tbe answer he gave? He said, "I can't find that 
any of my predecessors did own allegiance to the Pope of 
Rome; I never have owned it, and never will." (AP· 
plause.) William maintained his independence, and re· 
fused to allow the Bishops of his realm to obey the man
dates of the Bishop of Rome. His son and successor, 
William Rufus, prohibited all appeals to Rome as unheard 
of and contrary to the usages of the kit:1gdom. Henry I. 
did the same thin~, and, if we ran over the list 
of the Plantagenet Kings, we find that by nearly 
every one of them there was some enactment declar. 
ing the independence of the Church of England v.nd 
repudiating the claim set up by Rome; especia]]y 
was this the case in the statute of provisors passed in 
the 25th year of Edward III., which me.de it clear 
that the Church of England was founded in a state 
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of prelacy in times past by voluntary effort, by 
different individuals, and that she was free and 
independent of the Church of Rome. (Applause), It 
was not until the time of King John, the most 
vicious, the most weak-minded, and most tyrannical 
king England has ever had, that the English Church was 
brought under subjection to the see of Rome. John 
had quarrelled with the Bishop of Rome, and tlie Bishop 
in retaliation had sanctioned the invasion of his country by 
Philip of France, and in his arrogant way gave the 
country to him. John, alarmed at the position he was in, 
humbled himself to the Pontiff, yielded his crown 
to him, and did homage before the Pope's legate ; but that 
was not an Act of the English Parliament, (Applause,) 
And what was the result of his submission? The English 
barons protested against the act of degradation, and it 
was that which led to the glorious assembly on the field 
of Runnymede, near Windsor, when the great Charter of 
English liberty was extorted from the weak minded 
monarch. (Applause.) What was the opening sentence 
of that charter?-" This Church of England (not of Rome) 
is, and shall be for ever free, and shall enjoy her rights 
and her liberties inviolate." (Hear, hear.) 

But we were told the Church was established by 
the State. How was she established ? As he had 
said, in the Saxon times, as the Sovereign of each 
State became converted to Christianity, he was anxious 
to become a. nursing father to the Church and to 
encourage the spread of Christian truth within hie 
own realm, and as each chief landowner became con· 
verted, his practice wa!I to builJ n. church upon bis own 
domain for the use of himself and family and dependents, 
at the same time making permanent provision for the 
maintenance of those who should minister in it by a 
permanent rent charge, as he had a perfect right to make, 
and in this way he made a provision which he thought 
would never be challenged, and that the maintenance 
of the Church's ministers would be secure for all time. 
This circumstance explained why it was that the parishes in 
England differed so much in size and in the value of their 
endowments-as the estate was counterminioue with 
the boundary of the parish, and the church was 
built for the spiritual benefit of those residing 
within it. Some men were wealthier than others and 
provided more liberally; some, in addition to the rent 
charge, gave glebe lands, and in the course of time other 
benevolent people added to these glebe lands, and 
so it was that some churches were more richly en
dowed than others, and some parishes were more 
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extensive than others. Then, again, the patronage was 
in the hands of the founder. We might rest assured that 
if the State founded and established these churches and 
provided for the permanent maintenance of the clergy, 
the State would have reserved to itself the patronage. 
{Applause.) The fact that these founders held the patron· 
age in their own hands was strong lJroof of the voluntary 
origin of the endowments. {Hear, hear.) Moreover, in 
those days there was no State in the sense in which wa 
understand it now. There was no Parliamen There was 
the council held in the Saxon times known as the Saxon 
Witan, but the Witan had no power to grant lands or 
make a permanent charge upon the estates of the land
owners. Had those landowners' estates been so interfered 
with, they would have made right good use of their trusty 
swords. It was not until centuries after this that there was 
a Parliament in this country, and that Parliament bad 
nothing whatever to do with the establishing of the 
Church. It was this-the Bishops and the Ecclesias
tics of the Church were the most learned and the most 
cultivated men in the country, and they took pa.rt in the 
councils of the nation-such councils as were then held, 
and if there was any establishing in the case it was the 
Church which established the State a11d not the State 
which established the Church. {Applause.) The Church 
existed and became the principle of attraction, and 
cohesioR which drew together and consolidated the con• 
flicting elements of secular authority, until at last they 
formed the English constitution in Church and State. 
There was yet another evidence. Mr. Illingworth in the 
House of Commons, spoke of the Church 9.s being similar to 
the Army and Navy or any other department of the public 
service. We have no difficulty in ascertaining where the 
money comes from for the support of the Army and Navy; 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, while be (Mr. Croston) 
was addressing them, was in the House of Commons un
folding his Budget and showing how each department of the 
State was maintained, and what it cost, but it was because 
the property belonging to the Church was not State pro
perty, and is not held by the State, that the State does not 
know what it is. {Loud applause.) Some years ago, before 
he came to reside in the neighbourhood of Macclesfield, 
he was warden of a church a mile or two out of Man
chester ; one day the rector came to him with some forms 
he had received from London requiring a particular return 
of his endowment-the sources of income, &c.,-and the 
rector asked him to fill them up. Instead of doing so be 
tore them up and put them into the waste paper basket. 
{Laughter, and hear, hear.) Some four or five mo11ths 
after the rector came tG him again and said, "You.did 
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not send these returns," n.nd gave him another form, 
which he put in the fire,-(a.ppla~se)-telling the rector 
that the State had n othing to do with his sources of 
income ; that the property was not vested in the Shto but 
in him as rector-that he was a corporation sole and 
as independent of the State as any Nonconformist 
minister in the land. (Applause.) There was no such 
thing as the Church of England as a single cor
pora.tion-no such thing as on~ vast aggregation 
of property belonging to it as a Church ; its 
property was of all kinds, tithes, glebe lands, 
rentals, houses, and places in various localities, 
and held under various tenures, sometimes to a large and 
sometimes to a small extent, just as the generous 
individuals from time to time gave endowments in 
the first instance on the foundation of the Church, 
and had added to them by gifts made subsequently, 
and every incumbent was himself a corporation sole. 

But it mighl; be urged, as it often was, that the 
Church was under the control of Parliament or 
the State. He thought he had answered the 
queCJtion as to its being a State-made Church-the 
State did not exist; when the Church was made or esta. 
blished. He also thought he had shown pretty clearly it 
was not a State-paid Church, and now he would show 
that it was not a State-controlled Church, any more than 
any other religious body was controlled by the State. We 
were told the State governed the Church. The State did 
nothing of the kind. (Hear, hear.) Parliament was all 
powerful, and it was quite true that Pllrliament had the 
power to disendow the Ohurch ; it could exercise that 
p'ower at any time a majority in Parliament might decree 
it. But it was equally true that Parliament had the 
sama power and precisely the same right to confiscate the 
property belonging to any Roman Catholic or Non· 
conformist chapel, or of any other institution in 
the countrv. (Applause.) Not only so, but Parlia· 
ment had the power and the same right to con· 
fiscate the property of any private individual. (Hear, 
hear.) And once the principle of confiscation was 
admitted, it would not stop at church or chapel property 
-the flood gates would have been opened, and we might 
depend upon it that a state of communism would not 
th.en be far distant. (Applause.) 

We had been told that the State chose this par• 
ticular Church and ga.ve it certain privileges. We 
enquired when those privileges were given, and 
some people pointed triumphantly to the Reforma· 
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tion, and assured us our Church was made by Henry 
VIII.,-an Act of Parliament Church. How did he 
make it ? They admitted there was a Church in the 
country Jong before, and a great many believed that the 
endowments were taken from a previously existing 
Church, and given to the Church we now called the 
Protestant Church. No such thing. There was no 
such change, no overthrow of one church and the setting 
up of another fo its stead, no turning out of 
one set of ecclesiastics e.nd putting others in their 
places, no taking of property from one Ch1:1rch and giving 
it to another. There was a change, it wa.s true, but 
it was not effected by Henry VIII., but by the 
Church in her own councils 1md by her own 
ecclesiastics. She cleansed and purified herself of 
the traditions and errors and superstitions that 
had crept into her during those long centuries that 
the Pope of Rome had been struggling to gain spiritual 
dominion over her and the com:try. (Applause.) But 
during that period didn't she acquire endowments
were there not gifts made to her for superstitious 
purpoaes-for the saying of prayers for the repose 
of the souls of the departed ? He granted there 
were. And those moneys were left for the mainten· 
a.nee of chantry priests who would say prayers for 
expiation of the sins of the departed. In the church 
of Macclesfield there were such chantry chapels. 
Chantry chapels were not used fer euch purposes now. 
The endowments were seized and confiscated to the 
Crown by Acts passed in the last yoar of Henry 
VIII., and the first of his successor, Edwara VI. ; 
and the people of Macclesfield should always bear 
in mind that the vicar did not receive a penny piece from 
those chantry endowments. There had been similar 
chantry chapels at Prestbury, but their endowments, 
like those of Macclesfield, had been swept a.way 
centuries ago. (Applause.) 

But it was allked-Didn't Parliament make the 
prayer-book? Was it not a. fact that the prayers 
in that book were the work of parliament? Nay, 
was not the Sovereign as the head of the Parliament 
the supreme head of the Church? The reply to these 
questions was to be found in the 3~ articles. It 
might be some time since some of them read them, 
but he would ask them to refer at their leisure to the 
37th article of the Church, which would show them 
pretty clearly what was meant by the supremacy of the 
Sovereign, The 37th Article is as follows:-
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"The Queen's Majesty hath the chief power in this 
realm of England, and other her dominions, unto 
whom, the chief government of all estates of this 
realm, wheth er they be ecclesiastical or civil, 
in all causes doth appertain, and is not, nor ought 
to be, subject t'l any foreign jurisdiction. ·where we at
tribute to the Queen's Majesty the chief Government, by 
which titles we understand the minds of sornA slanclerous 
folks to be offended, we give not to our Princes t he 
ministering ei ther of God's Word, or of the Sacraments, 
the which tbiog the injunctions also lately set forth by 
Elizabeth our Queen do most plai nly testify; but that 
only 'Prerogative, which we SP e to have been given al\\ays 
to all godly princes in holy Scriptures by God himself; 
tlrnt is, that they shoul<l rule all estates and dtlgrees com
mitted to their charge by God, whether they be ecclesii>s
tical or temporal, and restrnin with the civil sword the 
stubborn and evil-doers. 'l'he Bishop of Rome hath no 
jurisdiction in this realm of England." · 

That article was put on record to re-assert the 
independence of the Church, to show that the Bishop of 
Rome had no right to claim her submission; it also 
showed, plainly enough, that the Sovereign was the 
temporal but not the spiritual head of the Church, 

It was oftentimes stated that the Prayer· book was made 
by Parliament? What were the creeds and the liturgv? 
They were not the composition or compilement of that 
whioh was new, but the collection of that which was old. 
The Prayer Book contained the ancient cre~ds of 
the Church, and nearly every prayer in that book 
had been at the time in existence for a period of 
1,200 years. (Applause.) They were in existence when 
the Church was in a state of purity, and they were 
translated from the La.tin tongue into a. language the people 
could understand that they might all j oin in worship 
-the English tongue-and so they found their way 
into the Prayer-book of to-day. But they were made 
by the Church. (Hear, hear.) The liturgy was 
prepared for the Church in her own councils by her own 
eccltlsiastics,-learned and discreet divines, not by Parlia
ment, not by the State, but by the Church, and after 
they had been approved by Convocation were merely 
ratified by Parliament. Those ecclesiastics prepared the 
liturgy and ga.ve it us in a single book instead of its being 
in three or four books, and in the Latin tongue, as it had 
been before, and it was merely ratified by the State. (Hear, 
hear.) Then we were told that after that there bad 
been alterations in the Liturgy. Well, the Church had 
always claimed the right to make such alterations and 
modifications in her Praytlr Book as relates to non· 
essentials, and that was plainly set forth in her articles, 
But we were told by some that the Church was 
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established at the time of th1> passing of the Act of 
Uniformity, in 1661. He would just remind them of 
some circumstances that preceded that event, During the 
persecutions of Queen Mary's reign many earnest and 
thoughtful members of the Church of England, who had em· 
braced the reformed doctrines, weresu bjected to the cruellest 
persecutions, and, to protect their lives, fled from their 
own country, and sought refuge on the Continent; many 
of them went to Switzerland, and listened to the teach
ings of Calvin and Zwingli; they accepted some of the 
novelties taught there, and when they came back to England 
they wished to introduce them into theh- own Church. 
After the death of Mary, and Elizabeth had ascended 
the throne, these men introduced into this cour.try 
the principles of Puritanism. What they wished to 
introduce was something different from the Prayer 
Book itself-they wished to have a certain amount 
of freedom which the Prayer Book did not permit. 
In all recognised bodies there must be rules and regula· 
tions, andin a Church to be considered a National Church, 
there must be a certain amount of freedom, but 
that freedom must be within certain defined 
limits, or liberty would lapse into license. In course 
of time these people gained power, and, joining with 
political partizans, they succeeded in overthrowing the 
Government and compassed the death of the sovereign, 
Charles I. They gained the ascendancy, and the result 
was, we had admitted t o our Churches men who were not 
Churchmen-Presbyterians, Independents, and others 
holding various opinions-placed there by the lawless 
acts of an unconstitutional power. About 5,000 of the 
clergy of the Church of England were expelled from 
their benefices, and these Puritans were illegally obtruded 
into their livings, where they had no moral right. 
After the overthrow of the Commonwealth and the 
restor&tion of monarchy in the person of Charles II., the 
liturgy was re.introduced into the Churches. Its use had 
been forbidden during those days of freedom-the 
days of the usurpation - (laughter) - it had been 
forbidden to be read in the Churches, aye, and 
forbidden to be read in private houses, and any 
man found at that time-in those days of liberty and 
religious freedom-(laughter)-reading a single. prayer 
from that book to comfort and solace, the dying 
hours of a. father or mother, a sister or brother, 
was fined, for the first offence £5, for the second 
.£10, and for the third was imprisoned. Those were the 
days of liberty, With the restoration of monarchy, 
the Prayer-book came again into use, the Act of 
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Uniformity was passed, and many of those who were not 
Churchmen in the true sense of the word, but had im· 
properly found their way into the pulpits of the Church, 
had the option given to them-they bad three months.in 
which they would make up their minds either to sub
scribe to the Prayer-book or withdraw from the Church, 
whose teaching and principles they repuuiated. 
(Applause.) He was not there to say one word against 
those men because they refused to subscribe to the 
Prayer-book. All honour to them if they had conscientious 
convictions on the matter. He was not there to say an 
unkind word of them, but be was there to say how it 
was they went out of the Church-a Church in which 
they had no legal or moral right, and in which they 
should never have been found. (Applause.) 

Were we not told by Mr. Illingworth the other 
night, that questions affecting tbe Church come 
under the consideration of Parliament? Mr. Illingworth 
said the fact that Parliament was asked to consider 
questions relating tG the Church was a proof 
that she was a Department of the State. (Laughter.) He 
ventured to affirm that there was scarcely a Session of 
Parliament when there was not some question 
raised affecting some one or other of the many re
ligious bodies, because they had property as well as the 
Church of England, and Parliament was often appealed to 
to legislate on such questions and to give them protection; 
because so long as the different religious communities in 
the country are recognised as they are by the State 
they are protected by the State. Every s~bject of th; 
realm has a right to claim this protection, and there 
were instances where questions affecting Dissenting 
chapels had been before Parliament and had also been 
dealt with jast in the same manner as Church questions 
when the law courts were appea.led to. We were 
told that sometimes the law was · appealed to to 
determine matters relating to the doctrines of thA Church. 
So it was in relation to Dissenting chapels. If a minister 
of a Nonconformist chapel preached a doctrine at 
variance with the trust deeds, and those connected with 
the chapel chose to raise the question-he did not sav 
they always would, because it was rather the boast of th

0

e 
president awhile ago, at the annual meeting of the Con
gregational Union in Yorkshire, that half the ministers 
of that denomination were preaching doctrines at 
variance with the trust deeds of their chapels, 
and a.t if they must require conformation to the 
trust deeds, they would empty their pulpits of half 
their best men; but still we had seen even within 
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the last year or two where divisions had arisen 
amongst them upon questions of doctrine-that the 
law had been appealed to just as it would be in the 
case of a clergyman of the Church of England. Dis
senting communities were just as much State-governed 
as the Church of England was, and they had just as much 
State protection. 

And now a few words with respect to the right of 
Parliament to deal with the property of the Church. 
We were told that because Parliament dealt with 
questions affecting the Church, Parliament had also 
a right to dispose of the property of the Church, 
Some years ago Mr. Gladstone wns asked whether 
he recognised any difference h>etween the property 
of the Church or public property and private pro· 
perty, and whether he believed that one was as sacred 
as the other, Bis reply was "Yes, I believe that public 
property is as sacr9d as private property, but I recognise 
this distinction between the two-that private property 
is sacred to persons, and public property is 
sacred to purposes." Now, the property of the 
Church of England was not public property in the 
ordinary sense of the word. It was property given for 
specific purposes, was vested not in the State, but in the 
individual clergy, or in trustees on their behalf. It bad 
been said that a church could not be consecrated unless it 
was .first handed over to Parliament. (Derisive laughter), 
As a matter of fact many churches bad been built in these 
!alter years having their endowments vested in the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, but the Ecclesiastical Com· 
missioners were not Parliament, (Hear, hear.) And it 
was not necessa1y that endowments should be invested 
with the Ecclesiastical Commissioners - that was only 
done as a reatter of convenience, to sr.ve the cost of 
transfer from time to time from one trustee to another as 
changes occured; anyone might build a church to-morrow, 
endow it, and vest the endowment in private indi
viduals as trustees, and neither Parliamer:.t nor the 
Ecclesiastical Comruissioners have any right to control 
them. (A1!plause). The rect.:ir of the parish was a 
corporation sole, and the endowments of his Church were 
held under the same tenures as any other property, 
"Granted," some men would say, "But that being 
the case-this property having been given in time 
past, when all r siding within the parish were 
members of the C urch, does it not follow that 
new when there are many within the parish wh ve 
withdrawn from the communion of the Church, but 
who still confess the name of Christ-Is it net right 
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that they should have pa.rt of that property which w&.s 
left for the spiritual t eaching of all in times past?'' 
The answer was at once, "No." (A.pplause.) The 
property was left to the Ohurch; the Church of England 
was a kind of ecclesiastical cummon, where every 
person residing within the parish had a right to pasture. 
(Hear, hear.) Any parishioner could command the ser
vices of the clergyman-be had a right to be christened, 
or to be married in his parish church, to attend the 
services in that church during life, and to sleep beneath 
the shadow of its walls at death ; but if we were to allow 
every religious body or any individual to come upon that 
ecclesiastical common and enclose a little bit here and a 
little bit there for his special benefit, er for the 
benefit of the religious community to which he belon~s, 
there would soon be no ecclesiastical common to 
pasture upon. (Applause.) The same principle might 
be applied in regard to any public institution. 
Suppose, for example, there was in the town a public 
dispensary ·to which any suffering member of the 
community could go for help. A man might go and 
say, "I don't believe in your mode of treatment. I 
believe in another system of treatment; your infirmary 
or dispensary has been endowed by benevolent persons, it 
has a rich endowment, and, as I can't avail myself of 
it, and am going somewhere else, I will ask you to 
hand me over part of the endowment to enable me to 
be treated elsewhere." (Laughter.) The principle would 
be precisely the same-just as reasonable and just as con· 
sistent. Knowing this, was it not of advantage to the 
community at large that the Church should maintain her 
position? Was it not a great and glorious thing to think 
that in these days of what was called free thought, and 
scepticism, and infidelity, that every inch of the soil in 
this country was included within some parish or another 
-whether it was amongst the town populations, 
or in the rural distric~s, or wherever it might be
that there was a church, the centre of the 
parish, that there wa.'1 a clergyman located there, 
whose services could be commanded hy rich and poor 
alike-a man to minister the rites of the Church, visit 
the sick, comfort the affiioted, and who was the centre of 
light and civilisation to those a.round him? (Applause.) 
Far be it from him to say one word in depreciation of 
the great efforts made by Nonconformists in the same 
directioe, (Hear, hear.) Far be it from him to say one 
word against the great revival that took place more than 
a century ago in this country, but there was just this 
difference between the Nonconformist minister and the 
parish clergyman-the one was the minister of a 

• 
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congregation and had no claims upon him beyond 
those of his congregation ; the other was the clergy
man of the parish, and every soul within the geo
graphical limits of that parish bad a right to look to 
him for spiritual comfort (applause), had a right to 
look to him for spiritual counsel and advice, and 
before we sanctioned the removal of these churches, 
or assented to wha.t was called dise11tablisbment and dis. 
endowment, we should ask whether there was anything 
better to put in their place. What guarantee bad we 
for the continuance of Christian teaching to the masses 
of the people, especially in the poorer districts ? What 
guarantee bad we for the upholding of truth in the 
land? Through th1:1 teachh1gs and the influence 
of the Church and her ministers, England had become 
the greatand free nation that she is-she had been the 
bulwark of liberty ; to the Church we owed the preser
vation of the Scriptun.s we read from day to day, and 
while she had been tolerant and forbearing, and left to 
others the fullest right of conscience and religious free· 
dom, she offered her service to every man, woman, and 
child within the realm. (Applause.) Complaint might 
be made against her services; it might be said they were 
dull and tame, because they were written for us, and that 
some migb prefer the impromptu utterings of those who 
might minister within her walls. l'lad we ever heard any· 
thing better than the Prayer-book contained. (Applause.) 

" And surely in a world like this, 
So rife with woe, so scant of bliss ; 
Where fondest hopes are oftenest crossed, 
And fondest hearts are severed most; 
'Tis something that we kneel and pray 
With loved ones near and far away; 
One God, one faith, one hope, one care, 
One form of words, one house of prayer." 

(Loud applause.) In the language of another writer he 
might say-

Something in these aspiring days we need 
To keep our spirits lowly, 
To set within our hearts 
Sweet thoughts and holy; 
And 'tis for this they stand, 
The old grey churches of our native land. 

(Loud applause.) Mr. Croston then expressed his thanks 
for the patience with which the audience had listened, 
and the hope that what he had said might be the means 
of drawing closer the ties of attachment between those 
present and the Church of the country-that Church 
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which had stood as a bulwark aga.inet the encroachments 
of Rome, and as a burier against the advances of 
infidelity. Rememberieg all tba.t the Church had done 
for the country, he would say tha.t-

He must have a coward's heart 
Who would not make a stand, 

For altar, throne, for hearth and home, 
~n this our fatherland. 

(Loud cheers.) 

The Rev. Mr. ELLLISON then proposed a vote of thanks 
to tho lecturer, and in doing so said that while Church· 
men must appreciate the efforts of Nonconformists, they 
Ahould let it be known they belonged to the Church of 
EnglaRd, (Applause.) He thought the history of the 
Church ought to be brought rr.ore particularly before the 
young, so that they might be able to give a reason for 
belonging to the Church of England. (Hear, hear.) 

IIIr. TOUOHSTONE, in a vigorous speech, seconded, He 
said that while the Church of Rome bad changed her 
formularies and doctrines to suit herself, the Church of 
England, for 1,600 yea.re, had stood the same ground. He 
commented upon the unreasonableness of those who 
soaght to take the property of the Church, and said that 
if the 60 different sects in the country were allowed to 
deal with the property of the Church as they liked, they 
would be doing something very different to what they 
allowed in their own communities. Without iuidious 
feeling, he should like to refer to the splits in one great 
body; there were some within our recollection, and 
some running not very much out of our recollec~ion, 

there had been some half dozen splits in the great 
Methodist body. B11t did any one tiver hear when the 
Wesleyan reformers went out, when the Warrenites and 
the Kile.mites went ou t-(la.ughter)-that they took one 
penny of property with them? Certainly not; it never 
was tolerated, not even the bare mention of it, and why, 
he asked, should they, having gone out from the Church, 
claim that for themselves which they don't allow others to 
claim from them-they would repudiate it, and he simply 
said to all such, "Come back, the Church and her emolu· 
ments shall be at your service, her doors and her minis
trations will be open to you, but so long as you cut your
selves off, by the life of Pharoah, you'll take none of her 
property." (Loud applause.) Why was it that tithes 
were given originally to the Church ?-beo~uee money was 
scarce. He would j uet refer to one or two Churchmen 
standing out prominently in the mass of benefactors to the 
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Church, Mr. F. S. Powell had at Bradford built a church 
and schools, and endowed them at a cost of £33,000. 
(Applause.) In the adjoining town of Halifax Colonel 
Akroyd had done similar work at a cost of £64,000. 
{Applause,) Then there was Charles Brook, of Meltham 
Mills, near Huddersfield, who had spent not lees than 
£150,000 in a similar way-(applause)-while the Birleys 
in Manchester had built and endowed amongst them no 
less than sixteen churches. {Applause.) And•to tell him 
that any little sect which had jumped up yesterday had a 
right whether they were Quakers, or Shakers, or 1'humpers 
of to·day-(laughter)-to take the property given by such 
men was the height of absurdity, {Applause.) Church
men wanted nothing from Dissenters; all they wished to 
do, all they were determined to do, was to hold their 
own. (Applause.) He appealed to the Churchmen and 
women of Macclesfield to stand up for the Church and 
what belonged to her-to take care that the property 
.which was given for certain pnrposes remained intact and 

Let no rude hand sever 
The links that come between 

Their dear old Church of England, 
The altar, and their Queen. 

(Loud cheers.) 

The proposition was then put and carried by ac. 
clamation. 

Mr. CROSTON, in acknowledging the compliment, said 
he had end£iavoured to guard himself against making use 
of language that might hurt the feelings of aJiy who were 
disposed to differ from him-bis object in delivering the 
lecture was to inform Churchmen and others on 
the history of the Church-a subject upon which he 
was afraid a great amount of ignorance prevailed. He 
concluded by proposing a vote of the.Bks to the Vicar for 
presiding, expressing his personal obligation to him for his 
presence and support, 

Councillor EATON seconded, and Mr. ARMSTRONG, 

schoolmaster, Hurdsfield, supported the proposition, 
which was put to the meeting by Mr, Thorp, and unani· 
mously agreed to. 

The VIOAR, in reply, endorsed what Mr. Croston had 
said as to the clergyman being at the service of every 
person in liis parish, remarking that on very many occa
sions he was called in by Dissenters and those who at
tended no place of wqrship at all. He did not mentio:n 
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this as au e-xtraordinary fact, but in substantiation of 
what the lecturer had said-the people had a. perfect 
right to the services of the clergyman-no matter to what 
denomination they belonged, and he was quite sure the 
clergy were nut slow in ren1ering wkat service they could. 
(Applause.) There was only one deduction he made from 
his own experience, and it was this, that if ever dis
establishment of the Church became an accomplished 
fa.ct, which God forbid it should, the working classes and 
the poor would be the greatest sufferers. (Appia.use.) 

The meeting then terminated with the singing of the 
National Anthem. 

Claye, Slade, and Gundry, "Courier" Office, Macclesfield. 
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