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whieh* dlsplﬂccd tho precmus metnls in
Ameriea; and sent them abroad ‘to swell
the amount of the:exchiangeable comuno-
dity (inoney) in other places. “None of us
gets as much in exchiange {of asovereign as
il tho issue of American legal tender notes

had not taken place. Suppose an amount
of other exchangeable commodities equal
to.1,000 units of account’ (let it be £ *),
and an :\gglc"ate of " the commodxly
gold—apportioned . in pieces ol certi-
fied . quality ‘and weight as. coin—also
amounting ‘to’ 1,000 units of account
(£). Now a unit of gold will exchange
for & unit of othier: commodities.  Then
suppose the amount: of. gold, money of
the world at large, augmented by the
issue of paper promises to pay gold tothe
amount of 1,000 units. - You then have
the money to'the amount of 2,000 units
against other commodities of 1 (JOO units ;
one unit of other commodities will only
exchange agnainst two of “money. -All
money: is - depreciated to onec-half of its
original value, and the.owner of true pro-
perty, true money, is muléted of half its
original value in exchange by the manu-
facturers of eredit. . This action is ‘modi-
fied by circumstances, as, for e\.nnple, by
the fact that the paper ehrrency in the
States does not pass at its nominal value
as compared to gold; but the principle
which L have roughly deseribed is"in-ac-
tion all round us at thic same Lunc. Every
bank note’ or legal tender note helps to

reduce the va]uc of h\ed incomes p.\v Ll)](.‘

in money.”

Having’ e\pl'uned thc eﬂch of scarcxly
or abundance ol moncy lh(, mt,u,lc pro-
cceds ;.

1t is essential Lo {L(!Ol rcct undcrqtand-
ing of this  sulject to remembcr that

whenever we talk of cheqpness :md dears

ness of goods-——\\hebhex we intend it ov
not—the l.v.n"u'we we; use means cheap-
ness or . dearness -’ as; measur ed azainst
gold, for we h'wc no. o’ther real standard.
1t is only by cost in money _that any com-
parison can bc mstxtutedh Anil .any at-
tempt to e\plam thiese problems without
reference to. the' intervention of money is
sm\ply hope]essh' mlsle’tdmu “How, for
instance, mccordmfv to prevulent theoucs
of fwomblo produchlon, is it possible to
account for the fact ‘le_:mt wheat: can be
grown in South Australia at' h% 151-oﬁb“on
land that doos:not yleld on an- average

more than . ten bushels per acre, ‘and.

where wages ave six shillings per day ; and
not onl\' ata proﬁt in the Colony, but. that
:md and there com-

My answer. lo; -Sir. Rolmt Peel' fumous
question—% What'is o pound ? " is-that a %' £
is.a unit of nceount of \'Mue, as’'a “1b." is aunit
of account of\vcxght : T S

“ing’ food

pete s{iécéssflilij"\{'itll wheat prod’uced‘

from land four times as tertile, cultivated
by laborers not getting a fourth of* the
money wages, and certainly not living
half’ as well as their fellows in South Aus-
tralin? The natural. fucilities in land and
labor, the primary necessuries for the pro-
duction of whet at, are incomparably supe-
vior in Lng]and, and, according to cowm-
monly received doctrines, what I have
stated ought to Le hinpossible, bui it is
the fact. The true explanation is simply
that the Australian wheat: does not cost
so much in roney to produce. Land is
almost rent-free, and peculiarities of cli-
mabe enable machinery to Le used for
reaping, which saves wouey which must
otherwise be paid for labor.  But the fact
shows that we delude ourselves when we
supposc that these questions are settled
altogether by imagined superior facilities
of countries for producing this or that
commodity.”’

Inanswer to the argument that cnpnml
should be employed in producing that
which is most profitable, the article says :

“"The point involved in these questions
is also present in the issue between the
squatter and the farmerin Australia. The
squatter is naturally.a frec-trader, as is his
anologue, the cotton-grower of the South-
ern United States. e says in cffeet to
the farmer, “and 1 have heard it said, ‘It
is all nonsensc your, attempting to grow
corn lLiere. You can only make at best a
very moderate subsistence, and you can
never hecome w oalth) One  hundred
thousand acres divided Dbetween 200 of
you may give you and your families a
scanty support, ‘but at the outside you will
not make between )ou a profit of £10,000
to add to the w e'\lth of the community.
Now let mo have thie ]00 000 acres and I
will stock them w 1t]1 ”OO OOO sheep, which
1 have the gold to’ bny, and I will make
single-handed a profit of £50,000 a year. It
is quite frue that in 5o employing the land
it will produce no food for man, exeept
my surplus shcep \\]uch I don’t thinlk it
worth my while to ]\ccp for wool, and
under your cultivation it would have sup-
ported your "00 f'un ies numbering 1,000
souls; but that s, mothing to the point,
w Inch is, .1ccordnw to all ecconomical
doctxmc:, that the country should devote
itself to those occupations by wluch the
greatest amount- of -~ wealth can be pro-
duced ; and. I demonclmtc to you that
wool growing is mone proﬁtablc than grow-
So you must make way for me,
and you can nnport, the food .whenee you
hhe, and can get it clxe'tpcst’ Vaturally
the fm'mers ‘do ‘mot see the mafter in
this hwht 'lhey s'xy ¢ Wohavé no money
w1th ‘which to stock shocp 1'uns, and next

we should stm‘\ e.

to none to buy food. If the country is to
be devoted to. sheep pasture and wool.
growing, as the most profitable pursuit,
there will be no room and no employment
for us, as sheep farming requires very few
hands; but without cmployment we-can-:
not live, and to make way for you is not so
casy as you may wish. . The development
of the greatest amount ol wealth in the
country is a matter of very subordinate
consideration to us compared with our
personal subsistence. Xven, thercforve,
if corn-growing has to be protected ; even
if you are made to pay five shillings for it,
when by free-trade you could get it for
four shillings, that is better for us, the far
greater number.  You will have to forego
the luxuries which you might purchase
with those extra shillings, or the wealtl
which you might amass by accumulating
thiem, but weshall get those extra shillings
whevewith to purchase necessaries. Tro-
tection will foree, to a certain extent, a.
morve equal distribution of thc comforts of
life.,? ™

In answer to the argument, that the in-
dustries in each country which can be
most profitably carried on are those alone

which should . be prosecuted, our author

sayS
“Mr. Cairnes thinks that the fuct is over:
looked ¢that it. is only. those industries

which are carried on at a relative chsad\'am- -
tage that stand in need of protection, and .

that, consequently, since in no country are
all industries equally favored by nature—

the consummation M. Alby contemplates:’

with so much satisfaction is mcapable of
realization in any part of the world durm{,
any stage of commereial progress.” It is
precisely, because in no country are all
industries cqually favored - Ly nature
that. Mr. Cairnes’ objection fails, Accord-
ing to the free trade theory, pushed to its
logical -extent, cach 'country should only
do t]l.lt thing, produce that article of
commcrce, in respect of which if is ‘most

favored—gold countries should produce -

nothing but gold ; countries with specially
good copper mines, nothing but copper ;

wine countries, nothing but wine ; China,

nothing but tea; Australia, nothing but
wool ; South Americs, nothing but hides.
Bub the inhabitants of thiese places say:
naturally:” ¢ It is quite true, this is Ly far
the most favored industry in this country,

but this' is not ‘suflicient to emp]oy all of .

us’; we w ant omploymcnt work todo'that
\\e may. h\'e. We cannot remove to other.
_countries, for in each the favored industry
is over-supplied with labor.  That the fow
‘engaged in the f'wo'red mdustl 'y enjoy ex-

ceptional uc‘lvmltnges in conlpctluon thh '
"all the rest of the world is no reason why @
On the ‘contrary that "




