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. Now, by reference to; the United States’ Commerce and Navigation- Returns for 1873

(pa"e 311) it wnll be seen that the re-exports of forewn ﬁsh were as follows —

_Ba‘nexs‘.”‘ ;' Am’_oimt;: ‘ "“{{ © Rate. |- ' ',~?.p;1£y;
Da e ‘ . .| +Dollars.. :f - Dollars. - .. Dollars..;
Herring. . . . e «o] . 19,928 81,775 ., | .. 1:00 per brl, 19. 928'
Mackerel o .o . ee| 36,146 ° 178 328 2400 ” " '72,202
All other . . . . .o - 213.634 134 per cent, 28, 827
Oil (page 319) .. . . .. " es601 [ 20 . 5,120
 Total .. . B S R 126,167

This sum, therefore, reprcsentmv dutres which never were collected must be deducted
from the agsregate duties accrued,. as shown by the ﬁoures Just prevmusly glven, viz.,
321,935 dollars. : : : o

Deduct— . : ‘ o " Dols. Dols.

Duties on re-cxports .. o, 196,167
Estimated duties on ﬁsh products not covered by Waehmgton 'I‘reaty,
esumated at.. . . . .. 10,000
‘ - . 136 167
Thus'fenviugasum'of e v - T . 185768

in regard to which it remains to be dec1ded whether or not 1ts remission has inured to the
benefit of the Canadian producer. . - ‘
-The United States contend, at pave ‘31 of the Answer, that the remission of dutles to
Canadian fishermen during the four years which have already elapsed under the operation
of the Treaty has amounted to about 400,600 dollars annually, which proposition it was-
explicitly stated would be conclusively proved in evidence which would .be laid before the -
Commission. This extraordinary assertion which, it has been contended, has been contra-
vened by the whole tenor of the evidence, whether adduced on behaIf of the United
Staltes or of :Great Britain, was followed up by the laying down. of the followmg, prm-‘
01pe,VIZ — ‘ _ S o s

«“ Where a tax or duty is unposed upon a sm'tll portlon o{' the producers of any commodlty, from
which the great body of its producers are exempt, such tax or duty necessarily remains a burden upon
the pxoducers of the smaller quantity, diminishing thelr proﬁts whlch cunnot be ndded to the pnce, .
and so distributed-among the purchnsers and consumers.” : : ‘

[t is contended, in reply, that this pnncrp]e is true onlv in those cases in- wmch the ‘
ablhty on :the part of the majority. of producers to: supply the commodxty thu° tdxed is
fully equal to. the demand. ]

The question whether the- consumer or. producer pays any 1mposts 1ev1ed upon the
1mportatron of certain‘commodities; does not depend - upon  whether the -body of foreign
producers is Jarge or- small “relativély to the body of domestic' producers,’ with whose
ploducts theirs are to come into competion, but simply upon: ‘the question whether or not -
the existing home : ~oduction is equal to the demand. ~ If it. be not. equal, and a quantlty_
equal to one-thitd ur one-fourth of that produced ‘at home he really required, prices must.

“go up: until the foreign producer can be. tempted to supply the remainder, and ‘the
- consumer.will pay the incrensed price not only upon the fraction imported, but upon the . : .
greater quantity produced within the importing country as well. - And the tendency of all,
the ‘evidence in this case, British and Amerlcan, has been a most exphclt and dlrect R
confirmation of this principle. SRS
The Dritish evidence to which I shall 1mmed1ately call your atteutlon, proves bevond S
a doubt-that: when' duties were imposed- upon- mackerel -of 2'dollars per barrel, Brltlsh- e
exporters to the United States realized a sufficient increase-of price to enable’ them to pay
those duties and’ stlll receive a net amount equal to the avem"e prrce recelved bef'ore those, PR
duties were imposed, as well.as after they were removed. R

- Upon'a careful examination of the United- States’ testrmony, it wnll Isubmlt app :
that dunng those years when' duties were nnposed upon ' British-caught fish, the prlce ‘of .

- mackerel when landed. from United - States’ vessels - from their ﬁshma voyages.in the -bay, -
was to . the full extent -of'the duty in’ excess of the pnee they commanded after the duty;'f
. was repealed ‘or before it was; -imposed, - | .
i Ies unpossrble to “conceive a clearer proof ‘that the cousumer and not the producer
‘ had to [gg%r] the burden of the duty aud not only that, but an. equwalent burdfn upon

‘7‘“'



