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FREE TRADE AND TILE ‘ HAMILTON COMMERCIAL takes ant of the pockets of the consumers just as much as n taxon tieeess

ADVERTISER.

‘The Hamillon Commercial Advertiser of the 21 inst. contains n
long atticle in reply to our obscrvations of the 20th ult. We shall
not imitate the diffusiveness of our contemporary, but shall con-
dense our remarks as much as possible, and this we can do with
the greater propriety, since his last article has narrowed the con-
troversy to such trivial points that it is almost a waste of time and
paper to discuss them. Siill our antagonist appears determined to
deny that there is any similarity in our views, although on almost
every individual point there is nearly perfect unanimity. For
instance, he writes:—

* We cordially agree with you, in the present circumstances of the re-
lations between Great Britain and Canada, in the propriety of Canada in-
sisting on a repeal of the Naviganon Laws, in our cluming the r.ght
freely to admit to our waters whatever vessels will earry our produce, at
the cheapest rate, to the best matkets,.  We agree with you, also, in the
propriety of doing away with all differential” duties.  In short, wlile
Great Britain adopts the principle of regulating her whole fiscal concerns
by the theory of free trade, and on the grounds that she mus, in all her
commercial regulations, guide herself by the principles of profit and loss,
ag expounded by the economists—profit and loss to herself irrespective of
her colonics—ve hold that we are called on to follow out these very saine
principles.  We cannot hope to alter her course by opposing it—we may
perhaps influence it by ourselves adopung 1t. Come, then, friend and
confrere, and see what we are to do with our system of imports. We
agree with you in the propriety, in as far as possible, of taking off all
taxes on what you call necessaries, which we should be inclined to term
articles denving their value from their intrinsic value. Duties on sugar,
duties on tea, duties on 1molasses evanish as far as possible.”

Having thus given an unqualified assent to our leading doctrines,
he proceeds to give his own 1ariff of taxation, on what he styles
articles of ostentation, fixing the rates at 25 to 50 per centum, and
then, in & tone of triumph, asks whether such a scale of taxation
might not, under certain circumstances which he specifies, foster
and protect the manufacture of such articles, and whether such pro-
tection would not he contrary to those principles of Free Trade
which we advocate? Qur answer to this is very simple: we ob-
ject to his scale of taxation—it is not ours, but his own. Our ob-
Jection to such an exhorbitant scale of taxation, even on articles of
ostentation, are clearly stated in our last, namely, that it would {end
to diminish consumption ; and we produced some striking instances
in the history of taxation in Great Britain—those of the taxes on
chip hats, and the use of hair powder—which clearly demonstrate
that in taxation two and two do not always make four. The rule
which welaid down—and in which certainly nothing that the Ham-
ilton Commercial Advertiser has written has shaken our confidence—
is, that taxation should be ¢ proportioned in a considerable degree to
the intrinsic value of the aiticles, and not to the means of those
who, it is presumed, may be the purchasers.”” For all the conse-
guences which may flow from such a rule—if it be inconsistent with
the doctrines of Free Trade—we are of course responsible, but we
must disclaiin the responsibility of any such scheme as that which
the Hamillon Commercial Advertiser proposes.

Bat it may be said, that even a moderate scale of taxation on im-
potted articles, to a certain degree, raises and protects domestic
manufaclures, No doubt it does: and this is the main argument in
favor of direct, in opposition to indirect, taxation  There are, how-
ever, numerous reasons— which it is unnecessary to particularize
here—which cause the latter systen to be generally acted on in
every country ; and such an incidental protection of manufactures
—supposing it to be an evil—is too tiifling to outweigh those reasons.
Of course in legislating on this, as on other subjects, there are some
anomalies which cannot be entirely aveided, and all that can ve
done is to make them as trifling as possible.

In our number of the 20th ultimo, we asserted what we thought
a self-evident proposition, and which, therefore, necded no argument
to support it, ¢ That a tax en luxurics may frequently he collected
to the advantage of the revenue, and without inconvenicnee to the
payer, we apprehend no one can deny, and this, as we have already
stated, is a strong argument in favour of the taxation of such come-
dities 3 but that such 2 tax does {ake just as much wealth from
the pocket of the payers, as any tax on necessaries, is we think
cqually clear.”’.

To this the Hamilton Commercial Adverliser replics:

“ We bring forwird a supposed case of a country having been in the
habit of imporung lac~ from another to iliz value of £1,000,000 per an-
num, free of duty.  'We suppose, then, a duty of twenty per cent. to be
levied on it, and affirm that in that case the quantity or quality of lace
mported will fall, or neariy fall, so much as 10 make the amonat expen-
ded on lace, by the members of that community only, £1.000,000, as

before. The Leanomist does not dispaic the probabuluy of this, uor do
we th.ok be can do so.  How, then, 131t that he affirms that such a tax

sarivs? It clearly takes nothing out of the pocket ; it only somewhat di-
minishes the size, or alters the pattern of the articles of lace worn on the
person.  ‘To the initinted in all the secrets of these fubrics this may make
a sensible difference.  We question much, however, if, in the age of true
taste, it would make any sensible difference.”

Now, really the case as put by himself is so clear, as not {o ad-
mit of a doubt. If the quantily of the article be diminished, or the
quality be deteriorated, to the extent of the tax, does not the con-
sumer receive so much less value for his money, and does not the
State take from his pocket the ditfevence? Take the case of a per-
son defermining to invest a sum of money, say £1,000 in pictures,
a description of merchandize, which we suppose our contemporary
will class under the head of articles of ostentation, Now suppose the
cost of cach picture to be £100, is it not evident, that if there be a
duty of 10 per cent, with his £1000 he can only buy nine piclures,
whereas if there were no duty he conld purchase ten; the State,
therefore, by imposing a duty of ten per cent. takes from the poc-
kets of the importer or owner the value of one picture.

But, says the Commercial Adverfiser, the smaller quantily of lace
or the smaller quantity of pictures, are of the same value in the
marhet, as the Jarger quantity or number would be.  What is this,
but saying in other worls, thal taxation adds to the cost, and of
courselthe exchangable value, of commodities ; a proposition which
noone wilt deny ? And does not this equally apply to taxation on
necessaries, and is not, therefore, the distinction which he attempts
to draw between them and supetfluities, ov if he prefer the tenn,
articles of osteniation, merely the creature of his imagination ?

The editor of the Commercial Advertiser says to us,

“ You and we, for instance, though agrecing as to Canada, are, to a

certainty, wide as the poles nssunder as to the Britsh Empire.”
He then proceeds to point ont, what he considers the correct posi-
tion for Britain to assume ; and recommends ¢ first, a British League,
a British Zollverin; and secondly, some such representative scheme
as that of Mr. Howe.”?

It wonld be of little service— and altogether exceed the proper
limits of such an article as the present—to enter upon a speculative
disquisition as to the proper policy tv be pursued by Great Britain in
her commercial relations with other countries. For this reason—
however templing it may be—1we shall not offerany comment onour
contemporary’s observation. Great Britain has decided on her
course, and remonstrances from all her colonies collectively—still
less from any one of them—would prove unavailing. Our object—
and in it we rejoice to find there is no difference of opinion between
us and the Hamilton Commercial Advertiser——is to sccure the adop-
tion in this colony of such principles of commercial legislation, as
may give us as many of the benefits, and as few of the injuries and
inconvenicnces as possible, of the changes which have been wrought
in the fiscal policy of the mather country.

MONTREAL HERALD'S ADVOCACY OF FREE TRADE.

—

The Montreal Herald of the Sth instant, in answer to the stric-
tures in our last on the subject ot nis advocacy of the cause of Free
Trade generally, pats the following question to us:—

« Does he or s correspoadent assere that the Merald did not s
tinctly ndvocate the ¢ Repeal of the Differential Daiies,? the ¢ Abolition
of the Navigation Laws. so far as they restrict Canadian commerce, and
the ¢ Opemng of the Trade of the St. Lawrence’ before these reforus
were inentioned in the Economist 7"

ITe then proceeds to remark :—

« If he deny our claim to have been f{irst in the ficld, then we come at
once 10 185ue: {11era scripta manet—our files are in our office—and we
¢hall have no difficuity 1n cstablishing that which we have alleged. In
the meantime, we wall give our fnend a specimen of our quality, which,
sf Be thanh 1t worth his research, he will find was published a very res-
pectable length of ume before the St. Sacrament Street Journal inade its
appearance on this lower carth.  If this be not sufficiently remote we can
still go further back :—

* Wo mentioned in our last issuc amang the subjects, which it was to e hoped wou'd
occupe tho attention of our Provineiat Pathinmontduring the pretent session, theabssinte
neerenty, in consequenco of tho new commercial potiey of tho Mother Countes, of semo
Jdoliinz our own syatem of Provincint duties , and the mozo we reflect upon and cxamne
1ntes the effeets which must resuit from any supinencess on the part of the Provineial Le
mislatuiv an adopting the o 1 tplen of free trnde, and following in thosteps of the
Impenal Governmant, the more do e feel out duty to _foso no oppurtumity amd tpare
no labave 1 peinting out the suteidal policy of reted zreding of standing still, while af!
the rest of the world are at least adeancing tovwards the ndoption uf froc trade prnciples,
and the abrogation of all unnecessary restrictions on commerce.’ ™

Now, our respected contemperary would have adopted a course
which would have carried conviction to his readers, had ke, after
teference to thase files which he has so carefully retained, specified
the dates on which those articles appeared, which, by their
“ boldness,” according to his account, produced so powerful an
cffect on the public as to have “startled some and alarmed others.”

"The meagre extract with which he concludes, by no means expli-
citly establishes the fact of his advecacy of the “ TRiepeal of the
Di.fferential Duties,” whilst e does not furnish us with 2 tittle of
evidence in proof of his having taken up at an carly pesiod the




