
'fiM:riiiiinHt<-r( H^ainst tlu; colonics, for ficii^lit is car nC<f af

lower ratP« fri ni these foreign ports than from (oh)nial

}>*/rls to f]nj,'lan(l.

To resume : As the scope of Enjiland's protective

policy brofirlened so us to include one lu-ju'ch of manufac-

turing after another, the necessary capital and skill from

the manufacturin*^ centres of the continent were fothcom

inj^. Tlie iiuluHtries thus transplanted found a ('(Miireniai

i*oil. Man/ of ohem w(>re new to England and increased

the variety of her manufactures.

Another effect of Eni,dand's protective policy was her

rapid increase in population and wealth which subsequent-

ly enahhxl her to successfully cope with the gigantic power

of the first Napoleon,

Prior to 184G the agricxiltural inttTfrists had kept pace

with tlie rise and spread of the njanufacturing interests in

England, and not only there, but in the (olf)nies, for Eug.

land's tariff Wfis national and imperial, inasmuch as im-

pcjrts from the colonies, when sul)ject to a duty, paid !e «

than foreign goods. Some Free Traders assert thab Eng-

land wart obliged to adopt free trade because she couid no

longer feed her rapidly increasing population, or obtain

sufH'-ient raw material for her factorit^. That assertion is

a fallacy, for the sliding, scale of the Corn Laws and the

supplies from abnxul would have prevented the former con-

tingency and the admission of raw material free, is com-

j>atible with the highest protection. On the other hand,

eminent Free Traders have left documentary evidence to

show that England did not adopt free trade of necessity,

but from the conviction that fiee tn^do was morally right

and protection morally wrong. Be that as it may, neither

net of Free Traders have explained the peculiar morality

of raising a revenue of over 6100,000,000 by customs duties

in a free t-ade country on certain goods because such goods

are not } roduced in Britaiii, such as tea, coifee an;l various


